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Abstract 

With the fast-moving global economy and the ever changing governmental, cultural and 

organizational environments, what might be some of the key factors that have the utmost impact on 

the team dynamics? How might leaders and line managers effectively build teams either physically 

collocated or disbursed virtually? With the goals of seeking best practice in mind, this paper seeks to 

take a deep dive into the similarities and differences of collocated teams verses virtual teams, and 

attempts to shed some light into the different aspects that affect effective team building. 

Introduction 

The availability of Advanced Information Technology (AIT) and global transportations have enabled 

teams in governmental, organizational and private sectors to work productively and remotely all over 

the world, however, leaders and followers in teams face a host of challenges and issues. This paper 

seeks to explore the differences between virtual teams (VT) verses traditional collocated teams, and 

endeavors to identify team building processes, team structures and the models for building effective 

teams. The aspects of diversity, appreciative inquiry, positive inquiry and dialogues (Rao, 2014), 

conflict resolution and team cohesiveness will be addressed as key considerations.  

Literature Review 

Comparison of Physically Collocated teams verses Virtual teams 

Katzenbach & Smith (1993) maintained that teams are normally small in size, consist of people with 

complementary skills, share a common purpose and have defined performance goals and approaches. 

Team members work in concert and hold each other mutually accountable to achieve their goals; 

hence teams are wildly adopted by organizations and entities in both public and private sectors 

worldwide. The principal purpose of such teaming arrangements is to improve quality, reduce costs, 

develop new products, and achieve better profitability in the highly competitive marketplace.   

Similarities and differences exist between physically collocated teams verses virtual teams (VTs). The 

former has the opportunity of, face to face interactions, instant feedback, while VTs afford companies 

the ability to employ diverse and potentially richer talents without geographical restrictions. VT 

members have greater flexibility in where ever they work, and virtual technology could potentially 

reduce the negative effects of hierarchy, allowing equal participation among members (Barki & 

Hartwick, 2001). VTs rely less heavily on hierarchical structure than physically collocated teams, as 

VTs tend to utilize shared or distributed leadership to encourage better performance and more team 
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involvements. DasGupta (2011) stated VTs rely on technology to clearly communicate their 

objectives more than physical teams.  

Trust is one of the most important factors of team effectiveness for both physical and VTs. It is vital 

for leaders to understand how trust could influence followers and how to build trust among team 

members. Some factors that influence trust are leaders’ abilities to build familiarity among team 

members; shared knowledge and team goals; align team goals with personal goals and objectives; 

reciprocal disclosure (Lencioni, 2005); and authentication of non-exploitation expressed over a 

significant period of time (Dani, Burns, Backhouse, and Kochhar, 2006). 

Drawing on various literature reviews, below is a comparison of physical vs. VTs, (Barki & 
Hartwick, 2001), (Dani et al, 2006), DasGupta (2011), Ngan Collinsa, Y.-M. C. (2014). 

 Face to Face Team Virtual Team 

Characteristics Collocated under the same roof, 
Hierarchical management. 

Work remotely via emails, phones and 
audio/video telecoms, flexibility. 

Communication Style Face to face Immediate feedback Telecommunication Delayed feedback 

Trust Strong Weak at the beginning 

Group Cohesion Strong Weak at the beginning 

Conflict Favorable to maintain team 
harmony, and top down 
management & timeliness in 
conflict resolution  

Many causes of conflicts (lack of visual, 
audio and timely feedback, time, cultural, 
geo differences) 

Leadership Style  Transformational, transactional, 
authentic 

Transactional, transformational, shared/ 
distributed 

Diversity Low High 

Participant Satisfaction High Low 

Team Effectiveness Effective in building consensus, 
trust, and holding each other 
accountable. 

Effective in using technologies, reduced 
real estate holding, larger talent pool, 24/7 
schedule among various teams, better 
work-life balance. 

Drawbacks Slow in technology adaptation, 
higher real estate holding cost, 
narrower candidate pool, less 
diversity. 

Difficulty in maintaining team 
cohesiveness and building trust, out of 
sight, out of mind. Obstacles in temporal, 
cultural and geo distance.  

