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Global virtual team  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Shared leadership 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Task interdependence  
 
 
 
 
Expertise interdependence  
 
 
 
 
Autonomy profile configuration 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Teams that comprise geographically 
distributed and culturally diverse 
members who are collaborating for 
a common goal, at least partly 
through technology (Martins, Gil-
son, & Maynard, 2004; Horwitz, & 
Santillan, 2012). 

 
“An emergent team property of mu-
tual influence and shared responsi-
bility among team members, 
whereby they lead each other to-
ward goal achievement” (Wang, 
Waldman, & Zhang 2014, p. 181). 

 
The extent to which people need to 
rely on each other to accomplish 
their tasks (Van de Ven & Ferry, 
1980). 

 
The extent to which people need to 
rely on others for their knowledge or 
expertise (Barton & Bunderson, 
2014). 

 
An autonomy profile describes the 
level of autonomy a global virtual 
team member receives from global 
and local leadership sources com-
bined. The composition of these au-
tonomy profiles in the team forms 
an autonomy profile configuration.   
 
 
 
 



x 

Empowering support 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Power distance   
 
 
 
 
 
Shared leadership coordination 
 
 
 
Implicit leadership coordination 
 
 
 
Behavioral leadership coordination 
 
 
 
 
Team effectiveness 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A form of empowering leadership 
behaviors, which involves sharing 
power with subordinates and creat-
ing a supportive environment for 
members to leverage this power, as 
well as raising members’ level of in-
trinsic motivation and expressing 
confidence in high performance 
(Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Dras-
gow, 2000; Srivastava, Bartol, & 
Locke, 2006; Zhang & Bartol, 
2010). Empowering support may 
come from interpersonal sources, 
i.e. members and leaders, or from 
structural sources, including work 
processes and technology. 

 
The extent to which “a community 
accepts and endorses authority, 
power differences, and status privi-
leges” (Carl, Gupta, & Javidan, 
2004, p. 513). 
 
The management of dependencies 
among leadership activities. 
 
 
Members sharing the same percep-
tions or cognitive schemas about 
who has leadership over what. 
 
The explicit actions aimed at coordi-
nating the leadership activities tak-
ing place in the team towards a co-
herent whole. 
 
A team outcome measure defined as 
both high performance and em-
ployee quality of work life; thus 
commonly constituting a composite 
measure including team perfor-
mance (e.g. quality, quantity and 
productivity) and affective out-
comes (e.g. satisfaction and com-
mitment) (Mathieu, Maynard, 
Rapp, & Gilson, 2008)



xi

This doctoral dissertation consists of a summary and of the following publica-
tions which are referred to in the text by their numerals. 

1. Nordbäck, E; Sivunen, A. 2013. Leadership behaviors in virtual team meet-
ings taking place in a 3D virtual world. Proceedings of the 46th Hawaii Inter-
national Conference on System Sciences, Wailea, HI, USA, January 7-10, pp. 
863-872. 

2. Nordbäck, E; Small, E.; Nurmi, N. Freeing the global worker to share lead-
ership in the global virtual team. Unpublished essay. 

Publication 2 is based on: Nordbäck, E., Small, E. 2015. Shared Leader-
ship Emergence in Global Virtual Teams: Role of Task and Team Design. 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Academy of Management, 
Vancouver, Canada. 

3. Nordbäck, E; Espinosa, A. Pulling in the same direction - The importance of 
shared leadership coordination in global virtual teams. Under second round 
review at Journal of Management Information Systems in the year 2018. 

Publication 3 is based on: Nordbäck, E., Espinosa, A. 2015. Cognitive and 
Behavioral Leadership Coordination – Linking Shared Leadership to High 
Performance in Global Teams. Proceedings of the 48th Hawaii Interna-
tional Conference on System Sciences, Kauai, HI, USA. (Best paper nomi-
nation) 

4. Nordbäck, E. Antecedents of shared leadership in global virtual teams: The 
role of task and expertise dependencies and empowering supports. Un-
published essay.  



xii 

Publication 1: Nordbäck, E; Sivunen, A. 2013. Leadership behaviors in vir-
tual team meetings taking place in a 3D virtual world. Proceedings of the 46th 
Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, Wailea, HI, USA, Janu-
ary 7-10, pp. 863-872. 
 
I was the primary author of this conference proceeding paper and was solely 
responsible for the research design and data analysis. Dr. Sivunen participated 
in the editing and in joint discussions on the contents of this publication. 

Publication 2: Nordbäck, E; Small, E.; Nurmi, N. Freeing the global worker 
to share leadership in the global virtual team. Unpublished essay. 
 
I was responsible for the research design, data collection and analysis, and 
write-up of this article. In light of the results, I invited Small and Nurmi to 
contribute to the write-up of this article. Small contributed particularly with 
her knowledge on shared leadership, and Nurmi with her knowledge on global 
virtual teams. Nurmi also interviewed and added three additional teams to the 
empirical data of this paper. All authors contributed to the final write-up of the 
paper. However, I retained the main responsibility for the writing and analysis 
within the paper. 

Publication 3: Nordbäck, E; Espinosa, A. Pulling in the same direction - The 
importance of shared leadership coordination in global virtual teams. Under 
second round review at Journal of Management Information Systems in the 
year 2018. 

This article is based on a previous conference proceeding paper, which re-
ceived a best paper nomination at the 48th Hawaii International Conference 
on System Sciences, Kauai, HI, USA in 2015. I was solely responsible for the 
research design, data gathering, and data analysis. In the light of the results, I 
invited Espinosa to comment on the analysis and contribute to the write-up of 
this article with his knowledge on coordination in global virtual teams. I re-
tained, however, the main responsibility for the writing and analysis. 

Publication 4: Nordbäck, E. Antecedents of shared leadership in global vir-
tual teams: The role of task and expertise dependencies and empowering sup-
ports. Unpublished essay.  
 
This article came out as a side piece from Publication 2, when the paper was 
substantially reworked over a time period of several years. In the process, I re-
viewed previous theoretical work on shared leadership in global virtual teams 



xiii 

and, to my surprise, could not confirm everything I had read in the existing lit-
erature in my own empirical data. Therefore, I conducted a substantial num-
ber of additional interviews, which resulted in accumulated evidence for new 
theorizing. As a result, I developed a propositional paper based on robust evi-
dence from the field which I connected with existing theory. I was solely re-
sponsible for the design of this study, data gathering, data analysis and the 
write-up of this article. 

 

 

 

 





1

Global virtual teams as the new normal 
Work performed in teams has become a fact of organizational life and recently, 
so have globally distributed teams (Zander, Mockaitis, & Butler, 2012; Zander 
et al., 2015). These so-called global virtual teams (GVTs) differ from conven-
tional co-located teams in that they are assembled of geographically distributed 
and culturally diverse members who are collaborating for a common goal, at 
least partly through technology (Martins, Gilson, & Maynard, 2004; Horwitz, & 
Santillan, 2012). Along with digitalization and rapid advances in technology, or-
ganizations are increasingly relying on these GVTs to perform their core work 
activities (Goldman & Shapiro, 2012).  

Expectations on GVTs to bring competitive advantage to organizations are 
commonly based on the possibility to quickly create GVTs comprised of mem-
bers from near and far, of having the best expertise and knowledge for a certain 
task, and the best understanding of local needs and demands (Martins et al., 
2004; Zander et al., 2015). In addition, GVTs may respond to agile market 
changes without the need for expensive and time-consuming business trips 
(McDonough, Kahn, & Barczak, 2001). Despite these promises, however, oper-
ating in a GVT is not a straightforward process. The reality is that the majority 
of global and virtual collaborations fall short of their expectations and are con-
sidered to be unsuccessful (Ferrazzi, 2014). This is problematic given the in-
creasing prevalence of these teams. It has been reported that up to 70 % of mul-
tinational organizations rely on virtual teams (VTs) (SHRM survey 2013), and 
that up to 80 % of knowledge workers are frequently or always working in VTs 
(Ferrazzi, 2014). Currently, no less than 1.3 billion workers are estimated to 
work virtually (Johns & Gratton, 2013). Inherent to this virtual explosion is that 
multinational organizations are facing substantial roadblocks in coping with 
and leading their distributed work force. Not surprisingly, leading GVTs suc-
cessfully across boundaries is one of the most challenging tasks, yet one of the 
most important ones in order to achieve GVT effectiveness (Hambley, O’Neill, 
& Kline, 2007; Hertel, Geister, & Konradt, 2005). Understanding how to lead 
GVTs for successful outcomes is, hence, an important topic for researchers and 
practitioners alike. Therefore, this dissertation continues to rethink leadership 
in GVTs to find out how to lead GVTs towards success. 

GVTs are riddled by complexity, which not surprisingly causes challenges for 
collaboration and for leaders. Previous research has identified boundaries such 
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as time zones, geography, functional, organizational, and national boundaries 
that have to be crossed by the workers collaborating over distance (Hinds, Liu, 
& Lyon, 2011). As a result of these boundaries, some of the most severe chal-
lenges of GVTs include coordination (e.g. Espinosa, Slaughter, Kraut, & Herb-
sleb, 2007), establishing relationships and trust (e.g. Jarvenpaa, Knoll, & 
Leidner, 1998; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999), creating a shared understanding 
(e.g. Hinds & Weisband, 2003), as well as managing conflicts (Kirkman, Rosen, 
Gibson, Tesluk, & Mcpherson, 2002; Montoya-Weiss, Massey, & Song, 2001). 
In coping with all these challenges, leadership has been identified as the second 
most important enabler of GVT success, after communication (Anantatmula & 
Thomas, 2010). But the high fail rate of GVTs (Ferrazzi, 2014) raises the ques-
tion of whether the traditional notion of a single leader elected by hierarchy is 
adequate for leading GVTs towards high performance. 

 
The changing nature of leadership in GVTs 
Leaders of GVTs face numerous obstacles in leading their teams towards suc-
cess. Firstly, leaders need to rely on technology for communication, which 
makes it harder for them to transmit their leadership influence (Davis & Bryant, 
2003). Electronic means for communication are prone to misunderstandings 
(Hinds & Weisband, 2003), lack of social presence (Short, Williams, & Chris-
tine, 1976; Sivunen & Nordbäck, 2015), and reduced awareness of members’ 
knowledge (Cramton, 2002), to mention only a few of the challenges that virtual 
leaders face. Along with increased virtuality, the opportunities for a leader to 
exert direct influence on the team diminishes (Avolio, Kahai, & Dodge, 2001), 
and so does their ability to foster conditions for social relationships, including 
trust, that enable VT members to work together successfully (Breuer, 
Hüffmeier, & Hertel, 2016). In addition, leaders face severe challenges with 
maintaining communication and with managing conflict over distance (Jonsen, 
Maznevski, & Canney Davison, 2012). When the team is multicultural in com-
position, a challenge also arises in that members may have different leadership 
preferences (Zander, 1997). Lastly, members commonly resist reaching out to 
their distant site colleagues, despite the fact that the best expertise may be found 
there (Bos et al., 2006), which put demands on leaders to ensure effective inte-
gration of expertise in the team. How leaders lead GVTs across boundaries and 
technology is, hence, an important question that does not have any clear an-
swers, despite extensive research on leadership (Steers, Sanchez-Runde, & Nar-
don, 2012).  

Previous research has identified the need for leaders of GVTs to perform a 
broad set of leadership roles and tasks simultaneously to cope with the global 
complexity (Kayworth & Leidner, 2002). Therefore, it is particularly problem-
atic that a single appointed leader is unlikely to possess all the relevant 
knowledge – information, competencies and resources – to perform the neces-
sary leadership functions alone (Conger & Pearce, 2003; Davis & Bryant, 2003; 
Pearce & Manz, 2005). For instance, the leader might have left the office, or may 
even be sleeping when a team member is seeking guidance and support, partic-
ularly if the GVT is distributed over multiple time zones. In addition, when 
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relying on virtual means for communication, the threshold for initiating com-
munication is higher than when being co-located (Reid, Malinek, Stott, Evans, 
1996), and as a result, both leaders and members may forget or hesitate to com-
municate. Finally, research has shown that there might not be a single form of 
leadership suitable for all of employees (Steers et al., 2012; Zander, 1997), and 
hence, leaders face barriers in carrying out their leadership strategy successfully 
across a diverse set of members in GVTs. On top of this complexity, since GVTs 
are commonly composed of knowledge workers who are experts in their special-
ized tasks, GVT members commonly expect to receive a vast amount of auton-
omy from their team leader (Davenport, 2005). Therefore, both the challenges 
that arise from members being dispersed over the globe, and the expectations 
towards autonomy among knowledge workers, inevitably require us to rethink 
traditional management and leadership practices for leading GVTs successfully. 
Traditional, hierarchical organizational structures may be too rigid for allowing 
members the flexibility they need to complete their knowledge-intensive work 
successfully across boundaries.  

Shared leadership in GVTs 
As a response to the identified leadership challenges in GVTs, researchers have 
recognized that there is a need for leadership to be shared among multiple indi-
viduals who possess knowledge and expertise most relevant to the team task 
(Denis, Langley & Sergi, 2012; Pearce, 2004). This enables a larger window of 
leadership opportunities and more relevant expertise for leadership to thrive in 
a global knowledge-intensive work environment. This so-called shared leader-
ship can be defined as “a dynamic, interactive influence process among individ-
uals in groups for which the objective is to lead one another to the achievement 
of group or organizational goals” (Pearce & Conger, 2003, p. 1). While other def-
initions exist (e.g. Carson, Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007; D’Innocenzo, Mathieu, & 
Kukenberger, 2016), what is common across them all is the notion that leader-
ship responsibilities are distributed over more than one person in the team. De-
spite the identified need for shared leadership in GVTs, however, previous re-
search on leadership in GVTs has mainly focused on the influence of a single 
leader on the team (Yammarino, Salas, Serban, Shirreffs, & Shuffler, 2012; Yukl, 
2013), leaving much room for speculation about the applicability and usefulness 
of shared leadership in GVTs. While some studies continue to underscore the 
importance of vertical leadership in GVTs (Joshi, Lazarova, & Liao, 2009; Saa-
rinen, 2016), there is an increasing wave of studies advocating shared leadership 
over traditional vertical leadership (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 
2014; Wang, Waldman, & Zhang, 2014), particularly in the context of GVTs (e.g. 
Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014; Hoegl & Muethel, 2016).  

This dissertation continues this line of work and investigates shared leader-
ship in GVTs, and its impact on team effectiveness, which broadly speaking in-
cludes team performance (e.g. quality, quantity and productivity) and affective 
outcomes (e.g. satisfaction and commitment) (Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gil-
son, 2008). In order for shared leadership to have an impact on the team and 
its effectiveness, however, it first needs to emerge either naturally or formally 
by being implemented in the team. In line with Mayo et al. who note the 
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following: “The usefulness of shared leadership, however, may not necessarily 
lead to the existence of it. It is possible that shared leadership may be more use-
ful in cases in which it is also more difficult to develop” (Mayo, Meindl, & Pastor, 
2003, p. 209). Following this argument further, the limited research on shared 
leadership in GVTs does not reveal how shared leadership may emerge in GVTs, 
but rather points towards its unlikeliness. Existing research on the antecedent 
conditions of shared leadership in co-located teams have proposed that varia-
bles related to the task itself (e.g. task complexity, interdependence), and factors 
related to team composition (e.g. geographic proximity, skill heterogeneity, de-
mographic homogeneity) (Conger & Pearce, 2003; Pearce, Perry, & Sims, 2001; 
Fausing, Joensson, Lewandowski, & Bligh, 2015) can all increase the likelihood 
of shared leadership in teams. However, GVTs collaborate over geographic dis-
persion, and constitute diverse memberships with heterogeneity on multiple 
cultural dimensions which create an environment that is counter to what has 
been theorized to facilitate shared leadership (Pearce et al., 2001). While previ-
ous research has begun to offer theoretical propositions on the antecedent con-
ditions of shared leadership in GVTs (e.g. Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017; Liao, 2016; 
Muethel & Hoegl, 2010; 2011), there is a lack of empirical evidence to back up 
several of these claims. Therefore, empirical research is needed to solve the par-
adox of shared leadership in GVTs, a paradox that includes competing argu-
ments that, on one hand, implies a strong need for shard leadership, and on the 
other hand, states the unlikeliness of shared leadership to emerge in GVTs 
(Pearce et al., 2001). This dissertation answers this call, by investigat-
ing the antecedent conditions of shared leadership in GVTs. 

Prior research on shared leadership and GVT effectiveness has produced 
mixed results. First, some have found that shared leadership leads to improved 
team effectiveness, beyond vertical leadership (e.g. Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014; 
Muethel & Hoegl, 2016). At the same time, however, studies have also found 
opposite effects (e.g. Mehra, Smith, Dixon, & Robertson, 2006; Robert, 2013). 
Together, these contradicting findings suggest that there might be some inter-
action effects at play, which may explain the inconsistent link between shared 
leadership and GVT effectiveness in previous research. Our understanding of 
what these intervening factors might be is, however, limited, and we know little 
about the conditions under which shared leadership leads to team effectiveness 
in globally distributed work environments. Therefore, a second goal of this 
dissertation is to investigate the link between shared leadership and 
GVT effectiveness and to identify which intervening factors influ-
ence this relationship. 

The aim of this dissertation is to discover the conditions under which 
shared leadership arises and contributes to GVT effectiveness. This 
objective is inspired by the theoretical and practical dilemma brought forward 
by Pearce and his colleagues stating that: “Although the emergence of shared 
leadership is less likely as dispersion increases, it is precisely these situations in 
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which the need for shared leadership may be the greatest” (Pearce et al., 2001, 
p. 629). In other words, while shared leadership may be critical for GVT effec-
tiveness (Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014), GVTs face boundary conditions that are 
counter to the conditions proposed to facilitate shared leadership emergence, 
such as e.g. geographical and demographic proximity. Previous research does 
not solve this paradox, and hence, this dissertation offers an inducive empirical 
study with the aim of discovering triggers to shared leadership in GVTs, that 
previous theorizing attempts have not identified. In addition, previous research 
does not solve under what conditions shared leadership lead to GVT effective-
ness, but rather provide conflicting evidence. Therefore, I set out to inductively 
study how shared leadership may arise in GVTs whereby shared leadership is 
more difficult to develop. Secondly, I study not only how shared leadership in-
fluences GVT effectiveness, but in particular, which intervening factors influ-
ence this relationship. 

Contextualizing shared leadership in GVTs 
Most previous theorizing efforts on shared leadership in the context of GVTs 
have either projected theories established from the co-located work context to 
the global context (for instance in research on how culture impacts shared lead-
ership emergence (e.g. Muethel & Hoegl, 2010)) or investigated intra-team var-
iables aggregated to the team level (e.g. Conger & Pearce, 2003; Paunova & Lee, 
2016; Pearce et al., 2001). Although this research has provided us with valuable 
insights, it may have missed the mark in just how powerfully internal and exter-
nal contextual factors come together in GVTs. In GVTs, members are embedded 
in different local contexts which may include different organizational struc-
tures, policies and national cultures – to mention a few (Hinds, Liu & Lyon, 
2011). Despite this, research on shared leadership in GVTs neglects the duality 
of the local and global context surrounding the GVT member, leading to a some-
what biased understanding of leadership in GVTs.  

A notable exception is the work of Reiche and colleagues (Reiche, Bird, 
Mendenhall, & Osland, 2017), who contextualize global leadership into a typol-
ogy of four different global leadership roles with differing task and relational 
complexity. But most research on GVTs continues to treat GVTs as though they 
exist in a vacuum, not considering the contextual factors in leadership. As a con-
sequence, we know little about how local and global conditions interplay to have 
an impact on GVT members and their collaboration in their GVTs (Maloney, 
Bresman, Zellmer-Bruhn, & Beaver, 2016), and further, their co-enactment of 
shared leadership. As a response to this, I continue the line of thought initiated 
by Reiche et al. (2017) and pay particular attention to contextual and configura-
tional factors that might help to unlock important knowledge about shared lead-
ership in GVTs. Therein, I put a stronger focus on context, and study shared 
leadership in GVTs not only through the perspective of the team, but from the 
bottom up, starting at the individual level – to find out about team members’ 
unique experiences of shared leadership as they navigate their local and global 
contexts in parallel. In addition, I move beyond aggregate approaches, and pay 
attention to how configurational aspects, such as how members are locationally 
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placed in relation to each other and their leader (O’Leary & Cummings, 2007), 
may influence shared leadership in their GVT. 

1.2.1 Methodological choice in brief 

In this dissertation, I applied inductive multi-case research methods to 16 GVTs, 
to gain a deeper understanding of how members and their teams enact shared 
leadership over global boundaries, and how shared leadership impacts GVT ef-
fectiveness. The goal of inductive research is to generate new theory emerging 
from the data, by moving from raw data towards concepts, themes and ulti-
mately a theoretical model (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Thomas, 2006).  

In line with an interpretive approach, I study shared leadership through a re-
lational lens (Uhl-Bien, 2006), and focus on how shared leadership manifests 
as “an emergent team property of mutual influence and shared responsibility 
among team members, whereby they lead each other toward goal achievement” 
(Wang et al., 2014, p. 181). When leadership is shared among team members, 
the focus of leadership is shifted from the standpoint of the single leader per-
spective towards a relational perspective, with leadership being socially con-
structed among individuals through a social influence process (see Figure 1) 
(Uhl-Bien, 2006; DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Yukl, 2013). This relational perspec-
tive entails studying leadership from the perspective of behaviors and actions 
jointly produced by individuals instead of a property inherent in one individual, 
such as in reference to personal characteristics, skills or traits. Hence, in this 
dissertation, I adopt a relational view of leadership, and study how shared lead-
ership is socially constructed through a mutual influence process among team 
members. More specifically, I study shared leadership by assessing team mem-
bers’ perceptions and the experiences of those who engage in the leadership of 
the team, as well as how they perceive this to impact their team effectiveness.  
 

 

Specifically, this dissertation moves toward a theory of antecedent conditions 
of shared leadership and its impact on effectiveness in GVTs by relying on a 
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multi-case study design using inductive qualitative analysis. A multi-case study 
design is useful for finding out through comparison why some GVTs and not 
others engage in shared leadership, and why some GVTs seem to be more effec-
tive than others when doing so. Building theory from case studies is a research 
strategy that involves using multiple cases to create theoretical constructs and 
propositions from case-based empirical evidence (Eisenhardt, 1989). As my 
goal was to extend underdeveloped theory on shared leadership in GVTs, I 
treated the 16 GVTs participating in this dissertation study as 16 cases ranging 
from high to low levels of shared leadership as a series of “natural experiments”, 
each case serving to confirm or disconfirm the inferences drawn from the others 
(Yin, 2009). Yet, the study was designed to be open-ended and to allow new 
themes to emerge, given the underdeveloped state of current research on shared 
leadership in GVTs. Therefore, I applied inductive qualitative methods in this 
dissertation study. 

1.2.2 Research questions in brief 

The four studies presented in the appendices are designed to contribute to my 
overall goal of furthering the limited theorizing on shared leadership in GVTs.  
While Chapter 3 provides a detailed description of each research question and 
how they are addressed in each paper, I present my research questions in brief 
below, in text and in Figure 2: 
  
RQ1: What antecedent conditions enable shared leadership in GVTs?  
 
RQ2: How does shared leadership influence GVT effectiveness?  
 
RQ3: What factors influence the relationship between shared leadership and 
GVT effectiveness? 
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This dissertation is structured as follows. After the introduction in Chapter 1, 
Chapter 2 provides an overview to the background literature and key concepts 
of this dissertation. First, I briefly discuss the historical development of leader-
ship theories, particularly those that lead up to the tradition of shared leader-
ship. Then, I describe the specifics of leadership in teams and leadership in 
GVTs, paying attention to the various streams of previous research. Last, I move 
into the topic of shared leadership specifically, starting with a definition of it, 
and a presentation of previous research on antecedents to shared leadership, as 
well as its relationship to team effectiveness, in co-located teams as well as in 
GVTs. Building on this theoretical foundation presented in Chapter 2, I articu-
late three research questions in Chapter 3, and briefly present how each of them 
is addressed in each sub-study of this dissertation.  

Chapter 4 presents the empirical study of this dissertation. I begin by present-
ing the adopted research paradigm, which guides the adopted research strategy 
and research design that is presented next. After a general introduction, I move 
into presenting every stage of the process from selecting cases and collecting 
data, towards data analysis, which is divided into a single-case analysis part and 
a cross-case analysis part. Finally, I provide a detailed walk through of all the 
analytical steps taken in the case analysis, moving from initial coding towards 
focused coding and drawing of conclusions.  

Chapter 5 summarizes the key findings of this dissertation by listing the key 
results of each sub-study. In Chapter 6, I situate my dissertation within existing 
literature and articulate theoretical contributions and this is followed by the 
practical implications. Lastly, I evaluate the quality of this dissertation study, 
including a discussion of its limitations as well as recommendations for future 
research.
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Ever since studies on leadership first emerged, leadership scholars have strug-
gled with reaching consistent definitions of their focal construct of interest. As 
Day and Antonakis (2012) state: ‘‘Leadership is often easy to identify in practice, 
but it is difficult to define precisely. Given the complex nature of leadership, a 
specific and widely accepted definition of leadership does not exist and might 
never be found’’ (p. 5). In other words, research on leadership is a fragmented 
field, with almost as many definitions as leadership theories. Therefore, it is be-
yond the scope of this dissertation to provide a comprehensive review of the 
field of leadership. Instead, I have chosen to portray leadership through lenses 
that are pivotal to the focal topic of this dissertation, that is shared leadership 
in GVTs. In this chapter, I will first briefly present the historical development of 
leadership in teams, leading on to the social process perspective that is central 
to shared leadership. In addition, since shared leadership in GVTs stands at the 
crossroads of three literature streams – global leadership (commonly investi-
gated in the International Business discipline), collective, shared leadership 
(commonly investigated in the Management discipline), and VTs (commonly 
investigated in the Information Systems discipline) – this section will further-
more bridge these three streams. 

Despite a wealth of different conceptualizations of leadership, most leadership 
scholars agree that leadership entails “a process whereby intentional influence 
is exerted over other people to guide, structure and facilitate activities and rela-
tionships in a group or organization” (Yukl, 2013, p. 2) The source of this influ-
ence has traditionally been viewed as originating from a single leader, often-
times elected by hierarchy (Yammarino et al., 2012; Yukl, 2013). This is evident 
in that many leadership theories focus on traits or behaviors of a single “leader”, 
rather than focusing on what the process of leadership entails (Dinh et al., 2014; 
Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). Prior research has thus commonly set 
out to find out what type of leaders are successful. The focus has consequently 
largely been on leader traits (innate characteristics of leaders), actual behaviors 
of leaders, and the effectiveness of those behaviors as being contingent of situa-
tional variables (House & Aditya, 1997; Kayworth & Leidner, 2002; Yukl, 2013). 
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While the first wave of leadership research, largely between 1930 and 1950, fo-
cused on identifying characteristics of successful leaders in the trait approach, 
after 1950, the next 30 years of research primarily focused on leadership behav-
iors (House & Aditya, 1997). In 1970, research began to acknowledge that situ-
ational variables interacted with leader personality and behaviors, followed by 
several additional leadership theories including, for example, leader-member 
exchange, charismatic and transformational leadership (House & Aditya, 1997).  

Recently, however, scholars have begun to question the notion that leadership 
flows through the organization in a top-down, hierarchical fashion, as well as 
being equivalent to supervisory roles (Ancona & Backman, 2008; Bedeian & 
Hunt, 2006). This is not only due to theoretical underpinnings, but also due to 
the shifting working landscape characterized by digitalized and global work, 
which demands more dynamic leadership structures and practices that include 
self-management as opposed to a hierarchy-based structure (Snow, Fjeldstad, 
& Langer, 2017). Following this shift in thinking, increasingly more researchers 
acknowledge the possibility for leadership to be shared among team members 
(e.g. Pearce & Conger, 2003; Carson et al., 2007; Small & Rentsch, 2010, to 
mention a few), by viewing leadership through a relational lens (Uhl-Bien, 
2006).  

The relational view of leadership puts followers into a more active role than 
what has been done in leader-centric approaches that view followers as “subor-
dinates” – as recipients, who dutifully act upon orders and directives from the 
leader without further questioning or resistance (Shamir, 2007; Taylor, 1947; 
Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). However, the level of active incorporation of followers 
into the leadership process varies from one theory to another within relational 
approaches. In the simplest form, followers are treated as “situational factors” 
that leaders need to manipulate in order to achieve certain outcomes (Hersey & 
Blanchard, 1977; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). At the other end of the spectrum, which 
is more in line with today’s autonomous digital workplace (Snow et al., 2017), 
followers are actively co-producing leadership by stepping into leader roles 
when necessary to exert more influence than others on the team and its pro-
cesses (Aime, Humphrey, DeRue, & Paul, 2014; DeRue & Ashford, 2010; Sha-
mir, 2012; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). The latter example is representable of the case 
of shared leadership and acknowledges the dynamic aspects of shifting sources 
of influence in teams over multiple individuals in the team. Given my focus on 
the team-based organization of work in the form of GVTs, the next section will 
specify the underpinnings of leadership in the context of teams and GVTs and 
lay the foundation for more discussion about shared leadership in GVTs. 

Researchers investigating leadership in teams have commonly situated it within 
the well-known input-process-output (IPO) model (Hackman, 1987) or within 
the slightly revised input-mediator-output-input (IMOI) model (Ilgen, Hollen-
beck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005). According to the IPO model, team inputs are 
converted into team output through interaction processes (Hackman, 1987). In 
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the IMOI model process variables are extended to include a broader set of me-
diators (e.g. emergent states) and include the notion of output to provide a cy-
clical causal feedback on the team (Ilgen et al., 2005). Within both models, lead-
ership in teams can be situated as an input – if it for example is viewed as com-
ing from the formal leader of the team – or as a process – if it is viewed as a 
collaborative effort including the team members.  

Early research on leadership in teams has commonly applied individual or or-
ganizational level theories to the context of teams (Burke et al., 2006). As Zac-
caro, Heinen and Shuffler (2009) note, traditional leadership approaches tend 
“not to make the distinction between leader–subordinate interactions and 
leader–team interactions.” (p. 84) This has resulted in considerable gaps in our 
understanding of how leadership and team processes interact (Kozlowski & 
Ilgen, 2006; Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2001). More recently, team-specific 
leadership theories have been developed as a response (e.g. Morgeson, DeRue, 
& Karam, 2010; Zaccaro et al., 2009). Inherent in all of these theories is the 
focus on team need satisfaction. Team leadership can therein be conceptualized 
as the process of satisfying team needs, which may entail motivating and moni-
toring team processes with the ultimate goal of enhancing team effectiveness 
(Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014; Morgeson et al., 2010).  

In order to satisfy team needs for team effectiveness, the focus in team lead-
ership research has commonly been on the functions that leadership needs to 
fulfil, the behaviors used to carry out those functions, or on the conditions that 
leaders need to create to facilitate team effectiveness (such as establishing an 
enabling structure and supportive organizational context) (Burke et al., 2006; 
Hackman, 2002). In the functional approach, “[the leader's] main job is to do, 
or get done, whatever is not being adequately handled for group needs” 
(McGrath, 1962, as cited in Hackman & Walton, 1986, p. 5). The leader is viewed 
effective if s/he manages to carry out all functions needed to lead the team to-
wards task completion and team maintenance (Burke et al., 2006). While the 
leader is responsible for making sure these functions are accomplished, team 
members might also provide help in carrying out the various leadership func-
tions. In fact, it is common for team leadership approaches to be deliberately 
inclusive of team members – in addition to formal leaders – when it comes to 
the source of leadership influences and the satisfaction of team needs (Mor-
geson et al., 2010), and thereby viewing leadership more as a process than an 
input to the team. Therein, team leadership calls for attention on leadership, 
rather than focusing narrowly on leaders.     

Adapting this focus, team leadership can be viewed as a multifaceted con-
struct, conceptualized in relation to the strength of leadership influence (i.e. 
its quality or effectiveness), the source of influence (i.e. single versus multiple 
team members) (Carson et al., 2007) or the content of the influence (i.e. spe-
cific leadership behaviors) (Yukl, 2012). In relation to leadership sources, pre-
vious research has acknowledged that the sources of leadership can be concep-
tualized in terms of both the locus of leadership and the formality of leadership, 
which generate the four dimensions presented in Figure 3 (Morgeson et al., 
2010). In other words, team leadership may originate from within the team or 
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be provided through external sources to the team. In addition, leadership may 
be formally assigned to a specific person(s) in charge of the team’s performance, 
or emerge informally, with this person(s) having no formal responsibility over 
the leadership or the team’s performance. Leadership from a team leader or pro-
ject manager commonly falls into the quadrat of formal, internal leadership, and 
is commonly viewed as an input to the team. Similarly, formal, external leader-
ship, such as leadership provided by a sponsor or a coach, is commonly viewed 
as an input to the team. Thirdly, a team may have external mentors who infor-
mally take on a mentor role, which can also be viewed as an input to the team. 
Last, and importantly for the focus of this dissertation, shared leadership com-
monly situates into the quadrat of informal and internal leadership and is com-
monly viewed as a team process that emerges within the team. But importantly, 
shared leadership does not exclude the possibility of the team having a formal 
team leader.  

 

In regard to the content of leadership, leadership functions are carried out 
through various behaviors, which have an impact on team effectiveness (Burke 
et al., 2006). The behavioral approach is in itself a large leadership stream with 
more than 65 classification systems of leader behavior proposed between 1940 
and 1986 (Fleishman et al., 1991). Within a behavioral approach, leadership has 
been conceptualized using a wide variety of actions aimed at satisfying team 
needs with the goal of enhancing team effectiveness (Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 
2002; Yukl, 2012, 2013). For example, Yukl and colleagues (2002) classified 
leadership behaviors into three categories: task-oriented (e.g. providing direc-
tions and monitoring performance), relations-oriented (e.g. providing support 
and encouragement), and change-oriented (e.g. proposing a new strategy or vi-
sion). All of these behaviors have been found to predict GVT success (e.g. Kon-
radt & Hoch, 2007; Pauleen, 2003). Consequently, this behavioral approach 
may provide a useful theoretical lens to investigate how leadership is shared in 
GVTs. The functional and behavioral approaches have thus directly been ap-
plied to the GVT context, but in addition, other leadership theories have also 
been developed specifically for the context of leading across global boundaries. 
These approaches will be presented next. 
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There is a general consensus in the literature that leading GVTs successfully 
across boundaries is a challenging task, yet a vital one, for team effectiveness 
(Hambley, O’Neill, & Kline, 2007; Hertel, Geister, & Konradt, 2005, Hill & Bar-
tol, 2016; Joshi, Lazarova, & Liao, 2009). Along with increased virtuality, the 
opportunities for a leader to exert direct influence on the team diminishes 
(Avolio et al., 2001), and so does their ability to foster conditions for social re-
lationships such as trust, which enables VT members to work together success-
fully (Breuer et al., 2016). Moreover, as a consequence of geographical disper-
sion, including the lack of face-to-face interaction and common reliance on 
asynchronous communication, it is more difficult for leaders to engage in tradi-
tional, hierarchical leadership behaviors such as motivating members and man-
aging team dynamics (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014; Pur-
vanova & Bono, 2009). Drawing on technology deterministic theories (Daft & 
Lengel, 1984; Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976; Sproull & Kiesler, 1986), it is, 
for instance, difficult for leaders to convey social and emotional-related behav-
iors through technology. These important behaviors of transformational lead-
ership, and its sub-dimension of inspirational leadership, are both significant 
leadership types in order for VTs to be effective (Joshi et al., 2009; Purvanova 
& Bono, 2009). Therein, leadership in GVTs is riddled with complexity, and un-
fortunately, we know little about the kind of leadership that may tackle this com-
plexity.  

Leadership in VTs has been studied through several approaches, including 
predominantly the trait approach, the functional or behavioral, or contingency 
approach (Gilson, Maynard, Young, Vartiainen, & Hakonen, 2015; Kayworth & 
Leidner, 2002). In the literature on VTs, little attention has been payed to cul-
tural diversity, while in the literature on cultural diversity, in turn, little atten-
tion has been payed to VTs, with conclusions primarily being based on research 
on face-to-face teams (Gibson, Huang, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 2014). Therefore, 
conclusions drawn from these may have questionable applicability to GVTs 
(Gibson et al., 2014). When it comes to research on GVTs, it stands at the cross-
roads of multicultural team research and VT research (Steers, Sanchez-Runde, 
& Nardon, 2010), and very little research has payed attention to how these two 
streams cross in GVT leadership (See Paunova & Lee, 2016, and Reiche et al., 
2017, for two exceptions). Research acknowledging global aspects in leadership 
is commonly named global leadership and may include leading individuals or 
teams across global boundaries. Within this global leadership tradition, re-
search has identified three different leadership streams being applied in the 
global work context: the universal approach, the normative approach and the 
contingency approach (Steers et al., 2012). While the majority of this research 
does not theorize around GVTs, it is still useful to open up these different global 
leadership streams (Figure 4) to situate prior research on leadership in GVTs, 
and the approach taken in this dissertation. Therefore, I will present the ap-
proaches applied to study global leadership next, and finally situate my ap-
proach to leadership in GVTs in this dissertation. 
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The Universal approach focuses on testing and extending general leader-
ship theories to other contexts, including GVTs. The universal approach, includ-
ing examples such as transactional and transformational leadership (Bass & 
Avioli, 1994), consider leadership to be a generalizable behavior that is universal 
to all of us, regardless of geographical location from which it is executed. In 
other words, according to universal leadership approaches, leaders of GVTs 
should be able to effectively influence all team members residing in different 
locations by simply applying a general leadership style to everyone. Applying a 
universal approach to studying leadership, research on leadership in VTs has 
taught us much about the behaviors and functions that may be effective for lead-
ers influencing their VTs over distance (e.g. Hill & Bartol, 2016; Joshi et al., 
2009). The problem with this universal approach, however, is that most VT 
samples used in prior studies constitute Western populations, and research has 
found that some universal leadership theories (e.g. transformational and trans-
active leadership in Ishikawa, 2012) may not be effective for some cultures 
(Steers et al., 2012). Therein, the universal approach might not be suitable for 
GVTs, with members from various cultures and countries coming together to 
work in the same GVT, while operating from differing local contexts.   

The Normative approach represents another stream of global leadership 
research, concentrating on finding specific competences best suited for global 
leaders, including leaders of GVTs (e.g. Kayworth & Leidner, 2002; Davis & 
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Bryant, 2003; Joshi & Lazarova, 2005; Zander, Mockaitis, & Butler, 2012). 
Here, the person in the role of the leader is being positioned as a global manager 
showing awareness of potential global differences among team members (Steers 
et al., 2012). From this viewpoint, it is assumed that certain sets of leader traits 
and abilities are needed to lead across cultures, such as cultural intelligence and 
a global mindset (Earley & Ang, 2003; Javidan, Steers, & Hitt, 2007), and that 
these competences are universal. Interestingly, there has been conflicting find-
ings here as well and team members of GVTs may vary in their expectations on 
leaders (Zander et al., 2012). For example, in an empirical study comparing em-
ployee expectations on managers, Russians considered cultural empathy and an 
interest in intercultural interaction as the most important competences of man-
agers, while Americans considered a clear understanding and communication 
of the team’s goals, norms and roles as the most important competences of their 
managers (Matveev & Nelson, 2004). In other words, there may not be intercul-
tural competences that would be generalizable to all global leaders.       

The Contingency approach, therefore, adopts a viewpoint that assumes 
that there are no universal traits or behaviors that describe effective global lead-
ership. Instead, the contingency approach looks at leadership as a culturally em-
bedded process, focusing on the leader as a local manager. Inherent in this ap-
proach is that the characteristics and competences of successful leaders will vary 
depending on the situation at hand and the country. That is, great leaders in 
Finland might fail in China, unless they are able to modify their leadership be-
haviors to the local context (Steers, Sanchez-Runde, & Nardon, 2012). The 
GLOBE study (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004) investigated 
culture and leadership in 62 countries, and found that leadership to a large de-
gree is contingent on national culture1, and that effective leaders systematically 
differ across cultures. In other words, different cultures may prefer different 
leadership styles. For instance, team members from low power distance cultures 
are likely to experience positive job attitudes, including increased job satisfac-
tion, when engaging in self-management. However, the opposite has been found 
among members from high power distance cultures, who are more likely to re-
sist self-management practices (Kirkman & Shapiro, 2001). But while these 
studies have contributed significantly to our understanding of cultural differ-
ences in leadership values, preferences and practices, the aim has not been to 
understand leadership in contexts where workers collaborate across national 
boundaries (Hinds et al., 2011), such as in GVTs. Therefore, prior approaches to 
global leadership leave us with very little knowledge on leadership in GVTs.  

Moving research on GVT leadership forward 
A remarkable gap, therefore, remains in literature in that the previous ap-
proaches to global leadership “all miss the mark in sufficiently explicating the 
leadership construct as it relates to global diversity” (Steers et al., 2012, p. 481), 
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and contextual diversity (Hinds et al., 2011; Reiche et al., 2017). GVTs are multi-
cultural in composition and virtual in action (Steers, Sanchez-Runde, & Nardon, 
2010), and are built up by members that operate in local and global contexts in 
parallel (Hinds et al., 2011; Maloney et al., 2016). Hence, attention towards how 
multiple cultures and contexts come together in the same GVT is needed in re-
search about leadership in GVTs. Although it might seem surprising due to the 
proliferation of GVTs, the literature, and in particular empirical research, on 
leadership in multicultural GVTs is rather thin (Cordery, Soo, Kirkman, Rosen, 
& Mathieu, 2009; Hinds et al., 2011; Joshi & Lazarova, 2005; Jonsen et al., 
2012; Malhotra et al., 2007; Paunova & Lee, 2016; Zander & Butler, 2010; Zan-
der et al., 2012), leaving much room for speculation. Even less of this previous 
work pays attention to global contextual factors (e.g. House, Javidan, Hanges, 
& Dorfman, 2002; Reiche et al., 2017). Therein, previous research on leadership 
in GVTs insufficiently connects the local context with the global context - that 
come together to form the GVT, exemplified in Figure 5.  
 

 

As can be seen in Figure 5, GVTs include multiple contexts, in that their mem-
bers are embedded in external local contexts whilst simultaneously the GVT 
is embedding members in an internal global virtual context. Team mem-
bers' external contexts include, for instance, a physical location, an organiza-
tional hierarchy, with potentially a local administrative supervisor, and a na-
tional culture such as values and beliefs which influence each team member’s 
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behaviors (Hinds et al., 2011; Maloney et al., 2016)2. Some have included these 
contextual factors into the concept of a “system view of culture” (e.g. Kitayama, 
2002). Nevertheless, the broader context from where team members operate 
has an impactful effect on their behaviors (Hinds et al., 2011). At the same time, 
team members are brought together as part of a single GVT where they collab-
orate across different contexts, which might converge or diverge, or lead to ad-
aptation towards mutual practices (Cramton & Hinds, 2014; Hinds et al., 2011). 
Therein, as GVTs are multicultural and multi-contextual in composition, and 
virtual in action (Hinds et al., 2011; Steers, Sanchez-Runde, & Nardon, 2010), 
they may function differently than solely VTs (lacking cultural diversity) or mul-
ticultural teams (lacking virtuality and differing contextual factors). The combi-
nation of these two streams has been rather overlooked. Instead, most research 
on VT leadership has been done on single country VTs and the studies rarely 
distinguish between single-country (VT) and multi-country (GVT) types of vir-
tual teams (Zander et al., 2012). For instance, studies acknowledging virtuality 
(intra-team variable) have taught us much about how communication over in-
creasing distance and reliance on technology have an impact on team processes 
and outcomes, but less is known about the role of team members’ local culture 
in the multidimensional construct of virtuality (Gibson et al., 2014; Gilson et al., 
2015). Furthermore, the external context in which team members of GVTs are 
embedded, which oftentimes differs from one member to another, is commonly 
neglected (Maloney et al., 2016) and this is particularly so in leadership studies 
(Reiche et al., 2017).  

Thatcher & Patel provide an example of how external context might have an 
impact in GVTs: “Contextual situations that are understood in one location (e.g. 
lengthy business lunches) may be misunderstood by group members in other 
locations (e.g. attributions of laziness because of a lack of understanding about 
traditional work structures)” (Thatcher & Patel, 2012, p. 997). In other words, 
the way team members are nested into their local contexts, being external con-
texts to their GVT, may have a substantial impact on their GVT collaboration 
and leadership, and yet, research has only begun to acknowledge this (Maloney 
et al., 2016; Reiche et al., 2017). At the same time, different external contextual 
factors may converge in the team and lead to intercultural adaption (Cramton 
& Hinds, 2014), suggesting that it is possible that members of GVTs can accom-
modate to behave according to norms other than those of their own national 
culture and local context. 

Therefore, this dissertation moves beyond universal and normative ap-
proaches in that I do not automatically assume there is one leadership approach 
that would fit all. In addition, this dissertation moves beyond previous contin-
gency approaches to leadership in GVTs in that I pay attention to local and ex-
ternal contexts combined, due to the fact that these cannot be escaped by the 
members of GVTs. Therefore, I have placed GVT leadership in the middle of 
Figure 5, mixing different global leadership approaches, and suggest that future 
research on GVT leadership should navigate the intersection in the middle. I 
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anticipate that leadership in GVTs may, on one hand, have aspects that are uni-
versal to all members in the team as they adapt towards their common GVT 
practices, while having aspects that may differ over the different locations and 
members in the team. It is likely that the GVT leaders may lean on their inter-
cultural intelligence, to modify their leadership influences to match both local 
and global virtual circumstances of their GVT and its members.  

As a result of this complexity, however, GVTs comprise a work context which 
necessitate leaders to perform multiple leadership roles and tasks simultane-
ously in order to be effective (Kayworth & Leidner, 2002). In a multicultural 
global virtual work environment, a single appointed person is therefore unlikely 
to possess all the relevant knowledge – information, competencies and re-
sources – to perform all the necessary leadership functions (Conger & Pearce, 
2003; Pearce & Manz, 2005; Yammarino et al., 2012). This raises the question 
as to whether a single leader – elected by hierarchy – is the best approach to 
carry out leadership in GVTs. In addition, since GVTs commonly are composed 
of knowledge workers bearing expertise towards their particular tasks, GVT 
members commonly expect to receive a vast amount of autonomy from their 
team leader (Davenport, 2005). Accordingly, researchers have recognized that 
leadership may be shared among multiple individuals who possess knowledge 
and expertise most relevant to the team task (Denis, Langley & Sergi, 2012; 
Pearce, 2004), and have found initial support for the relationship of shared 
leadership to increased performance in GVTs (e.g. Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014). 
This dissertation follows this trend, with the aim of accumulating more 
knowledge about shared leadership in GVTs. The following two sections de-
scribes shared leadership, its antecedent conditions and associated outcomes. 

Similar to leadership in general, there is no single definition of shared leader-
ship in the literature. What leadership content is being shared, how and to what 
extent it is being shared, and when it is being shared, may vary from one team 
to another, and shared leadership may come in different forms in different or-
ganizations and work contexts (Dust & Ziegert, 2015). This has been projected 
onto research on shared leadership, in that the manner in which shared leader-
ship is conceptualized differs from one study to another and oftentimes is some-
what unclear. However, common to the various shared leadership conceptuali-
zations is the notion that leadership is carried out by more than one person in 
the team. Therein, shared leadership can be viewed as “a ‘we’ or collectivistic 
phenomena that involves multiple individuals assuming (and perhaps divesting 
themselves) of leadership roles over time in both formal and informal relation-
ships” (Yammarino et al., 2012, p. 382). 

Although the interest in shared leadership has received heightened interest in 
the past decade, the notion of shared leadership is not new. As early as in 1954, 
Gibb stated that “leadership is probably best conceived as a group quality, as a 
set of functions which must be carried out by the group” (p. 884). Gibb was 
hence among the first to introduce the concept of shared leadership. Later, 
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Pearce and Conger (2003) defined shared leadership as how most have come to 
understand it today: “A dynamic, interactive influence process among individ-
uals in groups for which the objective is to lead one another to the achievement 
of group or organizational goals” (p. 1). Recently, Wang et al (2014) defined 
shared leadership in terms of “an emergent team property of mutual influence 
and shared responsibility among team members, whereby they lead each other 
toward goal achievement” (p. 181). While this definition is seemingly similar to 
Pearce and Conger (2003), this definition further portrays shared leadership as 
an emergent team property, i.e. something that naturally occurs in the team 
without designating multiple leader roles. Shared leadership is also commonly 
viewed as a shared responsibility among members, who take on leadership both 
formally and informally (Yammarino et al., 2012) or as a set of role functions 
divided over multiple individuals (Gronn, 2002). 