Virtual team 

Gartner Group conducted a survey and estimated that out of 2000 global companies, VTs carried out 

60% of the professional and managerial tasks (Biggs, 2000). Johnson (2004) expressed concern that 

VT members might shoulder the burden of always being available to respond to emails and phone 

calls even when it is not during their scheduled working hours, due to the fact that VT members are 

able to work at any place and any time.  

Lojeski & Reilly (2007) explored various major obstacles to VTs such as geographical, cultural, 

language barriers, temporal, and lack of trust. To combat these obstacles, VT leaders utilize various 

leadership styles to influence and motivate team members, with one of the approaches being 
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transformational leadership.  Ferrazzi (2014) stressed the need to keep an open mind while leading 

VTs, and engage in dialogues and conversations. Using appreciative inquiries could foster positive 

psychology in VTs (Rao, 2014). Lencioni (2005) emphasized that disclosure and trust could lead to 

effective team building. Yammarino, et al (2010) concluded that due to the extremely dangerous and 

complexed situations, military leaders of VTs need to be flexible in their leadership styles, by 

adopting pragmatic, individualized or shared leadership, and taking the environment they face into 

consideration. The authors believe building consensus is crucial in achieving team mission success. 

Team Cohesion 

Deeter‐Schmelz & Kennedy (2003) hypothesized team cohesion positively contributes to team 

effectiveness. Team member collaboration can be achieved through the support of internal team 

dynamics (Daspit, Tillman, Boyd, & Mckee, 2013). Cohesiveness and climate are team-level 

constructs that could have a positive impact on leadership and enhance team effectiveness 

(Kozlowski, 2003). 

Jassawalla & Sashittal (1999) observed that learning could transform individuals and teams into 

collaborative functioning teams. Team leaders could increase their commitment level to each other 

and to the work they perform and attract talent to the VTs by building team cohesiveness (Levi, 

2012). To build cohesive teams, members need to have shared social identities and the sense of 

connectedness (Levi, 2012). Deeter-Schmelz & Kennedy (2003) found cohesive teams suffer less 

absenteeism and are more productive.  

Yammarino, et al (2010) stated that team members could develop a sense of cohesiveness by 

developing a collective belief structure that is shared and compatible among members. It would also 

impact the efforts in understanding of their behaviors, values, and ideas, and set expectations for the 

team that facilitates learning. Leaders and teams who are more homogeneous can form a more 

cohesive team compared to the more heterogeneous organizations and teams (Daspit, Tillman, Boyd, 

& Mckee, 2013). 

Levi (2013) stated that team cohesiveness influences team members in different ways. Team 

cohesiveness is positively correlated to team commitment and engagement. Cohesive teams have 

more cooperative and collaborative members, who are more motivated and have stronger capabilities 

to resolve conflicts and experience less stress. Moore & Mamiseishvili (2012) realized that team 

cohesiveness is positively related to emotional intelligence (EI). They expect leaders to take EI into 

considerations when choosing teams. 

However, cautions are called upon by Levi (2013) that high levels of cohesion may have negative 

impact on the team's performance and impair their decision making capabilities, if members agree to 

certain decisions not because they are the best ones, rather they agree to maintain the harmonious 

relationship among team members (Levi, 2013). 
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To enhance team cohesion Levi (2013) suggested to use smaller team size, incentivize group 

performance rather than individual achievements, yet make notice of everyone’s contribution and 

encourage positive inquiry and dialogues (Rao, 2014). 

Training focused on team communications encourages a positive internal team environment, which 

leads to shared leadership and cohesion among team members. Hunsaker, et. al (2011) stated team 

charters can act as psychological contract and develop trust among team members which foster team 

cohesiveness (Atkinson, 2007). A Mission statement clearly stated provides the purpose, and guides 

team members through projects. Operating guidelines, norms, and expectations define the level of 

tasks, and commitments needed. Byrd & Luthy (2010) stated team charters could be utilized as tools 

to improve team performance and leadership skills and reduce conflicts.  