2.4.1 Shared leadership conceptualizations 

Shared leadership is a multifaced construct which has been conceptualized 
along multiple dimensions. Zander and Butler (2010) categorized shared lead-
ership into paired leadership (two formal leaders dividing leadership activities 
between themselves), rotated leadership (team members participating in lead-
ership, but only one member having leadership authority at one point in time) 
and shared leadership (team members jointly leading the team with shared 
leadership authority). Based on their work and others (e.g. Carson et al., 2007; 
Contractor, DeChurch, Carson, Carter, & Keegan, 2012), I conceptualize shared 
leadership in terms of the following:  
 

1) sources - i.e. who carries out leadership 
2) behaviors - i.e. leadership behaviors through which shared leadership 
influence is enacted 
3) distribution -  i.e. how large portion of the team co-enact shared lead-
ership  
4) temporality -  i.e. shifting in sources, behaviors and amounts over time  

Sources of shared leadership  
As with team leadership in general, the locus and formality of leadership may 
vary (Morgeson et al., 2010), such that shared leadership may come from inter-
nal and external sources and be either formal or informal. Oftentimes, shared 
leadership may be a combination of these different sources. Although most re-
search recognizes shared leadership as originating from within the team infor-
mally, some shared leadership designs may be formally designated (D’Inno-
cenzo et al., 2016). In fact, most researchers acknowledge that shared leadership 
may supplement rather than replace vertical leadership (Cox, Pearce, & Perry, 
2003; Houghton, Neck, & Manz, 2003). A formalized shared leadership struc-
ture was, for instance, exemplified in Erez, LePine and Elms’ (2002) study 
where they urged their student teams to assign leader roles to different team 
members who would step up and lead various assignments at different times. In 
their study, they found that teams with higher levels of formally rotated shared 
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leadership displayed higher levels of voice, cooperation and performance. In 
other words, shared leadership does not necessarily need to naturally emerge, 
but there might be work design elements to formally support shared leadership 
endeavors. In the real business world, formalized shared leadership may, for 
example, come in the form of introducing sub-leaders to various sub-locations 
of the GVT. 

Distribution of shared leadership 
In addition to the formality of shared leadership, another important aspect 
which is at the core of the concept of shared leadership is the extent to which 
team members participate in shared leadership. Previous research has com-
monly treated shared leadership as either a “team as a whole” phenomenon, or 
by considering the unique influences of individual members. Dust and Ziegert 
(2015) proposed that shared leadership may come in the form of 1) all members 
being leaders (i.e. team as a whole); 2) three or more, but fewer than all mem-
bers being leaders; or 3) two members being leaders. Considered through a so-
cial network approach (i.e. dyadic exchange and network centralization), the 
unique contributions of team members are important and should be inherent in 
the construct definition (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016). Several studies have meas-
ured shared leadership through a network approach, and hence acknowledged 
that shared leadership involves unique influences from individual team mem-
bers. Mayo, Meindl and Pastor (2003) were the first to apply a social network 
approach to conceptualize and measure shared leadership. They captured 
shared leadership through decentralization and density, with decentralization 
tapping into the distributed aspects of leadership and density into the amount 
of leadership being shared. The more decentralized the team’s leadership, the 
more evenly leadership influence is distributed across the team members, while 
the opposite of a more centralized leadership structure portrays leadership as 
more centralized and concentrated in a few individuals (i.e. as being more ver-
tical). In this dissertation, I acknowledge the individual contributions of team 
members in the team’s shared leadership and acknowledge that shared leader-
ship may involve different proportions of team members sharing the lead. With 
all members co-enacting the team’s leadership, the team display a highly shared 
leadership structure, whereas with only a few members co-enacting the team’s 
leadership, the team’s leadership is less shared.   

Behaviors of shared leadership 
This leads to the question of what it is being shared in shared leadership. Previ-
ous theorizing has acknowledged that shared leadership may entail the sharing 
of different leadership roles, functions or leadership behaviors (Contractor et 
al., 2012; D’Innocenzo et al., 2016). Therein, shared leadership is not a unidi-
mensional construct, but instead a multidimensional, whose content may vary 
from one study to another, just as in research on leadership and team leadership 
in general. Most studies on shared leadership have adopted traditional, vertical 
leadership themes, including transformational, transactional, aversive, di-
rective, and/or empowering leadership behaviors (Ensley, Hmieleski, & Pearce, 
2006; Mayo et al., 2003; Pearce & Sims, 2002; Pearce, Yoo, & Alavi, 2004; 
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Sivasubramaniam, Murry, Avolio, & Jung, 2002) to describe the type of leader-
ship behaviors being shared among team members. Others have adopted more 
of a functional approach to leadership (Morgeson et al., 2010) and measured 
shared leadership in terms of the different sorts of leadership functions mem-
bers engage in. For instance, Hiller and colleagues measured shared leadership 
as it operates among members engaging in the following leadership functions: 
planning and organizing, problem-solving, support and consideration, as well 
as developing and mentoring (Hiller, Day, & Vance, 2006). As a third approach, 
Contractor and colleagues suggested four leadership roles that could be shared, 
namely the navigator, engineer, social integrator, and liaison. The navigator role 
facilitates and maintains a clear purpose and direction in the team. The engineer 
role structures and coordinates the team and its task. The social integrator 
maintains good social interactions and relational processes within the team. 
Lastly, the liaison role fosters and maintains productive relationships with ex-
ternal stakeholders. (Contractor et al., 2012) Hence, the approach chosen to 
make up the content of shared leadership may vary from one study to another 
and needs to be driven by theoretical reasons.  

Temporality of shared leadership 
Lastly, theorizing around the construct of shared leadership has also acknowl-
edged temporal or dynamic aspects of the construct (Contractor et al., 2012; 
D’Innocenzo et al., 2016). It is highly unlikely, and perhaps inefficient, for all 
members of the team to co-enact the team’s leadership at the same time. In-
stead, as Pearce and Conger (2003) note, team members may “rise to the occa-
sion to exhibit leadership and then step back at other times to allow others to 
lead” (p. 2). This idea ties well into the context of knowledge intensive work 
teams, composed of experts who may step up to lead the team when their areas 
of expertise are needed and step down into follower roles at other times. Frie-
drich and colleagues, for instance, argued that “collective leadership is not 
static. As different problems emerge, different skills and expertise will be more 
appropriate” (Friedrich, Vessey, Schuelke, Ruark, & Mumford, 2009, p. 935). 
Related to the temporal aspects of shared leadership, previous research has 
acknowledged that shared leadership roles may be enacted by different team 
members either at the same time (Kukenberger, 2012) or at different points in 
time (Erez et al., 2002). Zander and Butler (2010) specifically named the latter 
as rotated leadership, with leadership authority shifting from one member to 
another, but with only one single leader remaining in charge at any given point 
in time.   

2.4.2 Relationships with similar constructs 

Having defined and opened up the various aspects of the multi-dimensional 
construct of shared leadership, it may be helpful to open up a few like-minded 
constructs such as self-managed teams, team empowerment, emergent leader-
ship and substitutes for leadership. Thus, this section clarifies these concepts 
and briefly opens up how shared leadership builds on or exceeds these seem-
ingly similar team-level constructs.  
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Self-managed teams 
Self-managed teams are highly autonomous in deciding how to carry out their 
work. More specifically, Hackman has suggested that self-managed teams in-
clude "a relatively whole task; members who each possess a variety of skills rel-
evant to the group task; workers' discretion over such decisions as methods of 
work, task schedules, and assignment of members to different tasks; and com-
pensation and feedback about performance for the group as a whole" (Hackman 
quoted in Cummings, 1978, p. 625). Although the team’s goals might be pre-
defined to some degree, members of self-managed teams also usually have a 
greater responsibility for setting their own goals, monitoring their own progress 
and making their own decisions than members of manager-led teams do (Hack-
man, 1987). 

However, although these underlying principles of self-managed teams are 
generally true, the design of self-managed teams may differ, which in turn has 
an impact on their functioning and effectiveness (Mohrman, Cohen, & 
Mohrman, 1995). For instance, a common self-managed team design applied to 
software development teams is the work process scrum, which can be described 
as a development process for team tasks consisting of short developmental iter-
ative rounds where the team is given significant autonomy to carry out their 
tasks in whatever way they find necessary (Schwaber & Beedle, 2001). At the 
same time, these scrum teams have two assigned roles: product owner (PO) and 
scrum master (SM). The SM’s role is to facilitate teamwork by removing obsta-
cles, keeping the team focused on the task, and ensuring the team adheres to the 
team’s rules. The PO represents the voice of the customer and is ultimately re-
sponsible for the project’s success or failure. In other words, although being re-
ferred to as self-managed teams, scrum teams generally include a lot of struc-
ture and two types of predefined leader roles, situating them in the middle 
ground of completely self-managed and manager-led teams. 

In summary, self-managed teams do not automatically equate with shared 
leadership, but instead, the team may have autonomy to decide how the team is 
led, either through more vertical or shared leadership approaches.   

Team empowerment 
Team empowerment is a “motivational state” and can be defined as a level of 
increased task motivation in the team that is due to team members’ collective, 
positive assessments of their organizational tasks (Kirkman & Rosen, 2000). 
Team empowerment is a multi-dimensional construct with team members ex-
periences of empowerment on four dimensions: potency, meaningfulness, au-
tonomy, and impact (Kirkman & Rosen, 1997). Team empowerment is consid-
ered an emergent state, meaning that it either precedes or follows other team 
processes. More specifically emergent states are “properties of the team that are 
typically dynamic in nature and vary as a function of team context, inputs, pro-
cesses, and outcomes” (Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001, p. 357) Therein, team 
empowerment could act as much as a precursor to shared leadership in teams, 
as well as result from it (Carson et al., 2007).  
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Emergent leadership 
Emergent leadership is an informal type of leadership, in which group members 
exerts influence over other team members without formal authority to do so 
(Schneier & Goktepe, 1983). As such, emergent leadership is similar to shared 
leadership in that it typically views leadership as something emerging infor-
mally within the team, but different from shared leadership in that it usually 
focuses on a single emergent leader or a maximum of two. In other words, alt-
hough emergent leadership and shared leadership commonly share the infor-
mality assumption of leadership, shared leadership may additionally originate 
from formally assigned leader roles (e.g. Wheelan & Johnston, 1996), and is in-
herently a team-level phenomenon in which multiple members share the lead 
as opposed to only one or a few “emergent leaders”.  

Substitutes for leadership  
Kerr and Jermier’s (1978) model of substitutes for leadership questions the need 
for interpersonal leadership in certain situations. They proposed that character-
istics of the subordinate (e.g. ability), the task (e.g. feedback), and organization 
(e.g. cohesive work groups) can substitute for some basic leadership behaviors 
(e.g. initiating structure and consideration).  Thus, inherent in their approach is 
the idea that certain situations negate “the hierarchical superior's ability to exert 
either positive or negative influence over subordinate attitudes and effective-
ness” (Kerr & Jermier, 1978, p. 375). Jermier and Kerr (1997) later noted that 
“[F]ormal leaders do attempt to control the organization, but they do so by mak-
ing decisions that minimize the need for the face-to-face exercise of power” (pp. 
98-99). While both substitutes for leadership and shared leadership share the 
view of hierarchical leadership as being unnecessary or inefficient in certain sit-
uations, there is a clear distinction between substitutes for leadership and 
shared leadership. The former considers job design elements which may neu-
tralize or reduce the need for interpersonal leadership, while the latter is highly 
focused towards inter-personal leadership among team members in which 
members co-enact leadership behaviors in the team.  

Despite the promise of shared leadership to improve performance of GVTs 
(Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014; Pearce, Yoo, & Alavi, 2004), we know little about the 
conditions under which members are likely to engage in shared leadership in 
GVTs, nor how formal and emergent leadership might co-exist within the same 
team (Wheelan & Johnston, 1996) as a result. Despite existing studies on shared 
leadership, we possess little knowledge of how shared leadership is constructed 
in a social process between people (DeRue & Ashford, 2010), and what leads to 
shared leadership (Fausing et al., 2015). In this section, previous research on 
the antecedents of shared leadership in co-located teams is introduced, followed 
by research and discussion about the applicability of these antecedents to the 
GVT context. In general, there is little empirical research on the antecedents of 
shared leadership, even in co-located teams, with most previous work being 
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theoretical in nature (see Carson et al., 2007 and Fausing et al., 2015, for notable 
exceptions). 

Early theories on the construct of shared leadership proposed that variables 
related to the task itself (e.g. task complexity, interdependence; Conger & 
Pearce, 2003; Pearce & Sims, 2000), the characteristics of team members (e.g. 
leadership competence, task competence, self-efficacy, shared mental models of 
the task and team; Conger & Pearce, 2003; Pearce & Sims, 2000), and factors 
related to team composition (e.g. geographic proximity, skill heterogeneity, de-
mographic homogeneity, team maturity and familiarity; Conger & Pearce, 
2003; Pearce et al., 2001; Pearce & Sims, 2000) would all increase the likelihood 
of shared leadership emergence. In addition, variables such as a large team size, 
high member turnover, narrow and rigid perspectives on what constitutes lead-
ership, and a need for personalized power, are all thought to reduce the likeli-
hood of shared leadership (Conger & Pearce, 2003).  

More recently, research has begun to empirically examine some of these ante-
cedents. For example, Carson and his colleagues (2007) have found precursors 
for shared leadership to be factors related to the team’s internal environment 
and the support and coaching provided by an external leader. They found that 
shared leadership is likely to occur in teams characterized by a strong internal 
environment consisting of the following: a socially supportive climate where 
members appreciate and encourage each other; a shared purpose and under-
standing among members of the team’s objectives; and an opportunity for mem-
bers to have voice, meaning that members feel able to speak up and proactively 
help the team carry out its objectives. These teams are able to create a leadership 
network where members share leadership responsibilities and influence each 
other. Similarly, Small (2007) showed that intra-team trust is an important an-
tecedent to shared leadership. On the other hand, for shared leadership to 
emerge in teams lacking a strong internal environment, Carson and colleagues 
(2007) found that external coaching (e.g. encouraging and rewarding shared 
leadership behavior, fostering member confidence, and giving suggestions for 
improving team processes) was an important predictor of shared leadership 
emergence. In line with this finding, Fausing et al. (2015) and Hoch (2013) 
found that empowering leadership from a vertical leader is an important ante-
cedent condition to shared leadership in co-located teams.  

In the context of knowledge intensive work teams, the team is likely to rely on 
different persons’ influences depending on the situation and task at hand. Not 
surprisingly, the aggregated amount of task interdependence has been found to 
predict shared leadership in knowledge intensive teams (Fausing et al., 2015). 
The basic reasoning behind this relational link is that task interdependence in-
creases both the opportunity and need for shared leadership to take place 
through more interaction within the team.  

Moving on to the context of GVTs, theory suggests that the nature of GVTs 
(e.g. geographic dispersion, demographic heterogeneity) introduces boundary 
conditions that make it more difficult for teams to communicate and collaborate 
(Hinds & Kiesler, 1995), and therefore, it is less likely that these types of teams 
will engage in shared leadership (e.g. Conger & Pearce, 2003; Pearce et al., 
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2001; Pearce & Sims, 2000). The global boundaries often create an environment 
that is counter to what has been theorized to facilitate shared leadership. First, 
when relying on virtual means for communication, the threshold for initiating 
communication is higher than when being co-located (Reid, Malinek, Stott, & 
Evans, 1996), and as a result, both leaders and members may forget or hesitate 
to communicate, therefore, lowering the likelihood for shared leadership. When 
communication then actually occurs, leaders have to rely on electronic means 
for communication which are prone to misunderstandings (Hinds & Weisband, 
2003) and reduced awareness of members’ knowledge (Cramton, 2002). In ad-
dition to this, relations-building activities are more difficult to achieve in the 
virtual context (Warkentin, Sayeed, & Hightower, 1997), making shared leader-
ship, which is a highly relational process, less likely. 

In addition, demographic diversity is often high in GVTs. Due to demographic 
differences negatively affecting team interaction and communication, shared 
leadership is less likely to occur in more heterogeneous teams (Pfeffer, 1985). 
Demographic differences are compounded by potential differences in national 
culture among GVT members, which may also make shared leadership more 
challenging. Among other normative cultural values, power distance has been 
particularly highlighted as an important antecedent to shared leadership (Car-
son, 2005; Conger & Pearce, 2003; Hiller et al., 2006; Muethel & Hoegl, 2010), 
and might differ across members in GVTs. Power distance can be explained as 
the extent to which “a community accepts and endorses authority, power differ-
ences, and status privileges” (Carl, Gupta, & Javidan, 2004, p. 513). Team mem-
bers in high power distance cultures are more likely to accept unequal distribu-
tion of power in organizations (Hofstede, 1980) and accept their social status as 
followers (Bochner & Hesketh, 1994), making them less equipped and less likely 
to participate in the team’s leadership (Carson, 2005; Conger & Pearce, 2003; 
Hiller et al., 2006; Muethel & Hoegl, 2010). On the other hand, team members 
from low power distance cultures are more likely to attempt to minimize ine-
qualities and favor less centralized leadership approaches (Carson, 2005; Con-
ger & Pearce, 2003), and are hence more likely to engage in shared leadership. 
Hiller and colleagues conducted an empirical study and actually failed to find 
empirical evidence of high power distance being a barrier to shared leadership 
in co-located teams (e.g. Hiller et al., 2006). They explained this finding, how-
ever, to likely be a result of the potential measurement flaws of their own study.  

But while the assumptions about the effect of national culture on leadership 
have been prevalent in previous leadership research, the majority of this and 
other research on cultural diversity has been conducted in face-to-face teams 
(Gibson et al., 2014), and might not be applicable to GVTs. Since previous re-
search on the role of culture as an antecedent to shared leadership in GVTs has 
been theoretical instead of empirical, previous theories have been projected to 
the GVT realm without accounting for the unique characteristics of GVTs. Since 
GVT members operate their local and global contexts in tandem, prior theoriz-
ing attempts have insufficiently addressed the multi-contextual aspect of GVTs 
when considering the role of culture or other antecedents for shared leadership 
in GVTs. Members of GVTs differ from members of face-to-face teams in one 
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important aspect: they interact with people from different places and cultural 
backgrounds and, therefore, may create a global identity, i.e. a feeling of belong-
ingness to a global community, in addition to holding identities at the culture 
specific level such as their local or distant sites (Erez & Gati, 2004; Lee, Masuda, 
Fu, & Reiche, 2018). In other words, members may accommodate and adapt to 
hold several identities in GVTs, leading to several work practices. For instance, 
in the context of GVTs, Cramton and Hinds (2014) have found evidence that 
intercultural adaptation may occur due to exposure to local and global context, 
suggesting that it is possible that members of GVTs can accommodate to behave 
according to norms other than those of their own national culture. Drawing on 
this, members and leaders of GVTs might adapt to other leadership conditions 
than those preferred in their own national culture as they navigate both local 
and global leadership contexts in parallel. However, this remains to be studied 
in the context of shared leadership in GVTs. 

Before moving on to describe previous research about shared leadership and 
team effectiveness, it is important to clarify what team effectiveness entails.  

2.6.1 Team effectiveness defined 

Team effectiveness has commonly been divided into two parts in the manage-
ment literature: performance (e.g. quality, quantity and productivity) and mem-
bers’ affective reactions (e.g. satisfaction and commitment) (Mathieu et al., 
2008). Therein, studies commonly include blended or composite measures of 
team outcomes to measure team effectiveness. As Mathieu and colleagues state, 
since “teams perform multiple functions, these blended composite measures 
may well be excellent indicators of overall team effectiveness as compared to 
those that only assess one aspect of performance” (Mathieu et al., 2008, p. 417). 
A similar perspective has been adopted in research on shared leadership and 
team effectiveness, with several studies conceptualizing team effectiveness both 
in terms of attitudinal and performance outcomes (Wang et al., 2014). In addi-
tion, research has begun to pay attention to team processes and emergent states, 
which has been argued to influence team effectiveness directly (Ilgen et al., 
2005). Previous studies on shared leadership and team effectiveness have found 
a stronger relationship between shared leadership and proximal outcomes, in-
cluding attitudinal outcomes, team processes and emergent states, and a weaker 
relationship for more distal outcomes such as objective team performance 
(Wang et al., 2014). The next section opens up previous research and arguments 
surrounding the relationship between shared leadership and GVT effectiveness.   

2.6.2 Research on shared leadership and GVT effectiveness  

Shared leadership brings forth unique internal team mechanisms in the team, 
which may lead to a set of benefits and costs for the team. Previous research on 
shared leadership has focused primarily on its relationship to team effectiveness 
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and several studies have found a positive association (see D’Innocenzo et al., 
2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; & Wang et al., 2014, for recent meta-analyses). 
Some studies have, however, shown negative effects as well (e.g. Boies, Lvina, & 
Martens, 2010; Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Mehra, Smith, Dixon, & Robertson, 
2006; Robert, 2013). Therefore, another recent literature review (Dust & 
Ziegert, 2015) suggests that we should view shared leadership through a contin-
gency perspective, and search for those leader configurations which are most 
suitable in a given context.  

Previous research on shared leadership has drawn on two different lines of 
thought to explain the suggested positive link between shared leadership and 
team effectiveness. First, studies have proposed that a positive outcome from 
shared leadership may arise from a “synergistic effect”, i.e. the combination of 
multiple leaders being greater than the sum of its parts (found in studies such 
as e.g. Carson et al., 2007; Ensley et al., 2006; Hiller et al., 2006; Mehra et al., 
2006). Drawing on an information-processing perspective (van Knippenberg, 
De Dreu, & Homan, 2004; van Knippenberg & Schippers, 2007; Williams & 
O’Reilly, 1998), it is reasoned that multiple leaders may foster “diversity of 
thought” in the team which allows the team to capitalize on a diverse set of task-
relevant knowledge, skills, and abilities for more ideas and perspectives than 
through a single leader (Dust & Ziegert, 2015). The second perspective, in turn, 
suggests that shared leadership may lead to high levels or role co-enactment in 
the team serving as a leadership backup (Friedrich et al., 2009; Gronn, 2002; 
Klein, Ziegert, Knight, & Xiao, 2006), in that team members may step in to take 
the lead when another member enacting a leader role is unable to continue it. 
This perspective may be particularly useful in GVTs, where team members may 
step up into leader roles while other leaders are not available, e.g. due to little 
overlap in working hours. In sum, studies commonly motivate the connection 
between shared leadership and team effectiveness through mediators such as 
enhanced participation and information sharing among team members, in-
creased team cohesion and team consensus, and better team functioning (D’In-
nocenzo et al., 2016; Wang et al., 2014). 

A vast amount of empirical research on shared leadership in co-located teams 
has found a positive relationship between shared leadership and team effective-
ness (see D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014, for 
recent meta-analyses). While a similar relationship has been reported in studies 
focusing on GVTs, these studies only constitute a small number (e.g. Hoch & 
Kozlowski, 2014; Muethel, Gehrlein, & Hoegl, 2012).  

In addition to positive outcomes, however, studies have also shown negative 
effects of shared leadership, both in the context of co-located and distributed 
teams (e.g. Boies et al., 2010; Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Mehra et al., 2006; 
Robert, 2013), indicating that shared leadership may not inclusively lead to pos-
itive outcomes. Together, these contradicting findings suggest that there might 
be some interaction effects at play, which may explain the inconsistent link be-
tween shared leadership and team effectiveness in previous research. Therefore, 
there are strong reasons to open up the black box between shared leadership 
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and GVT effectiveness in order to uncover boundary conditions for shared lead-
ership that may lead to GVT effectiveness.  

Boundary conditions for shared leadership to lead to team effectiveness  
Research has just begun to look into boundary conditions that influence the re-
lationship between shared leadership and team effectiveness and has primarily 
focused on a limited set of variables. These include characteristics of the team 
and its tasks (D’Innocenzo et al., 2016), as well as the type of leadership that is 
being shared, with some leadership behaviors being more appropriate to share 
than others (Wang et al., 2014).  

 Team and task type. First, a vast amount of studies have argued that some 
team types benefit more from sharing the lead than others. Shared leadership 
has shown promise for self-managed teams and executive teams, as well as for 
teams operating in democratic organizations (Yammarino et al., 2012). Prior 
theorizing has furthermore suggested that shared leadership is particularly use-
ful in knowledge intensive, complex, and dynamic teams (Klein et al., 2006; 
Pearce & Manz, 2005). In addition, prior theorizing argues that shared leader-
ship should lead to successful outcomes particularly in multicultural teams with 
weak faultlines (i.e. teams with high heterogeneity) combined with inconsistent 
status expectations (e.g. teams with a female doctor and a male nurse). Indeed, 
because these teams are more egalitarian, members are more likely to contrib-
ute with their unique perspectives and knowledge (Zander & Butler, 2010). In 
addition, it has been argued that shared leadership should be particularly ap-
propriate for the effective functioning of GVTs (Muethel & Hoegl, 2011) working 
in tasks of high complexity and uncertainty (Griffith, Sawyer, & Neale, 2003). 
Extended to the context of co-located teams, research has consistently found 
that teams working on complex and highly interdependent tasks benefit more 
from shared leadership than teams working on more simple and routine tasks 
(D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014). 

Type of leadership behavior. Second, the type of leadership behavior may 
serve as an important contingency factor. Through their meta-analysis of 42 em-
pirical studies, Wang et al. (2014) found that traditional forms of leadership 
(e.g. initiating structure and consideration) show a lower relationship to team 
effectiveness than do either shared leadership through new-genre leadership 
(e.g. charismatic and transformational leadership) or through a cumulative, 
overall shared leadership in terms of shared influence. In addition, in the con-
text of VTs, leadership behaviors such as keeping track of group work (s.k. mon-
itoring behaviors) were found to result in higher team performance when this 
leadership behavior was shared (Carte, Chidambaram, & Becker, 2006). 
Muethel & Hoegl (2011) furthermore proposed a model of four leadership func-
tions that are specific to the VT context, and when being shared among mem-
bers of VTs should lead to team performance. These functions constitute the 
following: (1) the dispersed screening function (i.e. members building internal 
relations focused on understanding information needs and environmental 
changes, and interpreting coordination and adaptation needs for themselves 
and their team); (2) the self-directed interrelation function (i.e. members invit-
ing other team members to contribute to their own decision making); (3) the 
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other-directed interrelation function (i.e. members approaching other mem-
bers to offer advice and input outside their own area); and (4) the team-directed 
interrelation (i.e. an open discussion and decision making process between all 
members, after collective action needs have been identified). While this model 
shows promise, it has not – to my knowledge – been tested through empirical 
research.   

Viewing each other as leaders. Alternatively, Mehra and colleagues 
(2006) identified the importance of formal and emergent leaders to perceive 
each other as leaders, for shared leadership to increase performance. In other 
words, the persons co-enacting leadership need to acknowledge each other as 
leaders in order for shared leadership to lead to team performance. 

For the most part, empirical studies on shared leadership in GVTs have so far 
been theoretical, offering propositions and predictions (Hoch & Dulebohn, 
2017; Liao, 2017; Muethel, & Hoegl, 2010, 2011; Shuffler, Wiese, Salas, & Burke, 
2010). These studies have suggested that shared leadership increases GVT ef-
fectiveness. A few recent empirical studies (Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014; Hoegl & 
Muethel, 2016) also found that shared leadership leads to increased team per-
formance in GVTs, while a few other studies showed the opposite effect (Robert, 
2013), especially with some leadership behaviors (Carte et al., 2006). Robert 
(2013) found shared leadership to decrease team performance in GVTs, and 
Carte et al (2006) found that leadership behaviors such as producer behaviors 
– i.e. motivation of behaviors that will result in completion of the group’s task 
– led to poorer team performance when the leadership was shared in VTs. Rob-
ert (2013) offers several reasons for this: having multiple members in charge 
resulting in no one being in charge; too much focus on trying to accommodate 
everyone; and potential coordination problems. In contrast, Muethel and Hoegl 
(2011) theorized that shared leadership leads to increased task coordination and 
improved communication practices in teams, which in turn affects team perfor-
mance positively. Hoch and Kozlowski (2014) reasoned further that shared 
leadership creates a number of benefits: stronger bonds among team members; 
the facilitation of trust, cohesion, and commitment; and mitigating the disad-
vantages of GVTs such as helping members to overcome communication chal-
lenges (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Pearce & Conger, 2003), leading to team per-
formance. Based on these conflicting accounts, it is difficult to draw a unified 
conclusion on the effect of shared leadership on GVT effectiveness. Therefore, 
more research is needed that looks at boundary conditions for shared leadership 
to lead to GVT effectiveness. 

Along with digitalization and rapid advances in technology, organizations are 
increasingly relying on GVTs, composed of culturally diverse members who col-
laborate across geographical distance and technology to perform their core work 
activities. These GVTs are riddled by complexity and leaders are struggling with 
managing them towards success. Along with increased distance and cultural di-
versity, the ability of a single leader to exert influence on the team successfully 
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diminishes. Therefore, shared leadership, where multiple team members par-
ticipate in the leadership of the team, has been suggested as a more powerful 
way to lead these teams. Unfortunately, we know little about the antecedent 
conditions for shared leadership in GVTs and in fact research point towards the 
unlikeliness of shared leadership in a global work environment (Pearce et al., 
2001).  

Existing research on the antecedent conditions of shared leadership in co-lo-
cated teams have proposed that variables related, for example, to the task itself 
(e.g. task complexity, interdependence), and factors related to team composi-
tion (e.g. geographic proximity, skill heterogeneity, demographic homogeneity) 
(Conger & Pearce, 2003; Pearce et al., 2001; Fausing et al., 2015) would all in-
crease the likelihood of shared leadership in teams. However, GVTs collaborate 
over geographic dispersion, and constitute diverse memberships with heteroge-
neity on multiple cultural dimensions which creates an environment that is 
counter to what has been theorized to facilitate shared leadership (Pearce et al., 
2001). Therefore, and due to a lack of empirical evidence, this dissertation will 
study which antecedent conditions facilitates shared leadership in GVTs.  

Prior research on shared leadership and GVT effectiveness has furthermore 
produced mixed results. First, some have found that shared leadership leads to 
improved team effectiveness, beyond vertical leadership (e.g. Hoch & Ko-
zlowski, 2014; Muethel & Hoegl, 2016). At the same time, however, studies have 
also found opposite effects (e.g. Mehra et al., 2006; Robert, 2013). Together, 
these contradicting findings suggest that there might be some interaction effects 
at play, which may explain the inconsistent link between shared leadership and 
GVT effectiveness in previous research. Our understanding of what these inter-
vening factors might be is, however, limited and we know little about the condi-
tions under which shared leadership leads to team effectiveness in globally dis-
tributed work environments. Therefore, a second goal of this dissertation is to 
investigate the link between shared leadership and GVT effectiveness and to 
identify those intervening factors influencing this relationship. 

 On top of a weak understanding of the antecedent conditions for shared lead-
ership and its relationship with GVT effectiveness, previous theorizing efforts 
on shared leadership in the context of GVTs have either projected theories es-
tablished from the co-located work context to the global context (e.g. in research 
on how culture impact shared leadership emergence such as in Muethel & 
Hoegl, 2010) or investigated intra-team variables aggregated to the team level 
(e.g. Conger & Pearce, 2003; Paunova & Lee, 2016; Pearce et al., 2001). Alt-
hough this research has provided us with valuable insights, it may have missed 
the mark in just how powerfully internal and external contextual factors come 
together in GVTs. In GVTs, members are embedded in different local contexts 
which may include different organizational structure, policies and national cul-
tures to mention but a few (Hinds et al., 2011). Despite this, research on shared 
leadership in GVTs commonly neglects the duality of the local and global con-
text surrounding the global team member, leading to a somewhat biased under-
standing of leadership in GVTs. Therein, most research on GVTs treats them as 
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though they exist in a vacuum, not considering how contextual factors may af-
fect the leadership of these teams (Reiche et al., 2017).  
   As a response to this, I continue the line of thought initiated by (1) Zander & 
Butler (2010) in the context of multi-cultural co-located teams, as well as by (2) 
Reiche et al. (2017) in the context of globally distributed work and GVTs, and 
pay particular attention to contextual and configurational factors that might 
help to unlock important knowledge about shared leadership in GVTs. Therein, 
I put a stronger focus on context, and study shared leadership in GVTs not only 
through the perspective of the team, but from the bottom up, starting at the in-
dividual level to find out about team members’ unique experiences of shared 
leadership as they navigate their local and global contexts in parallel. This in-
cludes factors of the external environment in which members were embedded 
in outside of their GVT (Maloney et al., 2016), such as having a local adminis-
trative supervisor. In addition, I move beyond aggregate approaches and pay 
attention to how configurational aspects, such as how members are placed in 
relation to each other and their leader over locations (O’Leary, & Cummings, 
2007), may influence shared leadership in their GVT. To achieve this, I adopt a 
relational lens of leadership (Uhl-Bien, 2006; DeRue & Ashford, 2010) and 
study how shared leadership is socially constructed through a mutual influence 
process among team members, by adopting the definition of Wang et al. (2014), 
defining shared leadership as “an emergent team property of mutual influence 
and shared responsibility among team members, whereby they lead each other 
toward goal achievement” (p. 181).





33

This dissertation is based on four articles that contributes to our understanding 
of which conditions facilitate shared leadership and its relationship to GVT ef-
fectiveness. In order to achieve this, I developed three focused research ques-
tions. These research questions are presented together in Figure 6, and sepa-
rately below, including descriptions of how they are linked to the four essays 
included in this dissertation.  

 

 
RQ1: What antecedent conditions enable shared leadership in GVTs? 
(Study 1, 2, 4) 
 
The first research question addresses what factors give rise to shared leadership 
in GVTs. As highlighted in the theoretical background section, GVTs constitute 
a highly different work context than co-located teams, and there are strong rea-
sons to believe that the underlying premises for shared leadership to occur 
might differ. Therefore, this research question aims to uncover specific enabling 
conditions of shared leadership in GVTs. The first, second and fourth study are 
related to this research question. Study 1 focuses on how multi-channel technol-
ogy influences the enactment of leadership behaviors by formal and emergent 
leaders in a GVT. The study represents a case where shared leadership did not 
develop to its full potential due to predefined role-expectations among team 
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members that were not aligned with shared leadership expectations. The results 
offer, however, insights into how multi-channel technology may facilitate 
shared leadership to some extent. Study 2 focuses on antecedent conditions at 
the individual and team level within GVTs and highlights how the duality of lo-
cal and global leadership contexts for team members have an important impact 
on their ability to enact shared leadership across boundaries in their GVT, while 
their power distance culture values mattered less. Study 4 offers propositions 
based on empirical data and theory combined and focuses on how the configu-
ration of task and expertise interdependence as well as empowering supports 
coming from interpersonal and structural sources facilitate shared leadership 
across locations in GVTs.  

 
RQ2: How does shared leadership influence GVT effectiveness? 
(Study 1, 3)  
 
This second research question addresses the effect of shared leadership on GVT 
effectiveness, both in terms of affective and performance outcomes (Mathieu et 
al., 2008). Study 1 highlights how members' different preferences for leadership 
styles may impact both their satisfaction as well as the efficiency of team meet-
ings. Study 3 focuses on shared leadership and team effectiveness, including 
both affective and performance outcomes (such as achieving outcomes on-time, 
in line with team goals, and with overall efficiency), and presents potential ben-
efits and losses of shared leadership for GVT effectiveness. Study 1 and 3 con-
firms that shared leadership may well have a positive and negative impact on 
GVT effectiveness. Several of the additional cases of this dissertation (included 
in Study 2 and 4), contribute with confirming evidence to this research finding 
– although not being within the scope of these papers.    
 
RQ3: What factors influence the relationship between shared lead-
ership and GVT effectiveness? (Study 1, 2, 3) 
 
Assuming that shared leadership does not always have a positive impact on 
team effectiveness, the third research question addresses the black box between 
shared leadership and GVT effectiveness. Research question 3 hence attends to 
the possible dark side of shared leadership in GVTs and seeks boundary condi-
tions for positive or negative impacts of shared leadership on GVT effectiveness. 
Although not the main focus of Study 1, it contributes to this research question 
by showing how members' expectations need to match with executed leader be-
haviors for shared leadership to lead to GVT effectiveness. Similarly, although 
Study 2 primarily contributes to the front-end of shared leadership, i.e. what 
leads to it in GVTs, it also highlights interesting findings related to how compet-
ing lines of authority may hinder members enacting shared leadership to expe-
rience heightened levels of satisfaction. Study 3, in turn, investigates how GVTs 
coordinate their shared leadership and highlights the importance of shared 
leadership to be coordinated both through implicit and behavioral leadership 
coordination in order for it to increase team effectiveness. In sum, papers 1, 2 
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and 3 thus all broaden our understanding of boundary conditions regarding the 
relationship between shared leadership and GVT effectiveness.  
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This dissertation is based on four empirical articles that all contribute to the 
overarching goal of understanding how shared leadership may arise and con-
tribute to GVT effectiveness. Altogether 129 members of 16 teams from six or-
ganizations as well as one university setting participated in this research. In the 
following section, I describe the chosen research design and methods of this dis-
sertation in detail. I begin with introducing the research paradigm that guides 
my research approach and sets the premises for my analytical thinking. Then, I 
discuss the research design and methods, including the data collection process, 
and the analytical steps in the data analysis for reaching the findings reported 
in this dissertation. 

Besides choosing an interesting and important topic for the empirical study, it 
is important to decide how to go about studying the chosen topic. This empirical 
research process depends on how the researcher understands the social reality 
and the truth (ontology), how an understanding of knowledge and the truth is 
to be acquired (epistemology), as well as how the researchers own values and 
ethics guides this process (axiology) (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011; Patton, 2002). 
These underlying assumptions together create a research paradigm that under-
pins the researcher’s chosen scientific approach and methodologies (Chilisa & 
Kawulich, 2012).  

In this dissertation, I apply a constructionist-interpretive research paradigm 
to study how shared leadership is constructed in a social process among multi-
ple team members. Therein, this dissertation is guided by the ontology of inter-
pretivism, in which reality is thought of as something that is socially con-
structed and mind-dependent, and by the epistemology of constructionism, 
in which knowledge is treated as a subjective entity that is socially constructed 
rather than being objectively determined (Bryman & Belll, 2007; Creswell, 
2003; Denzin & Lincoln, 2011). This chosen approach calls for the study of 
shared leadership through a relational lens, in which leadership is socially con-
structed among individuals through a social process (Uhl-Bien, 2006; DeRue & 
Ashford, 2010). 

Inherent in the interpretivistic assumption is the existence of multiple socially 
constructed realities. The reality is, therefore, mind-dependent and a personal 
or social construct (Chilisa & Kawulich, 2012). The purpose of the interpretative 
research approach is therefore to understand a phenomenon through people’s 
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lived experiences in a natural setting. For studying shared leadership in teams, 
it is thus important to study it through the experiences lived by the subjects un-
der study. Hence, I focused on team members lived experiences of shared lead-
ership in their everyday work settings.    

In line with constructionism, an understanding of the truth is furthermore 
created through human interactions with the world. Hence, as the knowledge 
gained is socially constructed, it is inherently subject to passing through a lens 
of subjective understanding of the world. This highlights the role of the re-
searcher and brings me to consider axiological inferences. In line with the con-
structionist-interpretive paradigm, the construction of knowledge is influenced 
by the researcher’s own values and worldview (Chilisa & Kawulich, 2012). Eve-
rything – from the topic being chosen for study, to data collection and analysis, 
including the interpretation of one's data and findings, and even how one re-
ports the findings – are subject to personal values and biases. Therefore, there 
is always a certain level of subjectivity that interferes with neutrality in a con-
structionist-interpretive paradigm. Hence, I acknowledge that my own experi-
ences and worldview might have an impact on the way I collected data and in-
terpreted others’ experiences and stories, which I will acknowledge in the fol-
lowing sections where I explain my chosen research strategy and data analysis 
steps in detail.  

The chosen constructionist-interpretive research paradigm consequently influ-
ences methodological choices. As my goal was to extend underdeveloped theory 
on shared leadership in GVTs, I applied inductive, qualitative research methods 
in this dissertation. The goal of inductive research is to generate new theory that 
emerges from the data by moving from raw data towards concepts, themes and 
ultimately a theoretical model (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Thomas, 2006). This 
inductive approach has been regarded as particularly suitable for the study of 
social influence processes such as leadership (Glaser, 1992; Parry, 1998), as it 
enables us to theorize about the nature of leadership processes. The study was, 
hence, designed to be open-ended and to allow new themes to emerge in order 
to map into the dynamics of how shared leadership is co-constructed among 
members in GVTs. In addition, I entered the field with an open mind to learn as 
much as I could about the subject of shared leadership in my studied teams.  

4.2.1 Multi-case study  

I conducted an inductive multi-case study to gain a deeper understanding of 
why some teams engage in shared leadership in GVTs, while others do not, and 
why some teams and not others seem to show signs of improved team effective-
ness as a result. Building theory from case studies is a research strategy that 
involves using multiple cases to create theoretical constructs and propositions 
from case-based empirical evidence (Eisenhardt, 1989). At the heart of case 
study research is “to use cases as the basis from which to develop theory induc-
tively. The theory is emergent in the sense that it is situated in and developed by 



38 

recognizing patterns of relationships among constructs within and across cases 
and their underlying logical arguments” (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p. 25). 
As my goal was to extend underdeveloped theory on shared leadership in GVTs, 
the inductive case study approach is an appropriate strategy for theory building 
as the existing research does not provide answers to my research questions (Ei-
senhardt & Graebner, 2007). In line with an inductive approach, I entered the 
field with an open-minded approach to learn as much as possible about how 
shared leadership functions in the context of GVTs and moved towards a more 
theoretical precision along with the lessons learned. Based on my analysis of the 
amount of shared leadership in each team (i.e. case), I treated the sixteen cases 
ranging from high to low levels of shared leadership as a series of “natural ex-
periments”, each case serving to confirm, disconfirm or extend the inferences 
drawn from the others (Yin, 2009). In other words, multiple cases enable com-
parisons that reveal whether a finding is peculiar to a specific case or is consist-
ently replicated by multiple cases (Eisenhardt, 1991).  

In the following sections, the empirical setting including case selection strat-
egy, case descriptions, data collection process and analytical steps is explained. 

4.2.2 Selecting cases 

Cases were selected based on principles of theoretical sampling (Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967) along the following dimensions that seemed important for the 
experience of shared leadership in GVTs. First, the members or subsets of the 
teams worked in a globally dispersed manner (i.e. they were located in different 
countries and communicated mainly via information and communication tech-
nologies in the whole GVT). Second, all GVTs were expert knowledge teams col-
laborating toward a common goal in an interdependent manner, though differ-
ing in task type (software development, technical support, service design and 
energy and process management), and level of interdependence. The team 
members had worked exclusively for the focal GVTs (i.e. not for multiple teams) 
for more than one year3. While the fourth case, StudentPD, represented a stu-
dent team, the rest of the cases were organizational teams in order to enable 
better theorizing around the potential influence of contextual factors on the 
GVTs (i.e. the team’s external environment in which it is embedded) in real or-
ganizational settings. The headquarters (HQs) of the organizational teams were 
located in Finland, which is low on the national cultural dimension of power 
distance (Hofstede, 1980). This would indicate that the studied teams might 
have been exposed to shared leadership practices based on previous theorizing 
around power distance and shared leadership emergence (Conger & Pearce, 
2003; Hiller et al., 2006; Muethel & Hoegl, 2010). All teams were built into ma-
trix organizations and members at sites distant to the HQs had separate local 
administrative supervisors and separate global functional team leaders. In 
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contrast, members at the HQs had only one person serving as both functional 
team lead and administrative supervisor. This created a situation where mem-
bers potentially would receive parallel leadership influences from local and 
global sources, which potentially would impact the pursuit of shared leadership 
– and bring contextual factors to the foreground when theorizing about shared 
leadership in GVTs.  

Prior to the data collection, I engaged in initial pilot interviews with senior 
team leaders and HR-personnel from the selected companies to make sure that 
the teams being chosen were satisfying the selection criteria described above. 
Through these discussions, I generated an initial awareness of the leadership 
practices in each team and made sure that I interviewed a variety of GVTs that 
created a spectrum of different levels of shared leadership. In addition, I created 
an initial understanding of the contexts in which each team operated. In total, 
16 cases (i.e. 16 GVTs), including 129 team members4 were selected for analysis 
in this dissertation. This sample created a robust set of multiple cases chosen 
based on theoretical considerations which allowed me to make comparisons and 
contrasts between cases to sharpen the emerging theory and to eliminate alter-
native explanations (Yin, 1994). 

4.2.3 Case descriptions 

The 16 cases include 129 in-depth interviews conducted with members and lead-
ers of 16 GVTs in six organizations and one university setting (including four 
different universities from the USA, Finland and India). All participating organ-
izations develop software and provide support to their customers worldwide, 
but they operate in different markets. Organizations 1-3 employ 170-600 work-
ers worldwide, Organization 4 has 70.000 employees, and Organizations 5-6 
have around 4500-4700 employees. While each organization develops software, 
the core focus in Organization 6 is on energy and process-related products and 
services. HQs of the organizations are located in Finland, and they have area 
offices in Europe, Asia and the U.S. The description of each of these focal teams 
is presented in Table 1 and in the following section.  



40 

 

 
 



41 

 

 
Case 1: GlobeSoft worked together in a highly interdependent manner dur-

ing the duration of one specific project. The team’s task was to develop new soft-
ware to bring a new product to the company’s offerings. Altogether 36 team 
members from five different national offices (Finland, Sweden, England, Bel-
gium, and USA) contributed to the project, but only the core team members 
were interviewed. The delivery phase of the project took four months and 
maintenance continued for two years. The project was led from Finland, Hel-
sinki headquarters. At the HQs, a fast-paced working culture existed, and the 
leadership style was highly vertical. For instance, team members had to report 
to their team leader on a daily basis, and the amount of control exercised by the 
team leader was high. The team followed company level operational and deliv-
ery processes in its work, although these were light due to the relative newness 
of the company. Three members were female, all located at different sites. 

The team relied on various means for communication. The whole team met 
face-to-face twice a year. The rest of the team meetings were held through tele-
conferences on a weekly basis. Email was the most extensively used medium for 
communication. In addition, the team used a version control system where eve-
ryone could trace decisions and share information. Company policies encour-
aged employees to rely on the material available in the version control system 
to avoid out-of-date information or duplicated work.  

Case 2: GlobeEle worked together during the duration of one specific tele-
communications R&D project in Organization 4. While task interdependence in 
the team was high, collaboration across locations remained low due to the time 
zone separation between members, which made it difficult for the whole team 
to work together. GlobeEle involved members from Japan, Finland, and the 
United States, covering five different ethnic backgrounds. The team leader was 
Iranian and located in Helsinki with one Finnish team member. Team members 
working in Tokyo were Japanese, while two team members working in Dallas 
were Chinese and the third was American. The time difference between Tokyo 
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and Dallas was 14 hours and, as a consequence, these sites did not share any 
overlapping working hours. As a result, the team leader in Finland acted as a 
boundary spanner between the different sites, driving the communication and 
information flow across locations. All team members were male.  

The team relied on various means for communication. The team commonly 
used email, mobile phone, teleconferencing, videoconferencing, and documen-
tation by using the MS Office package. The team gathered for their first face-to-
face meeting eighteen months into a project that came to last four years. After 
this, they gathered for a handful of face-to-face meetings. The leader coordi-
nated the technology development, the use of resources, and scheduled meet-
ings.  

Case 3, 10 and 11 were similar in several aspects, and are, hence, described 
together next. Case 3: GlobeTech of Organization 4, Case 10: TechEng and 
Case 11: TechMetal of Organization 2 provided support and input to teams 
such as software development teams and sales teams. Therein, they functioned 
as a bridge between product development teams, customer support teams and 
sales persons. Their team members provided material and guidelines to the cus-
tomer support area offices, development requirements to the product develop-
ment division, as well as technical support to sales. GlobeTech had one female 
member, while TechEng and TechMetal consisted of all males. 

The teams relied on various means for communication, including teleconfer-
encing and email, as well as chat (TechEng and TechMetal) or text messaging 
(GlobeTech). TechEng had monthly face-to-face meetings, and sporadic virtual 
meetings on an as-needed basis. TechMetal met face-to-face four times a year 
and communicated beyond that primarily in one-to-one online discussions. 
GlobeTech met face-to-face twice a year and through teleconferencing ones per 
month. While both GlobeTech’s and TechMetal’s tasks were moderately inter-
dependent, TechEng’s tasks were highly interdependent. 

Case 4: StudentPD consisted of 11 graduate students from four different 
universities from the United States, Finland and India, collaborating together 
in a highly interdependent fashion as a GVT for a nine-month period. The stu-
dents’ backgrounds were diverse both culturally and educationally, and they 
represented five different nationalities and eight different educational back-
grounds. Five team members were female. The virtual student team participated 
in a nine-month long university course where the goal was to design and imple-
ment complete prototypes of a product or service for a global company. Despite 
the university course setting, time pressure along with corporate funding and 
the requirement to develop well-functioning and innovative prototypes were 
good incentives to motivate the students to nearly full-time work during the 
nine-month period. Furthermore, students received credits based on their 
coursework from their home universities. 

The team was divided into local sub-groups and each member had a specific 
responsibility regarding the project. Each member had a title (e.g. industrial de-
sign manager, software manager, market study manager), which described their 
area of responsibility in the project. The local sub-groups also had local leaders, 
indicating a somewhat formal shared leadership structure including at least part 
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of the team. At least some of the members of the local group met typically every 
week face-to-face. Together, the GVT had weekly meetings on an island in a 3D  
virtual environment, Second Life, which was specifically designed for their use. 
It had a meeting place with two screens for slideshows and it was the place 
where the team gathered for the meetings. The team leader had a prepared 
agenda for every meeting. If the leader could not participate in a meeting, an-
other team member was given the task to prepare and run the meeting. This 
happened in the third meeting being analyzed and the meeting was run by a 
team member, who I will refer to as the temporary leader in the results. Each 
meeting started with a quick round of questions on how everyone was doing and 
ended with tasks to do for the next week. In between, different topics related to 
the project execution were discussed. Typically, the meetings served as a basis 
for updating each member on the current situation of the project. Larger deci-
sions were initially made in local sub-groups and then presented to the whole 
team during the meetings. 