Conflict Resolution 

Hoch & Kozlowski (2014) viewed individual, team projects, and organizational characteristics as the 

context of interpersonal conflicts, and was also credited as the means to resolve conflicts. Cohen & 

Ledfor (1994) view self-managing teams as more capable of resolving conflicts than those 

traditionally managed teams. Cross functional teams consist of members with different perspectives 

as such conflict is inevitable. Lencioni (2005) pointed out the need to embrace healthy conflicts, and 

believed it is only when team members start building trust, that they are able to speak up and bring 

hidden issues and problems to light, and create the opportunities to resolve conflicts and issues. The 

idea that conflict should be avoided at all cost is detrimental to team effectiveness. It is demoralizing 

for team members not being able to voice their concerns and conflicts. Embracing different opinions 

and presenting them effectively provides more methods of problem solving. 

Diversity 

Research results demonstrated that diversity of teams offer great benefits of having different 

perspectives, ideas for innovation, increased corporate profits and richer cultural experience for the 

team members. Gera (2013) explained that corporations all over the world increasingly tap into the 

strength of diversity in terms of skills, experience, knowledge and expertise. While diversity 

positively relates to team creativity and innovation, conflicts could stem from differences in culture, 

beliefs and values. Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, & Voigt (2010) found that cultural diversity has negative 

correlation with team process, due to personal task conflicts, and decreased social interactions; but 

positive correlation with creativity and satisfaction.  

Eagly (1990) and other scholars continuously voiced their concerns that women's leadership 

constantly faces challenges and “glass ceiling” obstacles in the business world. Rhee & Sigler (2015) 

further stated that women leaders were perceived as less effective than male leaders, when they 

attempted to blend in by adopting male leadership styles. The result was that they were perceived 

even less favorably. 

Diverse structural approaches facilitate knowledge creation and contribution (Faraj, Kudaravalli, & 

Wasko, 2015). Diversity in age and education level is positively correlated to team performance 
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(Kearney, Gebert, & Voelpel, 2009).  As time passes geographically, surface level diversity indused 

collaborations weakens, while deep, phychological level colleboration strengthens (Harrison, Price, 

Gavin, & Florey, 2002).  

Team structures 

Eisenberg, Gibbs, & Erhardt (2016) observed that contentions exist in the views of vertical and shared 

leadership that influence team and task structures. They suggested that both leadership styles have 

their strength and weakness, and could compliment each other in team environments. Team size, 

geographical, cultural, age, education and experience diversity needs to be considered when forming a 

team. Egolf & Chester (2013) elaborated on the team building process as being forming, storming, 

norming, performing, where a team normally goes through these various phases to achieve success. 

Team effectiveness models 

Some of the more popular team effectiveness models are Plovnick, Fry, & Rubin (1977) GRPI Model 

of Team Effectiveness which focuses on goals, roles, process and interpersonal relationship (GRPI); 

Katzenbach & Smith (1993) stressed the focus on team basics such as collective work, personal 

growth and performance results; and Fasto & Larson’s (2001) Model was built on the “Five Dynamics 

of Teamwork and Collaboration.” Hackman’s (2002) Team Effectiveness Model stated teams must be 

real and not just in names, they have enabling structure, operate within supportive organizations, and 

have expert coaching readily available. Lencioni (2005) opined that teams need to overcome the five 

dysfunctions by building trust, embracing healthy conflicts, making commiment, and holing each 

other accountable to achieve team goals.  

Conclusion 

Levi (2013) advised that in addition to goal setting, teams need to prepare for conflicts by putting 

resolutions engagement rules in place when forming teams. Teams could introduce a coach or 

mediator to assist internal resources for conflict resolution. Teams need to agree on communication 

methods and progress tracking mechanisms. Meyer (2010) laid the ground rules for team leaders’ 

successes in that they need to lead, arrive at decisions, build trust and communicate differently. Other 

scholars suggest that VTs should have team charters (Byrd & Luthy (2010), and face to face meetings 

early on and leverage the best possible telecommunication technologies. Both physically collocated 

teams and VTs need to set clear goals and commit to building trust, team diversity and team 

cohesiveness. To achieve the goal of effective team building, scholars and practitioners need to be 

flexible in adapting to the ever-changing environment and technological advancements, and take on a 

holistic view that consists of individuals, groups and organizations. 
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