For daily interaction, the group used both asynchronous and synchronous 
tools such as emails, an instant messaging system, as well as an online project 
management tool. In addition, the company sponsor of the team provided extra 
money for the members for travelling to two face-to-face team meetings during 
the coursework. Furthermore, the sponsor provided a budget for international 
field trips for certain members of the team for user studies. 

Cases 5 and 6 were similar in several aspects and are, hence, described to-
gether next. Case 5: CustSup focused on delivering products and supporting 
customers during the initial usage period of the product, whereas Case 6: 
TechDelivery’s task was to provide technology support and on-site training to 
customers. Both cases were from Organization 1. The sub-locations in CustSup 
and TechDelivery operated quite independently within their specific geograph-
ical areas providing services to local customers in their native languages, but the 
team members frequently interchanged resources and provided support to each 
other and were, hence, moderately interdependent. Both teams used a common 
information and customer management tool, which brought transparency to 
their work – both in terms of providing information about customer cases as 
well as information on who was working on what. In addition, the teams fol-
lowed a series of work processes that guided them in performing their work. 
TechDelivery had weekly meetings, while CustSup lacked meeting routines and 
rarely gathered for meetings. Both teams had between 11 to 13 members in total, 
located in in Finland, China, Korea and Japan. CustSup was additionally located 
in India, and TechDelivery was additionally located in Italy and the United 
States. Both teams consisted of primarily male members, with one to two female 
members.   

Case 7, 8, 9, 12, and 13 were similar in several aspects and are, hence, de-
scribed together next. Case 7: CyberSecurity, Case 8: TechIntercon, and 
Case 9: TechPlatform were all software development teams in Organization 
1, while Case 12: SoftTele and Case 13: SoftWeb were software develop-
ment teams of Organization 5. All these teams worked together in a highly in-
terdependent manner. They followed the work process scrum, which consists of 
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a series of meetings such as daily status updates, planning and retrospective 
meetings, which Cases 7-9 and 12-13 all adhered to. In addition, the studied 
teams used an issue tracking management tool (commonly used in scrum), list-
ing all the team’s tasks and each member’s current task in order to enable task 
sequencing and delegation. In line with scrum, the teams had two assigned 
roles: product owner (PO) and scrum master (SM). The SM’s role is to facilitate 
teamwork by removing obstacles, keeping the team focused on the task, and en-
suring the team adheres to the team’s rules. The PO represents the voice of the 
customer and is ultimately responsible for the project’s success or failure. In our 
sample, the PO also functioned as a supervisor to the Finnish team members. 
All five teams had team members in Finland and India, and TechPlatform addi-
tionally had members in Romania. While TechPlatform consisted of all males, 
the other teams had two to three female members.  

Besides their issue tracking management tool, all teams used a chat board 
(Slack) for asynchronous communication, and videoconferencing for their 
meetings. Due to the scrum process, they communicated frequently over these 
tools several times a day. For instance, members usually raised questions to the 
whole team over Slack, to which team members responded within a few hours, 
if not immediately. The teams also met face-to-face once a year, but due to their 
frequent interaction over technology, they did not feel a need for more frequent 
site visits.  

Case 14: TechStructrure of Organization 2 similarly followed the scrum 
work process, but apart from the other software development teams, the two 
locations, Finland and UK, worked more independently with only moderate task 
interdependence across the two locations. The team leader in Finland primarily 
coordinated tasks through a sub-leader at the UK site, and hence, the whole 
team rarely gathered for meetings. Instead, the planning and retrospective 
meetings were held among the Finns as well as the sub-leader but did not in-
volve the software developers in UK due to their wish to just focus on their cod-
ing work. Instead, daily standups were held only at the UK site between the UK 
members. The whole team communicated using email and an issue tracking 
management tool and met face-to-face once a year. The team consisted of all 
males.  

Cases 15 and 16 were similar in several aspects and are, hence, described 
together next. Cases 15: SustainTech and Case 16: SustainApp of Organ-
ization 6 represented two research and development project teams within en-
ergy and process-related products and services. SustainTech was distributed 
across Finland and the United States, while SustainApp was distributed across 
Finland, Sweden, Austria and China. Both teams had four female members. The 
project teams had worked together for more than a year on a long term project. 
All locations operated rather independently on their tasks, including research, 
development and testing tasks, and thus, the interdependence among tasks re-
mained only low at the GVT level. The project managers (PMs) of both teams 
explained that since their goals were to develop global products and services, 
they needed to rely on GVTs to have more expertise about the local markets and 
to be close to the customers. Also, testing procedures differed between the 
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various locations and, therefore, some tasks were performed separately in both 
locations. The teams gathered for bi-weekly team meetings held as teleconfer-
ences. Beside the meetings, the team members rarely communicated with the 
whole team across locations, and communication mainly took place within each 
sub-group at a distance such as between the PM and team members, or between 
the PM and a sub-PM at the distant site. The team used email for communica-
tion between members or communication with the whole team. Beyond this, the 
different sites remained separated and to achieve cost savings no site visits were 
made. 

4.2.4 Data collection process 

After gaining access to each participating company, I coordinated and con-
ducted the majority (96/129) of the interviews. The rest of the interviews have 
been collected in collaboration with researchers Niina Nurmi, Anu Sivunen, and 
Tuuli Hakkarainen5. The majority of the team members in each of the chosen 
cases agreed to being interviewed, with only a handful of team members opting 
out due to busy schedules. This was important and a desirable result, as I needed 
to discuss with the majority or all members of a team to get an accurate under-
standing of the team’s shared leadership. I ensured that interview confidential-
ity was protected and informed every interviewee that individual responses 
would remain anonymous and not be traceable in company reports or in any 
other publications. 

Before entering the field, I developed a semi-structured interview protocol to-
gether with my advisor Niina Nurmi and based on pilot interviews in the partic-
ipating companies. A semi-structured interview protocol includes a set of pre-
defined themes to ensure that some aspects are discussed with every inter-
viewee, while allowing flexibility for new themes to emerge in the discussion 
(Cohen & Crabtree, 2006). Some themes were more relevant and important for 
some participants and, therefore, a semi-structured interview protocol gave lee-
way for participants to discuss some aspects more thoroughly than other as-
pects. As a result, the specific interview questions differed from one interview 
to another, although the main themes were kept similar (except for Study 1 and 
Cases 1-36). I continued to collect data until theoretical saturation was reached, 
i.e. when subsequent data did not provide any new information in terms of re-
fining the properties of the coding categories or its relationship to the categories 
(O’Reilly, Paper, & Marx, 2012). 
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Interview protocol 
The interviews were collected by using the semi-structured interview protocol 
developed for this dissertation, including a set of open-ended questions. As the 
interviews progressed, some additional questions were added along with gained 
lessons learned. The order of questions and emphasis on particular themes dif-
fered from one interview to another to allow the interviewee to portray his or 
her own experiences in depth. The interviews were conducted in meeting rooms, 
mostly face-to-face, but approximately a third of the interviews were conducted 
over a videoconferencing tool. The interviews lasted between 37 to 130 minutes 
and were 68 minutes long on average. During the data collection phase, all in-
terviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. This resulted in a total of 165 
hours of interviews, 2.930 pages with 1.198.500 words of single-spaced inter-
view data. 

The interview questions were designed to allow new themes and insights to 
emerge through the natural language of participants. The common interview 
themes included questions related to the participants’ experiences with their 
team’s work routines, composition (including expertise distribution), coordina-
tion and communication in the team, challenges and benefits of a global virtual 
work environment, team roles and team dynamics, including leadership (both 
internal and external to the team). In relation to leadership, team members were 
asked to talk about how and to what extent they and their team members were 
influential and engaged in leadership, and to explain the underlying reasons. I 
also asked how they shared specific leadership responsibilities and behaviors in 
the team, and how they themselves reasoned around people in higher positions, 
related to status differences and decision-making power. Lastly, team members 
reported how satisfied and engaged they were in their work, explained the rea-
sons behind this, and talked about how well the team performed its tasks (e.g. 
on time, in line with team goals, and with overall efficiency) and the underlying 
reasons. Furthermore, questions differed between team members and formal 
leaders as team members were asked to evaluate and comment on the formal 
leader’s leadership, while formal leaders were asked to comment on their own 
role as well as team members' participation in leadership. The complete inter-
view guide is presented in Appendix 1.   

Observational data and interviews in Study 1 
Study 1 relies primarily on observational data. The second author of the paper 
and another researcher participated in ten of the team meetings in the virtual 
world island and recorded them on video files. The sessions were recorded in 
order to enable transcription and thus further analysis and coding. Four meet-
ings were chosen for analysis in this study. The meetings lasted from 60 to 150 
minutes and were on average 122 minutes long. Furthermore, all team members 
were interviewed after the course face-to-face. These interviews lasted from 35 
minutes to 80 minutes and were on average 49 minutes long. Questions were 
related to team dynamics, including team leadership, challenges and benefits of 
VT work and their multi-channel technology, as well as member satisfaction and 
performance (primarily effectiveness and on-time completion).   
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In line with a cross-case analysis strategy (Eisenhardt, 1989), I analyzed each 
case (i.e. team) in context, starting inductively after collecting the data from the 
members of the team. This single case-analysis generated an understanding of 
the dynamics present within each individual team. After the single case analysis, 
I performed comparative thematic analysis across the cases to search for pat-
terns across cases. I describe each step of this analysis in detail next.  

4.3.1 Single case analysis 

To cope with the enormous amount of data and cases, I began by analyzing each 
individual case separately to generate an understanding of each case in context 
(Eisenhardt, 1989). Each case study had its own “story” to tell, and so I im-
mersed myself into each team separately to tease out the unique aspects of each 
team. Through this process, I became familiar with each case as a separate 
stand-alone entity. 

The first step, in crafting these stories, was to describe the different practices 
of shared leadership in each team. First, I categorized the level of shared lead-
ership in each team. Initially, I analyzed the level of each individual team mem-
ber’s participation in shared leadership, by examining how influential each 
member was as reported by other members of the team. Then, a team level 
shared leadership score was based on whether the majority (high), half (moder-
ate), or only a few (low) of team members participated in the shared leadership 
of the team. In addition, I looked at how much shared leadership was enacted 
equally across locations. If shared leadership was isolated in one location but 
did not include members of other locations, shared leadership remained lower 
in the GVT. If shared leadership was, however, evenly shared across locations 
and involved the majority of team members, the team’s leadership was catego-
rized as highly shared. The teams engaged in shared leadership to varying de-
grees and, thus, created a spectrum from low to moderate to high levels of 
shared leadership (presented in Table 2) 7.  

Table 2 indicates that leadership was most shared in GlobeTech, TechPlat-
form, TechEng, and SoftWeb. Teams StudentPD, TechDelivery, CyberSecurity, 
TechIntercon, TechMetal, and SoftTele exhibited moderate levels of shared 
leadership. Lastly, teams CustSup, TechStructure, SustainTech, SustainApp, 
GlobeSoft and GlobeEle, demonstrated the lowest levels of shared leadership of 
the teams. I validated this analysis through discussions with the participating 
researchers and through presentations to the participating teams. 
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The second step in this strategy was to describe potential antecedent condi-

tions to shared leadership in each team through the experiences of the partici-
pating team members. At this stage, I immersed myself into each team to induc-
tively analyze everything I observed in the interview data relating to shared 
leadership and generated an understanding of the team member’s perspectives 
on the team’s leadership, their own leadership preferences and potential lead-
ership behaviors, as well as the underlying reasons behind engaging or not in 
shared leadership. In addition, I focused on generating an understanding of the 
unique effects that shared leadership (or lack of it) had on the team’s effective-
ness, including how well the team performed as well as how satisfied members 
were with their team and own work. Combining the interviews of members from 
different team sites allowed me to draft comprehensive descriptions of the 
mechanisms of shared leadership and its effects in each team.  

After generating a unique understanding of each team, I prepared presenta-
tions to each one, and arranged result dissemination sessions for 12 out of 16 
teams8 from which I had collected the data myself. When reporting my findings 
to each of these teams, I tested my interpretations by enabling the informants 
to review my analysis and results (Eisenhardt, 1989; Miles & Huberman, 1994; 
Ragin, 1997). This review process enhanced the accuracy of the case studies, 
hence, increasing their validity. The teams confirmed my own interpretations 
and brought forward additional evidence. Informants are likely to detect false 
interpretations as they are the ones living through and experiencing the results 
I presented. Keeping in mind my choice of a constructionist-interpretive re-
search paradigm, no objective truth was viewed to exist – but this procedure 
helped me to interpret in what respects the teams seemed to share a socially 
constructed view of the team’s leadership practices and in what aspects the point 
of views seemed to differ among various members. These different perspectives 
and nuances among members' perspectives were then further analyzed in the 
cross-case analysis in order to see whether there were systematic differences 
and explanations for members’ differing perspectives. For example, when 
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comparing the underlying reasons as to why some members and not others par-
ticipated in shared leadership in the teams, the cross-case analysis in Study 2 
revealed differing local and global leadership conditions among these members 
(e.g. the existence of a local supervisor external to the team), which conse-
quently had a powerful impact on their pre-conditions to participate in shared 
leadership in their GVT. This comparative case analysis was the final step of my 
analysis and was conducted and related to all identified relevant themes in the 
single case analysis. This analytical step will be reported next.  

4.3.2 Cross-case analysis 

Depending on the theme under investigation, different cases were selected for 
the different comparative case analyses. Some cases primarily informed about 
the pre-conditions underlying shared leadership while other cases informed 
about the effects of shared leadership on team effectiveness and the boundary 
conditions for successful shared leadership. For answering research question 1, 
which focused on the antecedent conditions of shared leadership in GVTs, I fo-
cused on all 16 cases. For the study of the relationship between shared leader-
ship and GVT effectiveness, i.e. research questions 2 and 3, I focused primarily 
on cases 4-11, and 14 (StudentPD, TechPlatform, TechEng, TechDelivery, Cy-
berSecurity, TechIntercon, TechMetal, CustSup, and TechStructure), albeit the 
rest of the teams brought some confirming evidence, too. General to all the cases 
was that each case served to confirm or disconfirm the initial insights generated 
from previous cases (Yin, 1994). Multiple cases thus allowed for (1) the predic-
tion of similar results over the cases (literal replication), or (2) produced con-
trasting results, but for predictable reasons (theoretical replication) (Yin, 2009). 

After I had selected cases for each thematic analysis, I read through each case 
report and went back to re-read the interview transcripts. At this stage, I wrote 
focused memos to summarize the most relevant, interesting, and significant as-
pects in my data related to my research questions. In other words, the memos 
kept me thinking about the bigger picture and were used to direct and focus my 
analysis further. Therein, they served as an interface between the data, my in-
terpretations and theory. I moved between my memos and data in an iterative 
process, constantly re-iterating both my memos and analysis. In this iterative 
process, I identified the next steps and moved the analysis towards more ab-
stract levels in the thematic analyses. For instance, it was not until several 
rounds of analysis and memo writings that I realized how important coordina-
tion of shared leadership is for shared leadership to lead to team effectiveness. 
Hence, it was not until several iterations that I was able to systematically analyze 
this theme in the data (Study 3). In addition to this analytical path, the memos 
helped me to identify additional paths in the analysis, leading to the results of 
Studies 2 and 4. All these analytical steps are presented in detail in the next 
chapter (4.3.3. Data reduction).  

The single cases had shown that various individual and team level factors 
seemed to have an impact on both the enactment of shared leadership in GVTs, 
as well as the success of shared leadership to increase GVT effectiveness. For 
instance, I was not able to find a direct link between team members' national 
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culture and their participation in shared leadership. But instead I found that 
global and local leadership sources giving low or high autonomy to individual 
team members combined seemed to play a more central role. Therefore, I con-
tinued to investigate these and other systematic differences among team mem-
bers and across teams in my cross-case analysis. Other themes identified at this 
stage were shared leadership coordination, expertise and task interdependen-
cies, as well as empowering supports through both interpersonal and structural 
sources. These became the themes of my comparative cross-case analysis.  

In the cross-case analysis, in Study 2, I then analyzed how contextual factors 
were commonly unique for each individual and had an impact on their partici-
pation in shared leadership through the comparison of 11 GVTs. Then in Study 
3, I conducted a comparative case study of eight GVTs, focusing on how shared 
leadership was coordinated in each team and the impact of this on GVT effec-
tiveness. Finally, in Study 4, I again turned my focus back to antecedent condi-
tions of shared leadership – this time at the team level of analysis (but paying 
attention to team member configurational aspects), and conducted a thematic 
analysis on 12 cases focusing on task and expertise interdependencies in the 
team, as well as empowering supports though interpersonal and structural 
sources. Study 1 is a single case study, focusing on mapping shared leadership 
behaviors in GVT meetings held over a multi-channel technology. 

I used the same inductive analysis method in all four studies of this disserta-
tion, although in Study 1, quantitative content analysis of observational data 
served as the primary method. The next section depicts the steps taken in my 
single and cross-case analysis process, starting from data reduction (induc-
tive and focused coding iterated with memos), data display (organizing 
emerging themes into lists and tables), and drawing conclusions (drawing 
meanings and explanations from displayed and reduced data) (Miles & Huber-
man, 1984). In the data reduction phase, I coded and analyzed the data using 
the content analysis software Atlas.ti. This hermeneutic method enables an or-
ganized analysis of a large amount of data. In the second and third phases, i.e. 
the data display and drawing conclusions, I relied on Excel spreadsheets which 
took the analysis to a more abstract level, including relational analysis among 
concepts. In line with Miles and Huberman (1984), the three phases occurred 
continuously throughout my dissertation project and reached more precision 
towards the end of the project. In addition to the three analytical steps suggested 
by Miles and Huberman (1984), my analysis was guided by the Gioia Method-
ology (Gioia, Corley & Hamilton, 2013), which represents a systematic approach 
to analyzing and presenting inductive research through a data structure ar-
ranged in first order, second order and aggregate dimensions. My analysis is 
presented in detail next. 

4.3.3 Data reduction 

In the data reduction phase, I begun with analyzing the data inductively, first 
applying open coding by initial concepts and grouping them into categories to 
uncover the dominant themes. This conceptual in-vivo coding (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1990) consisted of terms, concepts, and categories originating from the 
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language of the participants. As a result of this, a long list of initial, first order 
codes were generated, which was iterated along with lessons learned. When new 
codes were added, previously coded interviews were recoded related to the 
added codes. Hence, coding was an iterative phase stretching through the whole 
analysis process and was divided into initial (first order) coding, and focused 
coding, divided into axial (second order) coding and aggregate dimensions, as 
prescribed by grounded theory techniques (Charmaz, 2006; Gioia et al., 2013).   

Initial - first order coding 
The first stage of the initial coding, served primarily to generate focus on subse-
quent interviews in order to enable high quality data. Therefore, I conducted a 
preliminary analysis of the initial interviews to evaluate if the interview guides 
needed adjustments based on what I had learned, and for subsequent interviews 
to suit the emerging theoretical framework (Charmaz, 2006). Hence, early re-
sults from one team influenced the focus of subsequent interviews with the 
other teams. After I had conducted all interviews, I re-analysed all the interview 
data as prescribed by empirical grounded theory procedures (Charmaz, 2006; 
Strauss & Corbin, 1990). I began with immersing myself into the data and ap-
plied open, first order coding to the data by identifying initial concepts in all 
interview data and grouping them into categories to uncover the dominant 
themes. In this first order coding, I used codes consisting of terms, concepts, 
and categories originating from the language of the participant, i.e. informant-
centric terms and codes (Gioia et al., 2013). Therefore, I did not apply any pre-
defined coding scheme, but allowed the coding scheme to emerge (Charmaz, 
2006; Parry, 1998). For example, in Study 2, I initially coded everything related 
to team members’ and leaders’ experiences of leadership in their GVTs and 
slowly, after several rounds of analysis, found that each team member had 
unique experiences of the team’s leadership due to being embedded in different 
local contexts. As a result, the dynamic between local and global sources of lead-
ership became central themes of the analysis, which later became the premise 
of a more focused coding (including second order codes and aggregate dimen-
sions).  

In this iterative coding, I arrived at a set of first order codes presented in Table 
39. Codes differed based on the study in question. For example, in Study 2, I 
concentrated mainly on those parts of the data where the interviewees described 
how factors of their local and global leadership contexts related to their own 
participation in shared leadership. My interviewees, for instance, talked about 
situations in which they were influenced by local, external, leaders, giving low 
autonomy to them. I coded these instances as “The head of their office exercises 
considerable power over them and will not change” and “The distant offices are 
highly hierarchical, allowing little autonomy to members”. In Study 3, I coded 
excerpts related to the coordination of shared leadership, for example, including 
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codes such as “Continuous improvement is built in our process”, “Everyone 
brings forward their insights in meetings”, “They don’t take directives from me”, 
and “I can influence anyone in the team if I have a reason”, to mention a few. In 
Study 4, first order codes were related to how tasks and expertise were distrib-
uted in the team and received codes such as “The other site is on average less 
experienced and knowledgeable” and “Our subtasks relate closely to one an-
other”, as well as factors that urged members towards shared leadership, includ-
ing codes such as “We have daily meetings to bring forward our voices” and 
“They encourages us to be proactive”.  

In Studies 2-4, I additionally coded excerpts which were related to power dis-
tance (a cultural dimension identified by, for example, Hofstede, 1980; and the 
GLOBE study by Carl et al., 2004) of team members. First order codes, related 
to power distance, included such as “Here, we are all on the same level” and “It’s 
not possible for a member to participate in leadership”. Hence, I did not auto-
matically assign a value of low or high due to members’ country of origin, but 
recognized that effects of cultural norms may be stronger when measured at the 
individual level (Taras, Kirkman, & Steel, 2010). Therefore, I assessed power 
distance values through interview questions directly with the team members.  

Lastly, I coded excerpts related to team effectiveness. Team effectiveness in 
turn received codes such as “The team performs its work on time” and “The team 
performs its work aligned with its goals” related to performance, and codes such 
as “I am satisfied with my team and our work” and “I am more motivated when 
no one tells me what to do all the time” related to affective outcomes.   
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In the coding process, the researcher inevitably plays an important role. In 

line with my chosen constructionist-interpretive research paradigm, I do not 
argue that my coding and interpretations represent objective reality, but instead 
a reality that is socially constructed in interaction with my informants. Therein, 
my findings may contain some biases as they represent my view of reality, which 
has been interpreted through the lens of my own experiences and worldview. In 
line with Gioia et al. (2013), I do, however, argue that in addition to informants 
being knowledgeable agents, we as researchers “are pretty knowledgeable peo-
ple too—that we can figure out patterns in the data, enabling us to surface con-
cepts and relationships that might escape the awareness of the informants, and 
that we can formulate these concepts in theoretically relevant terms” (p. 17). In 
other words, I trust that in collaboration with informants, I am able to portray 
an accurate understanding of the informants' lived experiences.  

I took some specific steps to decrease potential biases in the coding work. 
First, I kept an open mind and coded all the content of each interview without 
predefined assumptions or theoretical lenses in mind. At this stage, I presented 
small excerpts of the data and codes to my co-authors and other colleagues in 
order to add another layer of interpretation. In addition, I presented excerpts of 
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the data as quotes to the reviewers and readers of the four papers, on which this 
dissertation builds on (Appendices 3-6), so that they could evaluate whether the 
data matched my interpretation or not. This evaluation strengthened the valid-
ity of my own interpretations. In sum, during the whole research process, I tried 
to stay aware of my prior perspectives to avoid prejudging what was happening 
in the data. Instead, I aimed to understand the informants’ experiences and 
worldviews first, before judging their expressions and making own assumptions 
(Charmaz, 2006).  

Focused coding through axial (2nd order) coding and aggregate dimensions 
Next, I engaged in focused coding, which I performed through axial coding, and 
finally, arriving at my final aggregate dimensions (Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Gioia 
et al., 2013), where I related categories to one another, seeking similarities and 
differences among them and formed “second order” categories and aggregate 
dimensions. This coding took place at a more abstract level, and represents 
themes and dimensions derived from my theoretically-based interpretations of 
the participants’ language. Therein, it is representative of s.k. “focused coding” 
lifted forward by Charmaz (2006). At this phase, I followed Gioia et al.’s (2013) 
method of data display (including first and second level concepts and aggregate 
dimensions in Table 3), which helped me to move from raw data towards more 
abstract constructs in a systematic way, as well as providing transparency for 
external readers. For instance, in Study 2, I included first level excerpts such as 
“The head of their office exercises considerable power over them and will not 
change” and “The distant offices are highly hierarchical, allowing little auton-
omy to members” under the second order category “Local leader giving low au-
tonomy”, and the first level excerpts such as “The formal leader is quite invisible 
to us” and “We influence each other freely across sites” under the second order 
category “Global leader giving high autonomy”. After that, I described how each 
team member engaged (or not) in shared leadership in the team, and how they 
navigated global and local leadership influences in parallel. For instance, some 
members clearly received high autonomy from their formal global team leader, 
while they received low autonomy from local leadership sources. In this analy-
sis, I looked at each member and how they received low or/and high autonomy 
from local and global leadership sources combined, and arrived at my final ag-
gregate dimensions, presented in Table 3. Along with first and second order 
codes these aggregate dimensions make up a s.k. data structure (Gioia et al., 
2013). As can be seen in Table 3, I arrived at the following four aggregate di-
mensions, or global worker “autonomy profiles”: the Globally attached worker 
(member given low autonomy from global leader & high autonomy from local 
leader(s)); the Locally attached worker (member given high autonomy from 
global leader & low autonomy from local leader(s)); the Detached worker 
(member given high autonomy from both global & local leader(s)); and the Con-
flicted worker (member given low autonomy from both global & local leader(s)). 
These members differed in their level of autonomy, which influences the degree 
to which members are “free” to enact shared leadership in their GVT.  

Similar focused coding, including second order coding and the formation of 
aggregate dimensions, was conducted in Study 3 and 4 as well. In Study 3, where 
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I focused on how GVTs coordinate their shared leadership, I coded first level 
excerpts such as “We monitor everyone’s progress over technology” and “We use 
a tool for work allocation” and grouped them into the second order category 
“Mechanistic leadership coordination”. In addition, first level excerpts such as 
“We collectively shape our vision by discussing in the team” and “Everyone 
brings forward their insights in meetings” were grouped into the second order 
category “Organic leadership coordination”. Finally, I searched for relationships 
amongst these second order categories and arrived at the final aggregate dimen-
sions, “Behavioral leadership coordination” and “Implicit leadership coordina-
tion”, which represented different coordination processes of how the team co-
ordinated (or failed to do so) their shared leadership. Again, it was not until 
several rounds of initial and focused coding that I was able to generate these 
final concepts from the data. Through reaching consensus with my co-author, 
we assigned a score of low, moderate, or high level of shared leadership coordi-
nation, depending on how much each type of coordination process was used in 
the team. In addition, for organic leadership coordination, I distinguished be-
tween whether the team used it primarily in a proactive fashion to build aware-
ness and a rhythm for the less routine aspects of leadership to take place, or 
whether the team used it primarily in a reactive fashion to correct leadership 
coordination issues after having encountered them. The final coding structure 
is illustrated in Table 3.  

In Study 4, where I focused on antecedent conditions to shared leadership, I 
arrived at second order codes such as “Task interdependence configuration”, 
“Expertise interdependence configuration”, “Structural support” and “Interper-
sonal support”. For instance, I included first-level excerpts such as “Imbalance 
in how experience is divided across locations” and “We all have the same level 
of expertise” under the second order category “Expertise interdependence con-
figuration”. In addition, first level excerpts such as “Our subtasks relate closely 
to one another”, and “We manage without them in our task”, were included un-
der the second order category “Task interdependence configuration”. While task 
interdependence is concerned with the extent to which people need to rely on 
each other to accomplish their tasks (Van de Ven & Ferry, 1980), expertise in-
terdependence is related to the reliance on others for their knowledge or exper-
tise specifically (Barton & Bunderson, 2014), and takes into account the rela-
tional aspects related to expertise such as whether or not a team member de-
pends on another member’s expertise in his or her work. I categorized these 
configurations as either balanced or imbalanced in each team under study, de-
pending on how evenly each location depended on each other. If, for instance, 
all locations were dependent on each other evenly due to the way their tasks 
were divided, they were coded as balanced task interdependence. Together, the 
task and expertise interdependence configuration codes were grouped under 
the aggregate dimension “Dependency configuration”.  

In addition, I assigned a value of low, moderate or high to task and expertise 
interdependence in each team, depending on how much team members needed 
to rely on each other due to their tasks, or due to their own and others' expertise. 
A team may, for instance, have a balanced expertise interdependence in the 
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team, in that members rely on members for their expertise evenly across loca-
tions, but in general, there is still a low need to rely on each other for their ex-
pertise. Second, structural support included work processes and technology that 
gave structural support for members to enact shared leadership, while interper-
sonal support came from members and leaders encouraging others towards 
shared leadership. Together, the second order codes of “Structural supports” 
and “Interpersonal supports” were grouped under the aggregate dimension of 
“Empowering supports” since they both contributed with empowering behav-
iors or structure which encouraged members towards shared leadership. This 
aggregate represents a form of empowering leadership behaviors, which in-
volves sharing power with subordinates and creating a supportive environment 
for members to leverage this power (e.g. through participative decision-making 
and giving members autonomy), as well as raising members’ level of intrinsic 
motivation (e.g. by showing concern) and expressing confidence in high perfor-
mance (Arnold, Arad, Rhoades, & Drasgow, 2000; Srivastava, Bartol, & Locke, 
2006; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). In sum, empowering supports and the depend-
ency configuration in the team, build up from task and expertise interdepend-
encies, were all identified as important antecedents to shared leadership in 
Study 4. Again, the final coding structure to Study 4 is presented in Table 3. 

Combining the interviews of members from different team sites, allowed me 
to draft comprehensive descriptions of each team’s collaboration and leadership 
practices and how these practices varied between different team members as a 
result of differing internal and external conditions to the GVT. I tested my in-
terpretations by presenting the results and ideas to the informants, enabling 
them to review the analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Ragin, 
1997). This review process enhanced the accuracy of the case studies, hence, in-
creasing their validity. My reasoning here was that due to my view of the organ-
izational world being socially constructed, I assumed in line with Gioia et al. 
(2013) that the informants are ‘‘knowledgeable agents,’’ and can explain their 
thoughts, intentions, and actions. In other words, I wanted to make sure that 
my own interpretations corresponded to the informants’ experiences as heard 
through their voices. In addition, I constantly discussed my interpretations and 
the insights I received from informants together with the other participating re-
searchers of my studies.  

Finally, before moving into the cross-case analysis, I analyzed the level of team 
effectiveness of the teams in Study 1 and 3 (StudentPD, TechPlatform, TechEng, 
TechDelivery, CyberSecurity, TechIntercon, TechMetal, CustSup, and Tech-
Structure). As highlighted before, I asked questions related to team effective-
ness in line with previous management and information systems research 
(Cooprider & Henderson, 1990; Mathieu et al., 2008), and grouped first level 
codes into a performance part and an affective outcome part10. In the analysis, I 
grouped first level concepts such as “The team performs its work on time” and 
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“The team performs its work aligned with its goals” under the second level code 
“Performance”, and concepts such as “I am satisfied with my team and our 
work” and “I am more motivated when no one tells me what to do all the time” 
under the second level code “Affective outcomes“. These two second level codes 
together formed the aggregate dimension “Team effectiveness”. In the analysis, 
both aspects (performance and affective outcomes) of team effectiveness were 
also ranked as low, moderate or high, by consensus from the participating re-
searchers. A score of low in terms of performance was given if the team had 
substantial problems with staying on track, had big delays, and overall worked 
inefficiently, while a score of high in terms of performance, was given if the team 
worked in alignment with their goals, with no delays, and with high efficiency. 
A score of moderate was given to teams falling somewhere in between. Similarly, 
for affective outcomes a score of high, moderate or low was based on how satis-
fied and motivated the team members were in the team. Again, I further vali-
dated my interpretations by presenting the results and ideas to the study partic-
ipants and getting their feedback on the analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989; Miles & Hu-
berman, 1994), and for team effectiveness, I specifically asked the formal team 
leaders for their evaluation.  

While StudentPD originally was not part of this analysis, I analyzed this team 
last in accordance with the procedure described above to enable cross-case anal-
ysis for research questions 2 and 3 of this dissertation.  

4.3.4 Drawing conclusions 

After the single-case analyses, I performed comparative cross-case analysis 
across the 16 cases. It should be noted that the teams used in the cross-case 
analysis depended on the research question in focus, and on the specific ante-
cedent conditions in focus. For instance, related to research question 1, the iden-
tified antecedent condition (i.e. global worker profile) and its configuration in 
the GVT, was systematically compared only with the teams of Study 2. The focus 
of the other cases was different, and hence, not comparable in this aspect. Sim-
ilarly, a subset of all 16 teams was included for drawing conclusions to research 
questions 2 and 3.  

As recommended by Eisenhardt (1989), I looked for patterns of within-case 
similarities and cross-case differences in particular. In Study 2, the single cases 
had shown for instance that team members’ level of autonomy to contribute to 
shared leadership in their GVT differed, depending on local and global leader-
ship influences combined. The compositions of these differing “autonomy pro-
files” became the themes of further analysis in the comparative multi-case stud-
ies. In this analysis, I compared the combinations of the differing profiles in the 
GVTs, and examined how this “autonomy profile configuration” explained the 
level of shared leadership enacted in each GVT. I found that the greater the pro-
portion of Detached members in a GVT, the higher its level of shared leadership 
was (see Table 4). In contrast, GVTs with a greater proportion of Locally at-
tached, Globally attached, or Conflicted members, had lower levels of shared 
leadership (see Table 4). 
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Note. *Profile refers to the global worker profile of the member; LA = Locally attached, 
GA = Globally attached, D = Detached, Co = Conflicted, and Fl = Fluid. Formal leaders, 
in turn, were classified according to whether they provided their members with high 
autonomy, HA = Leader giving high autonomy, or low autonomy, LoA = Leader giving 
low autonomy. 
**Role: M = member; L = appointed leader or product owner; SL = appointed sub-
leader or scrum master. 
***Location: Ch = China; De = Denmark; Fi = Finland; Fr = France; In = India; It = 
Italy; Ja = Japan; Ko = Korea; Ro = Romania; UK = United Kingdom; US = United 
States. 
Team members M2 and M8 in TechDelivery, as well as M4, M6 and M7 in TechIntercon 
were not interviewed due to team member attrition and limited access to the full team 
at the time of the interviews. They are listed in the table since the interviewed team 
members rated their leadership.   

 
In Study 3, the single cases revealed the unique team patterns and amounts of 

shared leadership coordination in each team and in all cases shared leadership 
had an impact on team effectiveness. However, this impact varied depending on 
how well the team coordinated its shared leadership activities. I used these dif-
ferences in my comparative analysis, where I compared the leadership coordi-
nation mechanisms in each team and how they subsequently related to team 
effectiveness. For data display, I relied on the following structure presented in 
Table 5, which enabled me to see clear connections over the different cells and 
connect these with my qualitative interpretations. These comparisons enabled 
me to reconcile why shared leadership had differing effects on team 
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effectiveness in different teams, and the explanation always centered around 
how shared leadership was coordinated within each team. I was, for instance, 
able to trace different impacts on team effectiveness of organic leadership coor-
dination, depending on the underlying reasons for and how teams used organic 
leadership coordination. Some teams used it in a proactive fashion to build 
awareness and a rhythm for leadership to take place, while others used it in a 
more reactive fashion to correct issues due to lack of mechanistic coordination 
in the team. The effect on team effectiveness differed in these respects. In addi-
tion, I was able to see clearly that in teams with a low degree of shared leader-
ship, leadership coordination mattered less for team effectiveness, while in 
teams with a high degree of shared leadership, leadership coordination mat-
tered more for team effectiveness. 

*These teams used organic leadership coordination primarily to correct issues due to 
lack of mechanistic coordination in the team. The other teams used organic leadership 
coordination primarily in a preventive fashion, to hinder uncoordinated shared leader-
ship. 

Altough StudentPD originally was not part of this analysis, I analyzed this 
team in accordance with Study 3, and included it in Table 5. In StudentPD, both 
implicit and behavioral leadership coordination was low to moderate, leading to 
moderate team effectiveness. Altogether, nine GVTs were part of this cross-case 
analysis.  

In Study 4, the single case analysis revealed unique antecedent conditions for 
shared leadership in GVTs, including the amount and configuration of task and 
expertise interdependence, as well as empowering supports divided into a struc-
tural support and an interpersonal support part. For data display, I relied on the 
structure presented in Table 6, which enabled me to see clear connections across 
the different cells and connect these with my qualitative interpretations. In this 
cross-case analysis, 12 of the participating GVTs were included. As recom-
mended by Eisenhardt (1989), I looked for patterns of within-case similarities 
and cross-case differences by comparing the categories in Table 6, and how they 
related to the level of shared leadership shown in the various teams. The identi-
fied antecedent conditions substantially impacted the level to which the GVT 
enacted shared leadership. For instance, the teams with a high amount and a 
balanced task and expertise interdependence (e.g. TechPlatform and TechEng) 
displayed the highest level of shared leadership. In contrast, teams with a lower 
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and more imbalanced task- and expertise interdependence (e.g. SustainApp and 
TechStructure), displayed lower levels of shared leadership. These factors 
seemed to play a foundational role in the observed levels of shared leadership 
in each team. On top of this, however, empowering supports from structural and 
interpersonal sources were found to moderate this relationship. In teams with 
either an imbalanced task or expertise interdependence, empowering supports 
encouraged them to engage in shared leadership (e.g. TechDelivery, CyberSecu-
rity and TechIntercon). For instance, in TechDelivery, although locations did 
not depend on each other equally in their task and dependencies remained only 
moderate, the team leaned on empowering supports to still engage in shared 
leadership to a moderate degree. Furthermore, in some cases (TechMetal), the 
lack of empowering supports held several members back from enacting shared 
leadership. Table 6 helped me to realize these connections, which were further-
more strengthened by my qualitative interpretations and discussions with other 
researchers.  

4.3.5 Quantitative content analysis 

The last part of my analysis differed from the rest of the analysis presented 
above, since I analyzed actual leader behaviors (which transmit leadership func-
tions) in team meetings. A coding scheme was developed based on TEMPO (Fu-
toran, Kelly, & McGrath, 1989), which is a time-based system for analyzing 
group interaction processes, on Yukl et al.’s (2002) hierarchical taxonomy of 
leader behavior, and on the interaction process analysis (IPA) scheme (Bales, 
1950) which consists of 12 different communicative acts that can be tracked in 
group interaction. A criterion for each of the codes in the coding scheme was 
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that they had to correspond to observable communication behavior from the 
meeting transcriptions. However, only the codes related to leadership were an-
alyzed in this study.  

An important part of a quantitative content analysis is identifying the unit of 
analysis (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2001). I chose to take the approach of 
a thematic unit, which constitutes a “theme” or “idea” within a message (Henri, 
1992) due to the multi-thematic nature of the messages of the participants. For 
example, a message could contain both encouraging feedback on a participant's 
achievements and direction for future tasks for the group and in this study it is 
important to distinguish between these different types of communication be-
havior. This unit of analysis is hereafter referred to as an utterance. 

In order to achieve inter-rater agreement and improve the validity of findings, 
I initially coded one meeting and discussed the coding scheme together with the 
second author of this study. To reach consensus, some of the sequences were re-
coded and codes were renamed. Then I re-analyzed all of the meetings from the 
beginning once more and re-coded some of the previous codes. 

The codes used in the analysis were grouped into a hierarchical system with 
four categories. Each utterance is coded at two to four levels: 

Level 1: Task Function (T), Socio-emotional Function (S) and Non-
production Function (N) categories. This follows partly the 
division of TEMPO, but I have divided the original non-
production category into two categories. All utterances were 
coded at this level. 

Level 2: Initiation vs. Response. This division follows partly the division 
of TEMPO, which divides production functions into either 
propositions or evaluations. Furthermore, some codes were 
specifically coded as starting an action, which refers to a person 
either initiating a new task or a person starting to carry out a 
delegated task. Simple answers to questions do not belong into 
this special case but are coded under responses. All utterances, 
except from the non-production functions, were coded at this 
level. 

Level 3: Content vs. Process. The third level in the hierarchical coding 
system was divided into content and process, as adapted from the 
TEMPO structure. The utterances coded as belonging to the task 
function were coded at this level. 

Level 4: Last, the most fine-grained level of coding breaks down the 
coding into specific communication and leadership functions 
that describes the specifics of the interaction. These were all 
adapted from TEMPO, the hierarchical taxonomy of leader 
behavior, and IPA. All utterances were coded at this level. 

 
The final coding scheme is presented in Appendix 2. For the results of this 

dissertation, only codes that were related to leadership were analyzed and 
grouped into tables.  

 



63

In this section, I summarize the key findings of this dissertation by presenting 
the relevant results from each study. Table 7 shows the research questions that 
each study contributes to, but a more detailed discussion on each research ques-
tion is saved for the discussion in Chapter 6.  

Study 1 focuses on how multi-channel technology influences the enactment of 
leadership behaviors by formal and emergent leaders in a GVT, and the impact 
on GVT effectiveness. Study 1 reports on an in-depth case study from a global 
virtual student team with 11 members, working on a real-business product de-
velopment project over the duration of nine months. Four technology-mediated 
meetings (in the beginning, midpoint, and in the end of the team life-cycle), 
lasting on average two hours, were analyzed through a quantitative content 
analysis (Berelson, 1952). In addition, interviews with the team members con-
ducted in the end of the project were analyzed, as prescribed by grounded theory 
methods (Strauss & Corbin, 1990), in order to study how technology may facili-
tate shared leadership behaviors and GVT performance – offering evidence in 
respect of research questions 1 and 2 of this dissertation.  

Table 8 reports the distribution of leadership behaviors across team members 
during the four meetings analyzed. The results reveal that shared leadership 
emerged to a moderate degree in the studied GVT, in that members participated 
in leadership to some degree. The formally assigned leader dominated the dis-
cussions and was the person that carried out most of the task-related leadership 
behaviors as well as most of the relations-related leadership behaviors within 
the team. While the team started off by displaying lots of shared leadership in 
their first team meeting, over time the role of the formal leader was strength-
ened, while the role of team members moved towards being followers (see Table 
8). 
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As the team leader reinforced her leadership influence, team members took a 
step back and only engaged in shared leadership to a limited extent due to a 
preference for vertical leadership. However, the leader maintained an empow-
ering leadership style, motivating the team members and actively consulting 
them for opinions. Interestingly, the majority of team members wished for more 
structure, rules, and stricter leadership style from the team leader, which is con-
trary to the leadership behaviors she engaged in. Team members considered it 
to be “very time consuming, and almost unnecessary for everybody to have a say 
in every single part during the meetings”. This portrays a situation where formal 
leader behaviors do not match the expectations of team members who have dif-
ferent implicit models of leadership and what constitutes effective leadership 
(Lord, Foti, & Phillips, 1982). Hence, while the team leader wanted to promote 
shared leadership in the team through empowering behaviors, the team mem-
bers considered the team leader to be inefficient as a consequence. In addition 
to overall dissatisfaction among members, meeting productivity suffered from 
the leader’s empowering leadership style. 

Regarding the role of technology in the team’s leadership, and despite the fact 
that the GVT communicated in a highly rich 3D virtual environment with mul-
tiple channels for communication (including voice, text and 3D spatial move-
ments), the team relied on traditional means for communication, including 
voice and text chat. Indeed, Table 9 reports how leadership behaviors were 
transmitted over voice and text chat. As can be seen, most leadership behaviors 
were transmitted by voice. However, the importance of multiple communication 
channels (voice and text chat) for performing leadership behaviors was clearly 
evident in the data of this paper – a capacity that 3D virtual environments well 
support. Overall, relations-oriented behaviors were mostly communicated 
through voice chat, implying that the technology itself has some influence on 
the content being delivered through it. Some members tend to feel more com-
fortable with using text chat than voice chat, which seem to be prominent in 
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multicultural GVTs. This was confirmed by the team members in the interviews 
expressing their individual difference in channel preferences.  

This study provided an initial look at how shared leadership behaviors may be 
transmitted over rich technology in a GVT, but more research that combines 
different research methods and real-business samples is needed. The limited 
sample of this study and focus on a student team, challenged the reliability and 
validity of the conclusions of this study. However, though the results of this 
study may not be generalizable, they served as an important springboard for the 
rest of this dissertation. This study made me curious about digging deeper into 
the topic of shared leadership in real business teams in order to generate more 
knowledge around the clearly underdeveloped topic of shared leadership in 
GVTs. I was intrigued by the fact that the leadership was not shared to a higher 
degree in this student GVT which lacked formalized roles from the start. I 
wanted to investigate further into what it takes for shared leadership to arise in 
GVTs, where the context in which members operate is oftentimes more complex 
than in student teams who, for instance, lack supervisors.  

Study 2 takes a step into the real business world and reports findings from a 
qualitative multi-case study of 11 GVTs from four companies which aimed at 
unraveling antecedent conditions of shared leadership in GVTs. More specifi-
cally, this study explored how 93 team members navigated local and global lead-
ership conditions in parallel, and how this ultimately impacted their ability to 
exercise shared leadership across all locations of the GVT. The underlying prem-
ise of this study is that GVT members commonly receive leadership from both 
local and global sources due to their duality of local (physical) and global (vir-
tual) work contexts. Hence, team members' pre-conditions for enacting shared 
leadership may dramatically differ depending on their local and global leader-
ship conditions combined. This has not been acknowledged sufficiently in pre-
vious research, and too often team members are seen as equal pieces of the 
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puzzle in the operation of a GVT. As a result, there is a need to examine shared 
leadership dynamics at the individual and team level in real organizational 
teams to generate more nuanced shared leadership theory.  

In this study, I discovered that members of GVTs indeed may receive rather 
different leadership due to local and global conditions combined, and that this 
has a substantial impact on their and the team’s ability to enact shared leader-
ship. More specifically, team members in the same GVT commonly received ra-
ther different leadership influences, with either high autonomy or low auton-
omy given to them by their leader(s). This in turn had a substantial impact on 
their abilities to collaborate and contribute to the leadership of their GVT. Based 
on these differences, four global worker profiles were identified: the Globally 
attached worker, the Locally attached worker, the Detached worker, and the 
Conflicted worker. These profiles are presented in Figure 7 below.  

 

 

The Locally attached worker is a worker who strongly adheres to the local 
leadership practices of the office site in which the worker resides, even when 
those practices are different from the formal leadership practices of the GVT. 
This is due to low autonomy provided by a local leader (external to the team), 
simultaneously as high autonomy provided by their global leader (formal GVT 
leader). The Globally attached worker is a worker who adheres to the leader-
ship of the GVT, due to low autonomy provided by their global leader, simulta-
neously as high autonomy provided by local leader(s). The Detached worker is 
a worker who receives high autonomy from both local and global leadership 
sources, and thus, feels free to enact shared leadership in their GVT if they see 
fit. The Conflicted worker is a worker who is pulled in different directions due 
to strong competing local and global leadership expectations, both giving low 
autonomy to the member. Thus, this worker operates according to local and 
global expectations in parallel, and as they struggle to manage both 
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simultaneously, they feel a sense of disharmony. Last, I also found that some 
workers changed autonomy profiles when their global and local leaders changed 
their own leadership styles. These workers are called “Fluid workers”.  

In other words, these autonomy profiles differed to the extent to which mem-
bers were given autonomy to lead each other freely within their GVTs versus 
being bound to their local and global leader(s). The more autonomy the mem-
bers received from both local and global leadership sources, the more detached 
members were and free to participate in the leadership of their GVTs. This 
crossed over to the team level as teams with mostly detached workers were char-
acterized by higher levels of shared leadership, while teams with mostly locally 
detached and limbo workers were characterized by lower levels of shared lead-
ership. Therein, the way individual members’ levels of autonomy, provided by 
local and global leadership sources combined, come together in the GVT to form 
an autonomy profile configuration was important for the development of shared 
leadership in GVTs. 

Contrary to previous research, this study showed that team members from 
both low and high power distance cultures engaged in informal, shared leader-
ship. Instead, it was members’ given autonomy from their leader(s) that was 
significant. These results have important theoretical implications and extend 
previous research on GVTs, global leadership and shared leadership by examin-
ing the interplay of local and global leadership influences on GVT leadership. By 
examining local and global leadership contexts, at the individual level first, I 
found that these conditions substantially affected team members’ opportunities 
to contribute to their team and its leadership, and consequently the team’s abil-
ity to enact shared leadership across boundaries in the GVT.  

While the second study was concerned with the antecedent conditions of shared 
leadership in GVTs, Study 3 takes a step towards uncovering the black box be-
tween shared leadership and team effectiveness by empirically studying how 
GVTs coordinate their shared leadership. In other words, Study 3 introduces the 
concept of shared leadership coordination, and demonstrates how this coordi-
nation relates to GVT effectiveness. In line with the well-established definition 
of coordination as the management of dependencies among activities (Malone 
& Crowston, 1994), I define shared leadership coordination as the manage-
ment of dependencies among leadership activities. The need for studying lead-
ership coordination when the leadership is shared corresponds to the following 
logic. When a single leader exerts influence on the whole team (vertical leader-
ship), only task-dependencies needs to be coordinated, and hence, the single 
leader can independently carry out leadership actions without coordinating 
with others (see Figure 8). But when multiple leaders exert influence on the 
team, potentially at the same time (shared leadership), the leadership structure 
is configured away from the single individual towards multiple individuals (see 
Figure 8). This creates dependencies between the multiple leaders’ actions 
which need to be coordinated. 
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This multi-case study is based on 71 interviews with team members and lead-
ers from eight GVTs from two global software development companies. The 
main conclusion of this study is that shared leadership has a more positive effect 
on GVT effectiveness when shared leadership is coordinated both implicitly and 
behaviorally. The concepts of implicit and behavioral leadership coordination 
emerged from this study as two distinct, complementary dimensions of shared 
leadership coordination. Implicit leadership coordination is about members 
sharing the same perceptions or cognitive schemas about who has leadership 
over what, and influences whether leadership actions are acted upon, and 
whether members perceive other members (including themselves) as legitimate 
leadership sources in the team. Behavioral leadership coordination, in turn, is 
associated with the explicit actions aimed at coordinating the leadership activi-
ties taking place in the team towards a coherent whole. Behavioral leadership 
coordination can be achieved both through mechanistic as well as organic coor-
dination and is often achieved through a combination of both.  

The results of this study showed that both implicit and behavioral leadership 
coordination were needed for shared leadership to lead to GVT effectiveness, 
especially in GVTs operating with high amounts of shared leadership. In partic-
ular, behavioral coordination increases in importance along with a higher de-
gree of shared leadership, i.e. as leadership behaviors are distributed across a 
larger number of individuals. This type of leadership coordination can be 
achieved through mechanistic as well as organic coordination and, again, is of-
ten achieved through a combination of both. Mechanistic leadership coordina-
tion takes place through plans, programs and artefacts provided through a de-
fined process and technology, which helps teams carry out leadership coordina-
tion with few or no coordination costs. This was exemplified in teams using task-
management, enabling the delegation and scheduling of work with little to no 
risk that team members would simultaneously assign the same task to different 
persons or start working on any other tasks than those agreed upon in the team 
to be in line with the team’s goals. Mechanistic leadership coordination was thus 
highly effective for more routine aspects of leadership, such as task-related lead-
ership. On the other hand, in cases lacking or with low mechanistic leadership 
coordination, team effectiveness suffered as there was commonly a lack of trans-
parency of leadership actions in the team. As a result, the team often displayed 
redundant leadership that sometimes was misaligned with the team’s goals, 
which, in turn, delayed the team’s other important work. 
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The second way of carrying out behavioral leadership coordination was 
through organic leadership coordination. Organic leadership coordination took 
place primarily through formal or ad-hoc meetings, where team members dis-
cussed their work and aligned their intended (or corrected for their past) lead-
ership actions. Teams that relied on mechanistic leadership coordination, used 
organic leadership coordination primarily in a proactive fashion to build aware-
ness and a rhythm for the less routine aspects of leadership to take place. In 
contrast, teams lacking mechanistic leadership coordination used organic lead-
ership coordination in a more reactive fashion to correct issues caused by the 
lack of mechanistic coordination (see * in Table 5 on page 60). The effect on 
team effectiveness differed among proactive and reactive uses of organic lead-
ership coordination. When teams relied on organic leadership coordination in a 
proactive way, they fostered awareness of and inclusion in the team’s shared 
leadership through mutual decision-making and aligned leadership actions, 
therefore, increasing the likelihood for the team to move forward in the same 
direction towards high performance. Team members were additionally more 
satisfied with their work and their team. Proactive organic leadership coordina-
tion thus resulted in both higher performance and affective outcomes, i.e. higher 
team effectiveness. However, when the team failed to coordinate its shared lead-
ership through mechanistic leadership coordination, the team had to compen-
sate for the uncoordinated nature of their shared leadership by costly organic 
leadership coordination in order to compensate for such a deficiency. Team 
members were less satisfied, and the team suffered performance losses, hence, 
reducing team effectiveness.  

Lastly, higher levels of implicit leadership coordination were consistently 
linked with higher levels of team effectiveness both in terms of performance and 
affective outcomes, independent of the amount of leadership shared in the team. 
We found that in teams where shared leadership was coordinated implicitly 
through shared cognition, leadership actions were more likely to be understood, 
agreed upon and followed. Lack of implicit coordination, in turn, caused process 
losses in the team’s performance, as well as dissatisfaction among leaders and 
members alike. These teams commonly engaged in long chains of leadership 
communication, slowing the team down. Thus, a lack of implicit leadership co-
ordination led to lowered team effectiveness. With a mix of national cultures (in 
terms of power distance) in the GVT, members were less likely to share the same 
leadership expectations. Therefore, the importance of implicit coordination is 
heightened in multi-cultural GVTs.  

The outcome of this study is that if leadership is highly shared in the team and 
uncoordinated, it may actually lead to detrimental effects in terms of lower team 
effectiveness. If coordinated, in turn, shared leadership may reap its potential 
benefits. Therein, leadership coordination is an important contingency factor in 
the relationship between shared leadership and GVT effectiveness.  
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Study 4 aimed at identifying and proposing antecedent conditions of shared 
leadership in GVTs. In this multi-case study, a large amount of data consisting 
of 96 interviews in 12 GVTs (Cases 5-16) served as a basis for inductively arriving 
at key constructs, which were used together with prior theory to offer proposi-
tions. The findings of this study were, in part, in contrast with previous litera-
ture. For instance, I did not find high power distance culture to hinder shared 
leadership, which has been proposed in the past (Conger & Pearce, 2003; Hiller 
et al., 2006; Muethel & Hoegl, 2010). Instead, this study offers six propositions 
on antecedent conditions of shared leadership in GVTs (see Figure 9). I will 
next, highlight the underlying premises of each of these propositions.  

 

 

Based on this inductive multi-case study of 12 GVTs, I found that shared lead-
ership emerged in GVTs to varying degrees as a result of the amount and con-
figuration of task and expertise interdependencies, as well as empowering sup-
ports from interpersonal and structural supports.  

First, I posit that an evenly distributed task interdependence across locations 
in GVTs (i.e. a balanced configuration), will be linked to a higher degree of 
shared leadership across locations in GVTs. Without task interdependence, 
there is little need for collaboration and, as a consequence, it is also unlikely that 
shared leadership would develop. Therefore, I argue that the aggregate amount 
of task interdependence matters too.  

Second, and similarly, the more evenly expertise is distributed across loca-
tions in the GVT (i.e. a balanced configuration), the more likely the GVT is to 
share its lead across locations. If team members do not need to rely on each 
other for their expertise, however, they are also unlikely to share the lead, par-
ticularly in the context of knowledge intensive work. Therefore, I argue that the 
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aggregate amount of expertise interdependence matters too. These formed 
propositions 1A-B and 2A-B: 

  
Proposition 1A: The higher the aggregate level of task interdependence 
is in the GVT, the more GVT members will enact shared leadership across 
locations. 

 
Proposition 1B: The more evenly task interdependence is distributed 
across locations in the GVT, the more GVT members will enact shared lead-
ership across locations. 
 
Proposition 2A: The higher the aggregate level of expertise interdepend-
ence is in the GVT, the more GVT members will enact shared leadership 
across locations. 

 
Proposition 2B: The more evenly expertise interdependence is distrib-
uted across locations in the GVT, the more GVT members will enact shared 
leadership across locations. 

 
Third, I argue that empowering supports from both interpersonal supports 

(leaders and members) and structural supports (technology and work process), 
will strengthen the relationship between task and expertise dependencies to 
shared leadership by providing team members with the courage to take a leap 
of faith towards shared leadership. These formed propositions 3A-3D:  

 
Proposition 3A: Empowering support from interpersonal sources (mem-
bers and leaders) moderates the relationship between task interdepend-
ence and shared leadership such that the relationship is stronger when in-
terpersonal supports are at high level rather than at a low level. 

 
Proposition 3B: Empowering support from interpersonal sources (mem-
bers and leaders) moderates the relationship between expertise interde-
pendence and shared leadership such that the relationship is stronger when 
interpersonal supports are at high level rather than at a low level. 

 
Proposition 3C: Empowering support from structural supports (technol-
ogy and work processes) moderates the relationship between task interde-
pendence and shared leadership such that the relationship is stronger when 
structural support is high rather than low. 

 
Proposition 3D: Empowering support from structural supports (tech-
nology and work processes) moderates the relationship between expertise 
interdependence and shared leadership such that the relationship is 
stronger when structural support is high rather than low. 
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With these propositions, this study contributes to theory on antecedent con-
ditions of shared leadership. In particular, it relates to the context of GVTs 
where configurational aspects, such as how tasks and expertise are divided 
across locations, play a more foundational role than in co-located teams with all 
members centralized in one location. 
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Shared leadership in GVTs is somewhat of a paradox. On one hand, these types 
of teams are particularly likely to benefit from shared leadership, but on the 
other hand, their characteristics make it unlikely that it will emerge (Pearce et 
al., 2001). While previous research on shared leadership in GVTs has been pri-
marily theoretical, this dissertation provides several empirical studies that to-
gether contribute new and important knowledge to shared leadership theory, 
particularly in the context of GVTs. More specifically, this dissertation offers 
several antecedent conditions of shared leadership in GVTs, as well as boundary 
conditions for shared leadership to lead to GVT effectiveness. In this section, I 
will summarize the key findings of this dissertation by responding to each re-
search question and by connecting my results with prior theory. In so doing, I 
introduce an emergent model (Figure 10) of antecedents to shared leadership in 
GVTs and boundary conditions for shared leadership leading to GVT effective-
ness.  

 

Antecedents conditions for shared leadership in GVTs 
The first research question of this dissertation asked: “What antecedent condi-
tions enable shared leadership in GVTs?” Together, Study 1, 2 and 4 brought 
insights to this research question and resulted in five antecedent conditions pro-
posed in Figure 10. In respect of the first and second antecedents, both a bal-
anced task and expertise interdependence configuration across locations will be 
linked to a higher degree of shared leadership across locations in GVTs. In other 
words, it is important that all locations depend equally on each other due to the 
way their tasks are structured and the way expertise is distributed across 
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locations, in order for shared leadership to develop across sites in the GVT. In 
addition, the aggregate amount of task and expertise interdependence play a 
role since members are unlikely to share the lead when they do not need to de-
pend on each other.  

Third, empowering supports from both interpersonal supports (leaders and 
members) and structural supports (technology and work process) are important 
pre-conditions for shared leadership in GVTs. More specifically, empowering 
supports may strengthen the relationship between task and expertise interde-
pendencies to shared leadership by providing team members with courage to 
take a leap of faith towards shared leadership.  

Fourth, the way individual members’ levels of autonomy, provided by local 
and global leadership sources combined, come together in the GVT to form an 
autonomy profile configuration is important for the development of shared 
leadership. When team members across all GVT sites are Detached (given high 
autonomy by both local and global leadership sources), the team is likely to 
demonstrate high levels of shared leadership. But when the autonomy configu-
ration includes Locally attached workers (members given low autonomy by lo-
cal leadership source(s)), Globally attached workers (members given low au-
tonomy by their global leader), or Conflicted workers (members given low au-
tonomy by both local and global leadership source(s)), the GVT experiences a 
pull from sites including these autonomy profiles which reduces the ability for 
detached workers to co-enact shared leadership with these sites. Hence, the 
GVT’s leadership remains only moderately or somewhat shared.  

Last, multi-channel technology (including text and voice chat), used in virtual 
team meetings gives members a choice to select the way they transmit leader-
ship behaviors. In multicultural GVTs, chat seems to facilitate the transmission 
of relations-oriented behaviors among team members, while voice is pivotal for 
more task-related and change-related leadership behaviors.  

Shared leadership and GVT effectiveness 
The second research questions asked: “How does shared leadership influence 
GVT effectiveness?” Studies 1 and 3 responded to this research question and 
accumulatively showed that solely positive outcomes are not to be expected 
from shared leadership in GVTs. First, team members may experience differing 
levels of affective outcomes as a result of shared leadership. While some mem-
bers reported that shared leadership is absolutely necessary for their work mo-
tivation and satisfaction, other members reported that they felt more satisfied 
with vertical leadership. For instance, in Study 1, team members had wished for 
more vertical leadership and felt dissatisfied with their leader’s empowering 
leadership style requiring them to have a say in everything.  

Second, my results showed that performance may suffer as a result of shared 
leadership by, for instance, pulling the team in different directions that are often 
misaligned with the team’s goals, or slowing the team down due to duplicated 
leadership. At the same time, shared leadership may improve performance as 
members can overcome time zone lags by engaging in leadership themselves, 
leading to faster decisions that commonly are based on a stronger awareness of 
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local conditions. Therefore, in sum, this dissertation reported conflicting find-
ings about whether shared leadership leads to GVT effectiveness (or not).  

These conflicting results, led me to dive deeper into the last research question: 
“What factors influence the relationship between shared leadership and GVT 
effectiveness?”. Study 3, in particular, added boundary conditions to the equa-
tion by showing that when leadership is shared, it creates leadership dependen-
cies among leadership actions which need to be coordinated for shared leader-
ship to leverage its benefits for GVT effectiveness. More specifically, shared 
leadership has a more positive effect on team effectiveness when shared leader-
ship is coordinated both implicitly and behaviorally. Implicit leadership is im-
portant since members may not follow other member’s directives if they do not 
have an implicit view of leadership to be shared. Behavioral leadership coordi-
nation can be achieved through mechanistic and organic ways, both increasing 
in importance along with a higher degree of shared leadership in the GVT.  
Though not the focus at the time of Study 1, in retrospect, the GVT under study 
represented a team with a lack of implicit leadership coordination, with the 
members and the leader having different expectations concerning who should 
exercise leadership, at what moments, and in which situations. As a result, the 
team suffered from team effectiveness losses.  

This dissertation brings unique knowledge to shared leadership theory in a GVT 
context, building on rich empirical evidence from 16 GVTs, of which 15 are or-
ganizational GVTs, and one a student GVT. The emergent model presented in 
Figure 10 is a result of this work, consisting of many years of iteration between 
data, informants, researchers, as well as prior theory – which eventually re-
sulted in the suggested relationships in Figure 10. While my findings partly add 
support to the foundation that has been built in previous shared leadership re-
search, this study primarily bring unique aspects of the GVT context to the fore-
ground for understanding shared leadership in GVTs in a more nuanced light 
than before.   

First, prior research on antecedents to shared leadership in GVTs has been 
primarily theoretical (e.g. Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017; Liao, 2017; Muethel & 
Hoegl, 2010, 2011), leaving very little empirical evidence to build on when the-
orizing about shared leadership in a GVT context. In addition, preliminary em-
pirical research (Muethel et al., 2012; Paunova & Lee, 2016) has remained fo-
cused on aggregate amounts of intra-team variables. Although these theoretical 
and empirical studies have provided us with valuable insights, particularly on 
the role of intra-team dynamics for shared leadership emergence (and I con-
tinue to underscore their value through some of my own findings), aggregate 
approaches to intra-team variables do not take into account that real organiza-
tional GVTs are influenced by the duality of internal and external contexts (see 
Figure 5 on page 16). This duality of contexts stems from the fact that GVT’s 
members are embedded in external local contexts, whilst the GVT simultane-
ously embeds members in an internal, global virtual context. For instance, while 
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many researchers have suggested that vertical leaders may facilitate the devel-
opment of shared leadership in their GVT (e.g. Liao, 2017) and have found em-
pirical support for this in co-located teams (Fausing et al., 2015; Hoch, 2013), 
this dissertation shows that in reality this may not solely be in the hands of the 
formal GVT leader. Instead, members of GVTs commonly receive parallel lead-
ership influence from local and global sources, which may lead to differing pre-
conditions among different members of the same GVT to enact shared leader-
ship in their GVT. Oftentimes, local leadership sources (including formal sub-
leaders, local administrative supervisors and external leaders) may “take away” 
the autonomy given by the formal, vertical leader of the GVT. Hence, although 
prior research on co-located teams has found that empowerment from external 
leaders may facilitate shared leadership (Carson et al., 2007), this study shows 
that leadership sources that are external to the formal GVT leader commonly 
are far from empowering. On top of this, recent research on shared leadership 
in VTs specifically, has found that two thirds of formal leaders of such teams, 
actually provide insufficient autonomy to their team members to engage in 
shared leadership (Hoegl & Muethel, 2016). Although my study showed a more 
positive rate of empowering formal GVT leaders, it also showed that additional 
leadership sources may spoil the pot.   

Therein, this dissertation offers a unique contribution to shared leadership 
theory in GVTs by bringing the local context of each team member to the mix. 
Up to this time, little focus has been put on the local context within which global 
team members reside – a research gap which recently has been put forward as 
important and in need of more attention (Maloney et al., 2016; Reiche et al., 
2017). Hence, a primary contribution of this dissertation is that it empirically 
shows how local and global contexts in tandem powerfully influence the GVT’s 
ability to enact shared leadership, and that GVTs should no longer be viewed as 
an instance operating in isolation somewhere “virtually”. Moreover, this work 
demonstrates that team members of a GVT may experience the team’s leader-
ship rather differently and, as a consequence, have vastly different precondi-
tions to engage in shared leadership. Therefore, I argue in line with Gibson and 
colleagues (Gibson, Gibbs, Stanko, Tesluk, & Cohen, 2011) that “Including the 
“I” in Virtuality” might be vital for understanding GVT functioning, instead of 
solely focusing on aggregate dimensions of the constructs of interest.  

As a complement to empowering leadership from vertical leadership sources, 
this dissertation contributes to theory by showing that empowering supports 
may well, and most likely do, come from other sources such as team members 
or structural supports, including technology and work processes. Therein, team 
members may lean on a much broader array of empowering supports than has 
been identified in the past in order to take a leap of faith into shared leadership. 
This is important for GVTs, where there will be less opportunity for the applica-
tion of traditional vertical leadership (Avolio, Sosik, Kahai, & Baker, 2014; Hoch 
& Kozlowski, 2014). While structural supports (including work process and 
technology) have long been considered to substitute some aspects of leadership 
(Kerr & Jermier, 1978), this dissertation suggests that while these may act as 
substitutes for vertical leadership, they may also facilitate other leadership 
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forms such as shared leadership. This is an important finding, given the more 
digitalized workplace and global dispersion, which means that employees may 
be working more closely with technology and their fellow team members, than 
being in close proximity to their leader. In fact, I believe this is just the begin-
ning of what is to be seen in an age of digitalization with a growing use of ma-
chine learning, which will likely alter work and organizations in impactful ways 
– including taking on a more performative role in the future (Faraj, Pachidi, & 
Sayegh, 2018).  

Second, this dissertation contributes to shared leadership theory in GVTs, by 
introducing task and expertise interdependence configurations as important 
antecedents to shared leadership. Interestingly, while previous research has 
stated that shared leadership should be particularly important and useful for 
knowledge intensive work teams (Fausing et al., 2013) and GVTs (Hoch & Ko-
zlowski, 2014) – characterized by tasks requiring members to collaborate and 
combine various skill sets and expertise to perform tasks that could not be ac-
complished by a single person (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Jackson, Hitt, & DeNisi, 
2003) – prior research has not studied how the informational environment is 
related to the functioning of shared leadership. Therein, this is the first study to 
show how task and expertise interdependencies in fact serve as important ante-
cedents to shared leadership in GVTs. While previous research has found that 
aggregate amounts of task dependencies in teams may support basic conditions 
for the development of shared leadership in co-located teams (Fausing et al., 
2015), this work contributes to these few prior studies in three important ways. 
First, this dissertation shows that task interdependence may have an even more 
foundational role for shared leadership in GVTs than in co-located teams, as 
team members commonly need stronger reasons to collaborate when not bump-
ing into each other in the office. Second, this study is the first to introduce the 
concept of expertise interdependence, embodying that when members need to 
rely on each other’s expertise, they are more likely to share the lead. Third, this 
study shows that both task and expertise interdependence need to be viewed in 
a more nuanced light than simply looking at the aggregate amount of it in GVTs. 
As important, or possibly an even more important aspect of dependencies in 
GVTs, is how they are distributed across locations in the team, which this study 
is the first to demonstrate. Again, it is astonishing to note how often the config-
urational aspects of GVTs, such as how members are placed in relation to each 
other and their leader across locations (O’Leary & Cummings, 2007), have been 
rather overlooked in previous research on leadership in GVTs. 

What is lacking from Figure 10, is also intriguing and important to take up in 
the discussion of antecedents to shared leadership in GVTs. While there has 
been heightened interest in theorizing about the role of national diversity in 
shared leadership (e.g. Carson, 2005; Conger & Pearce, 2003; Muethel & Hoegl, 
2010; Ramthun & Matkin, 2012), empirical research is glaringly lacking in this 
respect, with one exception (Hiller et al., 2006). While previous work (e.g. Car-
son, 2005; Conger & Pearce, 2003; Hiller et al., 2006; Muethel & Hoegl, 2010) 
has stated that national culture could act as a barrier to shared leadership in 
GVTs, such that members from high power distance cultures expect more 
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vertical leadership and are less likely to participate in shared leadership than 
members residing in low power distance cultures, Hiller and colleagues (2006) 
failed to find support for this argument. Similarly, this dissertation did not find 
that members' power distance values were related to their enactment of shared 
leadership, but instead, when given high autonomy to enact shared leadership 
in their GVT, high and low power distance members alike commonly engaged 
in shared leadership. What I believe is happening here goes back once again to 
the notion of GVTs operating local and global contexts in parallel, implying that 
individual team members are exposed to multiple national contexts. Cramton 
and Hinds (2014), for instance, found evidence that intercultural adaptation 
may occur due to exposure to both local and global contexts and this is sup-
ported by additional research. Furthermore, members exposed to global team 
settings may even create a global identity (i.e. a feeling of belongingness to a 
global community), in addition to holding identities specific to their local cul-
tures (Erez & Gati, 2004; Lee et al., 2018). This all suggests that it is possible 
that members of GVTs can accommodate their behaviors to norms other than 
those of their own national culture. Therefore, based on the results of this dis-
sertation, I agree with Gibson and colleagues (Gibson et al., 2014) that it may be 
problematic to theorize about national culture in GVTs based on empirical re-
search conducted in co-located teams, as these insights may not apply to GVTs. 

Previous research on shared leadership has focused primarily on its relation-
ship to team effectiveness and several studies have found a positive association 
(see D’Innocenzo et al., 2016; Nicolaides et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2014, for re-
cent meta-analyses). Research conducted on VTs or GVTs is much thinner and 
offers conflicting results. On one hand, few empirical studies have found shared 
leadership to lead to improved performance in GVTs (Muethel et al., 2012; Hoch 
& Kozlowski, 2014). On the other hand, other studies have found opposite ef-
fects (e.g. Carte et al., 2006; Robert, 2013; Mehra et al., 2006), indicating that 
shared leadership may not inclusively lead to positive outcomes. This disserta-
tion helps to explain some of these inconsistencies by introducing to the equa-
tion the concept of shared leadership coordination, conceptualized into implicit 
and behavioral components. Doing so, this work also contributes to manage-
ment information systems and organizational research in general by providing 
a more nuanced understanding of the relationship between shared leadership 
and GVT effectiveness.  

In relation to implicit leadership coordination, prior research has acknowl-
edged the importance of leaders to view others as leaders for shared leadership 
to be effective (McIntyre & Foti, 2013; Mehra et al., 2006). But there has been 
little attention to the role of followers who, along with emergent and designated 
leaders, are an integral part of the shared leadership structure in a team. This 
work extends these endeavours by showing the importance of followers and 
leaders having aligned perceptions of who the leaders are in the GVT in order 
for shared leadership to reap its potential benefits. Again, this finding under-
scores the perspective of shared leadership being socially constructed, and the 
importance of looking at the role of individual team members for GVT function-
ing. If shared leadership is coordinated implicitly through shared cognition, 
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leadership actions are more likely to be understood, agreed upon, and followed. 
Implicit leadership coordination is particularly important in GVTs, where na-
tional cultural faultlines may splinter the team into different subgroups (Lau & 
Murnighan, 1998) with differing leadership expectations. In order for implicit 
leadership coordination to emerge, however, it may require team leaders to in-
vest substantial effort in bridge making activities that foster understanding, di-
alogue and cohesion among team members (Abreu & Peloquin, 2004).    

This study also extends previous research by showing that having an implicitly 
coordinated shared leadership structure is not enough for improving GVT effec-
tiveness. Leadership actions also need to be coordinated behaviorally, which is 
a dimension that has not been effectively acknowledged before. In particular, I 
showed how behavioral leadership coordination facilitates task leadership func-
tions effectively when the team is able to rely on mechanistic leadership coordi-
nation as much as possible, e.g. through the use of technology and predefined 
work processes. Consistent with prior research (e.g. Espinosa, Cummings, & 
Pickering, 2012), this study showed that coordination is cost effective when the 
team can rely on mechanistic coordination to manage the respective dependen-
cies among leadership behaviors, including, for example, organizing and dele-
gating. In addition, GVTs may use mechanistic leadership coordination to en-
hance proactive organic leadership coordination, improving GVT effectiveness 
more than organic leadership coordination that is used in a reactive way. In 
sum, these findings show how mechanistic artefacts like technology and work 
processes, which has been viewed as substitutes for vertical leadership in the 
past (Kerr & Jermier, 1978), may in fact, also facilitate shared leadership.  

This dissertation has important implications for leaders and organizations uti-
lizing GVTs. In today’s global and complex work environment, leaders face 
unique challenges exerting influence over geographical, cultural, and temporal 
distances. But to the global team leaders’ good fortune, this dissertation demon-
strates that members may step up to share the lead based on their expertise to 
ease the complexity for the leader, and to lead the team towards high perfor-
mance. Since previous research has suggested that shared leadership shows 
promise in influencing the effectiveness of GVTs (e.g. Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014), 
this is good news, and brings hope to the previously suggested unlikeliness of 
shared leadership to arise in GVTs. But this dissertation also shows that it might 
not be a simple process to introduce shared leadership practices to GVTs. In-
deed, it may not be up to the formal global leader to decide upon the form of 
leadership the team members operate, given their simultaneous embeddedness 
in local settings.  

As members of GVTs have to navigate their local and global leadership con-
texts in parallel, they might not have equal bases for participating in leadership, 
or even for collaborating with their colleagues at distant sites. This should be 
recognized by management, as members often find it difficult (or do not see any 
need) to break free from local leadership practices that seem to work for them, 
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or may feel discomfort from the fact that they have to operate according to dif-
fering, competing leadership influences. Therefore, if the aim is shared leader-
ship, it would be ideal if, firstly, all team members are formally introduced to 
the same leadership expectations, secondly, are exposed to the same leadership 
influences, and thirdly, are given high autonomy to enact shared leadership as 
they see it fit. This means creating awareness throughout the organization, in-
cluding getting the support from distant team members’ local external leaders 
such that they understand the importance of allowing their workers autonomy, 
and let them “break free” to engage in the GVT.  

When organizations have managed to recognize the importance of these as-
pects, this being perhaps the most difficult part, there are fairly easy steps in 
task and team design that can be taken towards shared leadership. First, GVTs 
need to be designed such that members are evenly dependent on each other 
across locations in their tasks and expertise. Obviously, there are practical chal-
lenges such as time separation, when attempting highly interdependent work 
across locations with a large time zone separation, but allowing members to be 
mutually dependent upon one another across locations is important for their 
enactment of shared leadership.  

In addition, organizational leaders can facilitate shared leadership in GVTs by 
utilizing empowering supports that give voice and courage to team members to 
take a leap of faith into shared leadership. Empowering behaviors by members 
and leaders alike, as well as structural supports, can help members adapt to a 
leadership structure that may not be in line with their national cultural norms. 
Thus, in GVTs with members from a variety of cultures, some of whom may 
support vertical leadership norms, it is important to structure work and inter-
action processes such that these team members are encouraged and expected to 
take part in the leadership of the team. In addition, by allowing members to 
communicate over multiple channels in meetings, this may foster more partici-
pation in leadership due to differing preferences for communication modes. 

Despite the seemingly consistent positive promises of shared leadership in 
previous research in co-located settings, the empirical evidence is mixed, par-
ticularly in the context of GVTs. Managers need to be aware that sharing lead-
ership responsibilities can cause the team to become uncoordinated and inef-
fective (Cummings, Espinosa, & Pickering, 2009; Espinosa et al., 2012) if the 
actions of leaders are not synchronized. This can result in issues such as frus-
tration, duplication of work, delays and the need for rework. But with the right 
mix of leadership coordination mechanisms, the team can synchronize their 
leadership actions and act as a cohesive whole, leading to superior team effec-
tiveness. This is good news for practitioners who have seen a proliferation of 
self-managed teams which emphasize leadership originating from within a 
team.  

This dissertation is based on an inductive multi-case study of 16 GVTs, of which 
15 are real organizational teams, including 129 in-depth interviews, and 
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observational data of 4 GVT meetings. Since qualitative research is prone to be 
subjective, interpretive and contextual (Maxwell, 1992; Strauss, & Corbin, 1990) 
it is important to assess the extent to which my results are trustworthy. This 
section evaluates the quality of the whole empirical research process conducted 
in this dissertation, particularly in terms of reliability and internal validity, ex-
ternal validity and construct validity, these all being common quality assess-
ment criteria used in case-based research (Kidder & Judd, 1986; Yin, 2009). 
Broadly speaking, in qualitative research, aspects of validity refers to “the de-
gree to which the finding is interpreted in a correct way” (Kirk & Miller, 1986, 
p. 20) and thus is representable of the real world, while reliability refers to “the 
degree to which the finding is independent of accidental circumstances of the 
research” (Kirk & Miller, 1986, p. 20). 

6.3.1 Construct validity  

Construct validity is concerned with identifying correct operational measures 
for the concepts being studied (Kidder & Judd, 1986). This means, making sure 
that the “claimed” meaning of the constructs represents their “actual” meaning. 
Qualitative case studies are commonly criticized for being too subjective when 
relying on subjective judgements for collecting the data and arriving at conclu-
sions. Critical readers may, for instance, argue that my identified antecedent 
conditions of shared leadership in GVTs do not reflect the object reality of GVTs, 
but instead my own impressions. While it is true that my own experiences and 
worldview might have an impact on the way I collected data and interpreted 
others’ experiences and stories, the chosen method provided a valuable ap-
proach to the subject under study. When studying shared leadership as a socially 
constructed process, it is important to address the subjective experiences of 
team members and, therefore, I argue that the applied semi-structured inter-
view method performs excellently in capturing this.   

For establishing construct validity, I took several steps in the data collection 
and the data analysis phase. First, I paid specific attention to the design of my 
interview protocol. When drafting my interview questions, I made sure that they 
were focused around my research questions but open enough to allow broad ev-
idence, without “leading-the-witness” such as ‘‘Wouldn’t you agree that…?’’ (Gi-
oia et al., 2013, p. 19). This increases the likelihood that informants forward 
their own voice and experiences instead of responding to questions in ways just 
to please the researcher. In addition, I followed the recommendation by Gioia 
and colleagues to remain open to adjust the focus on the fly depending on where 
the informants led me. Hence, I changed the interview questions, even the re-
search questions, along with lessons learned through preliminary analysis, 
which enabled me to discover new unique insights. For the more established 
constructs under study, which I aimed to explain, such as shared leadership and 
team effectiveness, I relied on prior validated conceptualizations for drafting the 
interview questions related to each. After the data had been collected, exact ver-
batim transcription of the recordings ensured that the data being analyzed rep-
resented accurately what the participants had said (in interviews) or done 
(meetings in Study 1). While I transcribed 20 interviews myself, external 
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professional transcription offices transcribed the other 109 interviews verbatim. 
I validated each transcript for their accuracy and revisited the audio recordings 
whenever I found instances with missing or unclear words.  

Second, as recommended by Yin (2009), I established a chain of evidence and 
allowed informants and external readers to review my conclusions. First, estab-
lishing a chain of evidence by careful data management throughout the research 
process is needed to enable an external reader to either back-track (move from 
conclusions back to interview questions) or to derive results bottom up (move 
from interview questions to conclusions). Hence, I stored all collected data in 
its original form, in transcribed form, and in analyzed form including the as-
signed codes. All stored data was anonymized. Additionally, I saved all memos, 
working papers and final case reports. I invited my co-authors to back-track and 
to derive evidence from the data, which added another interpretive layer. After 
generating a unique understanding of each team, I prepared presentations for 
each team, and arranged result dissemination sessions for 12 out of 16 teams11 
from whom I had collected the data myself. When reporting my findings to each 
of these teams, I tested my interpretations by enabling the informants to review 
my analysis and results (Eisenhardt, 1989; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Ragin, 
1997). This review process enhanced the accuracy of the case studies, hence in-
creasing construct validity, and other aspects of validity that will be discussed 
next.  

One notable limitation is, however, worthwhile discussing in relation to con-
struct validity, and internal validity - which is discussed in the next section. The 
quality of my interview data may be affected by the fact that I, as a non-native 
English speaker, interviewed other non-native English speakers, leading to dif-
ficulties with creating a shared understanding, less depth in responses, and po-
tentially containing biases due to a difficulty to formulate authentic responses 
(Welch & Piekkari, 2006). In addition, the ability to follow up and ask well for-
mulated questions during the interview, as well as transcribing interviews accu-
rately is made more difficult by not being a native English user (Welch & Piek-
kari, 2006). However, I took several steps to increase the quality of language in 
my interviews. Whenever possible, I conducted the interviews in the native lan-
guages of the informants (including Swedish, Finnish and English), and in 
which I possess a level of language skill excellence. In addition, I followed the 
guidelines offered by Welch and Piekkari (2006) to increase the quality of inter-
views conducted in the interviewee’s non-native language. These involved ask-
ing frequent clarifying questions during the interview, conducting the interview 
at a slower pace, and using an “international” English avoiding idioms, dialect 
and colloquialisms. In addition, due to my focus on GVTs, my informants had, 
according to the organizations, demonstrated high levels of English proficiency. 
In those cases where I was told that the informant had less experience of speak-
ing in English, I sent the interview questions to them beforehand so that they 
could familiarize and orient themselves towards the interview discussion. 
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Therefore, I would argue that most of the language barriers were dealt with in a 
manner that enhanced the validity of my interview data.   

6.3.2 Internal and external validity 

Internal validity deals with the question of whether a variable X actually has an 
effect on another variable Y, or whether there are alternative explanations (s.k. 
spurious effects) of the relationship between X and Y. External validity relates 
to the establishment of a domain to which the results extends. (Kidder & Judd, 
1986) Given that qualitative field research has a high vulnerability in terms of 
internal and external validity (Singleton, & Straits, 2009), I took several steps 
throughout the research process to ensure both internal and external validity. 
This included starting from a carefully drafted interview protocol to the valida-
tion of my interpretations.  

Internal validity 
First, it is important to ensure internal validity and that the conclusions drawn 
closely mirror the real world. While the data collection process was primarily 
concerned with construct validity for capturing the world experienced by my 
informants as accurately as possible, internal validity was primarily ensured 
during the data analysis phase. As recommended by Yin (2009), I engaged in 
explanation building and pattern-matching, including rival explanation seek-
ing. Related to my question about antecedent conditions of shared leadership, I 
first gradually built up explanations as to why or why not a specific team enacted 
shared leadership in the single case analysis through a series of iterations. This 
involved moving between data, preliminary theoretical propositions and re-
viewers (including my informants) – to gradually revise my initial conclusions 
and form stronger theoretical statements. In this process, I engaged in pattern-
matching including comparisons of one team with other teams through cross-
case analysis.  

The single case analysis had revealed several threats to internal validity. For 
instance, after conducting Study 1, I proposed that shared leadership is highly 
unlikely to develop in GVTs. However, after adding additional cases, I later be-
gan to find strong evidence going against this statement, and several GVTs 
showed high levels of shared leadership. So, instead of stating that shared lead-
ership is unlikely to emerge in GVTs, I was able to offer more nuanced insights 
about both barrier and enabling conditions for shared leadership to develop in 
GVTs. For instance, when comparing the GVT of Study 1 with other GVTs in this 
dissertation, the team members in Study 1 seemed to have implicit models on 
leadership with a preference for vertical leadership which hold them back from 
engaging in shared leadership. But it was not until I had conducted Study 3 that 
I was able to revisit Study 1 and conclude this. Hence, the addition of multiple 
additional cases increased the internal validity of my initial theoretical state-
ments.  

In addition, the use of multiple cases enabled me to rule out several rival ex-
planations. For instance, in an early write up of Study 2, I concluded that team 
members' power distance values had an impact on team members’ participation 
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in shared leadership. But after several iterations between the data, my interpre-
tations and additional cases, I realized that team members’ power distance per 
se, did not influence whether GVTs enacted shared leadership or not. Instead, 
another rival explanation, i.e. the team’s autonomy configuration which re-
sulted from team members’ autonomy provided by local and global leadership 
sources combined, mattered the most. This conclusion emerged after several 
rounds of iterations and comparison over multiple cases. Given that the patterns 
coincided across all teams in Study 2, the internal validity of my conclusions are 
strong (Yin, 2009). A similar replication logic was also applied in Study 3 and 
Study 4, increasing their internal validity. In Study 3, for instance, the compar-
isons over the different cases enabled me to reconcile why shared leadership had 
differing effects on team effectiveness in different teams. The explanation con-
sistently centered around how shared leadership was coordinated within each 
team. 

In sum, the internal validity of my theoretical propositions was strengthened 
through 1) several rounds of iterations, 2) validity checks with informants, par-
ticipating researchers and external reviewers, 3) cross-case analysis over multi-
ple cases, and 4) connecting conclusions to existing literature. First, due to the 
fact that I worked on my dissertation over for six years, my conclusions slowly 
matured and were strengthened through a series of iterations. In the process, I 
tested my interpretations by enabling the informants to review my analysis and 
results (Eisenhardt, 1989; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Ragin, 1997). This review 
process confirmed my own interpretations which enhanced the accuracy of the 
case studies.  The teams confirmed my own interpretations and brought forward 
additional evidence. Informants are likely to detect false interpretations as they 
are the ones living through and experiencing the results I presented. In addition, 
I invited my co-authors to review my analysis and engaged in several discus-
sions where we together interpreted the data and composed theoretical propo-
sitions. External reviewers also contributed to the establishment of internal va-
lidity by offering competing theoretical explanations and by asking for addi-
tional analytical steps to ensure internal validity. Third, cross-case analysis en-
abled me to clarify whether a finding was idiosyncratic to a single case or 
whether it was consistently replicated by other cases (Eisenhardt, 1991), i.e. per-
form literal replication, and to detect contrasting patterns in the data due to 
predictable circumstances, i.e. perform theoretical replication (Yin, 2009). 
Through this comparative analysis I was able to draw stronger inferences con-
cerning which variables explained the differing levels of shared leadership, and 
the differing or levels of team effectiveness in the studied GVTs. Last, as recom-
mended by Eisenhardt (1989), the internal validity of my case-studies was fur-
thermore enhanced by tying the emergent theory to the existing literature. 

External validity  
The external validity of qualitative field-based case studies has furthermore 
been questioned (Singleton, & Straits, 2009). The qualitative methodology used 
in this research enabled me to examine individuals’ and GVT’s enactment of 
shared leadership, but since the data is interview-based and limited to a relative 
small sample of teams, the generalizability of our findings may be limited. 
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Although case studies do not provide statistical generalization, case studies rely 
on analytic generalization, such as replication logic, to create a theory (Yin, 
2009). Therein, the aim of case studies is not to generalize findings to a larger 
universe, but to some broader theory. The replication over multiple cases per-
formed in this dissertation, including teams from differing industries and func-
tions, as well as teams with differing degrees of distance and cultural diversity, 
increased the external validity of the findings of this dissertation. Another factor 
strengthening the external validity of my study, is the fact that both internal and 
external team contextual factors were considered in my theorizing. In fact, con-
textualizing has been stated as vital for generating more valid theory and under-
standing the limits or range of that theory in team research (Johns, 2006; Rous-
seau & Fried, 2001).  

The findings, however, contain some limitations in external validity, which 
should be made explicit. The participating teams are composed of knowledge 
workers – and hence, my results should not be generalized to all global virtual 
workers such as those in manufacturing settings where the work scene is differ-
ent, including more directives and regulations. Likewise, the chosen teams are 
all part of organizations with headquarters in Finland and hence the Finnish 
working culture may have had an impact on the observed relationships. In Fin-
land, the hierarchy is commonly very flat, which may facilitate the development 
of shared leadership. Different relationships may have been observed if the 
headquarters would have been in different countries with more hierarchical 
structures. However, some of my cases were representable of more hierarchical 
structures and hence some variation to the hierarchical structure added more 
confidence to the external validity of my results. 

6.3.3 Reliability 

In qualitative research, reliability refers to “the degree to which the finding is 
independent of accidental circumstances of the research” (Kirk & Miller, 1986, 
p. 20). In other words, a study should be repeatable and yield consistent results 
at different times. Another researcher should hence be able to arrive at the same 
results later if following the same procedures as I described in the methods sec-
tion with the same case(s). To enable this, as recommended by Yin (2009), I 
followed a case-study protocol as well as establishing a case study database. By 
following a case-study protocol, I not only enabled replication for others, but 
also for myself. This enabled me to replicate the same procedures from one case 
to another, which is also an inherent part of establishing reliability (Yin, 2009) 

First, I documented each step of the design of my study, data collection and 
data analysis in detail. For the data display of my analysis, I relied on the data 
structure format put forward by Gioia et al (2013), which allowed me to “to con-
figure our data into a sensible visual aid, [and] it also provides a graphic repre-
sentation of how we progressed from raw data to terms and themes in conduct-
ing the analyses” (p.20). This increased the transparency of the process in mov-
ing from raw concepts to the final theoretical constructs. Not only did I revisit 
the data structure several times, but so did also my co-authors and external re-
viewers.    
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Second, as recommended by Yin (2009), I maintained a case study database 
where I stored all collected data in both its original form and transcribed form. 
I also stored all analysis files, all memos, preliminary case reports and subse-
quent article versions. Therein, it would be possible for another researcher to 
replicate my study.  

The shifting working landscape is characterized by digitalized and global work, 
which demands more dynamic leadership structures and practices that includes 
self-management as opposed to a hierarchy-based structure (Snow et al., 2017). 
This dissertation continues to underscore this need and brings concrete evi-
dence to how shared leadership may be achieved in GVTs, and under which cir-
cumstances it may lead to superior outcomes. While my study is not without 
limitations, it offers several contributions to move research on shared leader-
ship in GVTs forward. In particular, this dissertation brings unique aspects of 
the GVT context - including team members' local and global contexts, as well as 
team configurational aspects - to the foreground as a means to moving theory 
on antecedents to shared leadership in GVTs beyond its current standing. In 
addition, it offers shared leadership coordination as a powerful contingency fac-
tor in the relationship between shared leadership and GVT effectiveness. In 
sum, the findings of this dissertation offer important theoretical and practical 
implications, including work design aspects that organizations need to pay at-
tention to for building better conditions for shared leadership and effectiveness 
in GVTs.   

Yet, this dissertation is only the beginning of what I believe is to follow in fu-
ture research around shared leadership in GVTs. For moving forward, I offer 
several recommendations. First, I underscore the identified need to contextual-
ize and undertake context theorizing in global leadership (Reiche et al., 2017) 
and team research in general (Maloney et al., 2016). My findings show that con-
textual factors are crucial for understanding the functioning of shared leader-
ship and other group processes, particularly in the context of GVTs – including 
local and global contexts. Second, and relatedly, I continue to underscore the 
need for future research to pay more attention to the individual team members 
in VT functioning (such as in Gibson et al., 2011) for understanding shared lead-
ership and other group processes in GVTs. This should also lead to increased 
attention on team configurational aspects (highlighted in e.g. O’Leary & Cum-
mings, 2007) which to my surprise have received astonishingly little attention. 
In addition, this also relates to the very concept of shared leadership, in that 
future research should continue to view shared leadership through a contin-
gency perspective and search for those leader configurations which are most 
suitable in particular contexts (Dust & Ziegert, 2015). This dissertation only 
touched on this issue, and in fact took a rather static view of shared leadership, 
except for study 1 which showed that a team’s level of shared leadership may in 
fact fluctuate and, as in the case of the GVT of study 1, move from high levels of 
shared leadership towards more vertical leadership. In line with Kozlowski 
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(2015), I hence emphasize the value of devoting further attention to study team 
process dynamics through temporal lenses, even though it means studying a 
smaller sample.    

In addition, while I focused on team members working for one team at a time 
in this dissertation, people commonly work for more than one team simultane-
ously (Mortensen & Haas, 2018), making it likely for team members to move 
between differing levels of autonomy as they shift their focus between different 
teams and leaders at various points in time. In other words, the Fluid workers 
identified in Study 2 should receive more attention in the future. In addition, 
VTs are today increasingly established for a specific purpose and for a short term 
only and hence it is unlikely that members are able to remain in static autonomy 
profiles. Future research has therein an opportunity to reconsider autonomy as 
a stable job design characteristic (Oldham & Hackman, 2010), and instead view 
it as a constantly shifting work design element that moves between states of low 
to high, e.g. as a result of differing leadership influences.  

Therein, I conclude this dissertation with a hope that future research will con-
tinue to pay attention to the micro-level details and dynamics surrounding 
shared leadership in GVTs – operating in a duality of local and global contexts. 
Perhaps, despite the stated unlikeliness of shared leadership in GVTs, this dis-
sertation proves that the future of GVTs may well be one where leadership is 
shared.    
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Team description 
1. Describe the team that you are working in, and your own role in your 

team.  
2. How about other team members roles in your team – do you have dif-

ferent complementary roles and expertise or similar? 
3. How much does your work tasks depend on the work of others in your 

team?  
a. Who do you mostly depend on? Why? 

 
Work routines and coordination 

1. Describe the work routines in your team 
a. Do you have any ground rules and work routines in this team  

i. How have you developed these? (Team involved?) 
b. Meetings  

i. Aim, agenda? 
ii. How often, place & time, how are these negotiated? 

iii. Challenges due to the global work environment? 
c. Appointed work practices for people collaborating over distance 

in space and time? 
i. Scheduling 

ii. Technology use 
iii. How to be in contact 
iv. Transparency of work? 

2. Who in your project team do you need to communicate or exchange in-
formation with to do your work? How do you communicate, how often 
and over what tools with them? Why these choices? (distinguish bet-
ween local and distant colleagues) 

3. What problems do you encounter when trying to communicate, coordi-
nate or ß information with them? 

a. How are these problems addressed, or how could they be ad-
dressed effectively? 

b. If not mentioned: Have you encountered other problems such 
as  

i. Response delay? Frequent clarification? Double work? 
Conflicting priorities? 
 

Shared leadership 
4. Name the persons you think are influential persons in your team 

a. How are person X influential? (ask for each person) 
i. Could you think about a concrete example how they 

have been influential 
b. Why are person X influential? (ask for each person) 

5. The team members you not mentioned to be influential, what make 
them less influential? Think about one person at a time. 
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6. Do you consider yourself to be an influential person in the team? 
a. If so, how do you influence others in the team?  
b. If not, why not? 

7. Specific leadership functions: In the following questions, I will dig 
deeper into some specific functions related to your teamwork. I want 
you to think about who do you rely on for the carrying out the following 
functions, and why. (Based on Yukl (2002) taxonomy of leadership be-
haviors) 

c. Task related leadership functions: If you think about task-related 
work, who takes care of the following functions and how?  

i. Planning of new tasks, what should be done(next 
week/month) * 

ii. Define goals * 
iii. Delegate tasks* 
iv. Planning of schedule* 
v. Monitor operations and performance* 

d. Social related leadership functions: If you think about social re-
lations, who put emphasis on the following functions and how?  

i. Provide support and encouragement* 
ii. Provide recognition for achievements and contributions*  

iii. Consult with team members when making decisions*  
iv. Encourage members to take initiative in problem solv-

ing* 
e. If you think about change behavior, who put emphasis on these 

tasks and how?  
i. Propose a new strategy or vision* 

ii. Encourage innovative thinking* 
iii. Take risks to promote necessary changes*  

*If they mention one or several persons, ask about what the mean-
ing of that is, how does it influence that several persons put empha-
sis this, or that only one person is in charge? 

8. How would you describe team leadership, what does that mean for 
you? 

f. What functions are to be performed by the formal leader? Why? 
g. How is status visible in your team, in your organization, and in 

your country?  
i. Do you feel that people in a higher position than you 

should have more power due to their position in the hi-
erarchy or do you feel that people in different rank 
should be viewed as being more on the same level? Do 
you feel that people in a higher position should make 
most decisions or that you should make them together?  

h. What functions can as well be performed by the team mem-
bers? Why? (May pick up things from earlier discussion) 

i. Have the formal leader in any way supported this direc-
tion? 

9. Can you mention any concrete leadership challenges in your team 
i. Related to coordination of team work? related to shared leader-

ship?  
i. E.g. planning of schedule, delegating tasks, keeping up 

with time table, transparency 
ii. Have you developed any mechanisms for overcoming 

these challenges? 
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iii. How does sharing of responsibilities in the team influ-
ence team coordination? (+ engagement of team mem-
bers) 

Team effectiveness 
10. How well does your team accomplish work on time? What cause work 

delays?  
11. How efficiently do you consider your team to work together? What hin-

ders you to work together efficiently/what enable you to work together 
efficiently? 

12. Do you have clear goals that you accomplish as a team in your team? 
Why/why not?  

13. Describe your typical feelings about your work and your team. Why 
makes you feel that way? (Satisfied with work and your team?) 

a. work task, colleagues, global work environment 
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