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2	  research	  ques'ons	  	  
	  
Q1:	   	  Can	  virtual	  teams	  be	  as	  effec've	  as	  ‘physical’	  	  ones?	  
Q2:	   	  Can	  teams	  benefit	  from	  the	  use	  of	  virtual	  mee'ngs	  over	  

	   	  face-‐to-‐face	  mee'ngs?	  



	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



Defining	  ‘virtual’	  
•  Virtual	  is	  different	  and	  special	  
‘…	  (dispersed)	  groups	  of	  people	  that	  are	  engaged	  on	  a	  
common	  organiza'onal	  task	  through	  the	  use	  of	  
electronic	  informa'on	  and	  communica'on	  
technologies.’	  (Guo,	  Ambra,	  Turner,	  &	  Zhang,	  2009)	  
	  
•  Virtual	  is	  a	  constant	  and	  a	  con'nuum	  
The	  use	  of	  electronic	  media	  for	  interac'on	  is	  common	  
and	  according	  to	  a	  Cisco	  (2012)	  study	  on	  862	  business	  
leaders	  more	  than	  60	  percent	  of	  communica'on	  today	  
does	  not	  occur	  in	  real	  'me,	  in	  other	  words,	  the	  
majority	  of	  communica'ons	  is	  virtual	  in	  character.	  	  



Posi've	  drivers	  for	  ‘virtual’	  teams	  
•  Reduced	  workspace	  costs	  
•  Increased	  produc'vity	  
•  Be7er	  ways	  of	  serving	  customers	  in	  mul'ple	  'me	  zones	  
•  Being	  able	  to	  work	  on	  projects	  24/7	  	  
•  Drawing	  on	  exper'se	  in	  different	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  
•  Preferred	  by	  some	  
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‘Virtual’	  may	  not	  be	  an	  issue	  
•  There	  is	  no	  conclusive	  research	  evidence	  that	  virtuality	  in	  and	  of	  itself	  

consistently	  leads	  to	  less	  produc've	  teamwork.	  ‘The	  bo7om	  line	  is	  that	  
the	  quality	  of	  task-‐related	  processes	  appears	  to	  be	  a	  significant	  factor	  in	  
deciding	  whether	  dispersion	  becomes	  a	  liability	  or	  an	  opportunity.’	  

	  
(Foroughi,	  Perkins,	  &	  Jessup,	  2005)	  

	  



	  ‘Virtual’	  is	  part	  of	  a	  bigger	  picture	  
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Virtual	  can	  even	  be	  be7er!	  
	  
•  One	  research	  study	  found	  that	  teams	  with	  members	  in	  the	  same	  building	  

on	  different	  floors	  (‘proximate	  virtuality’)	  performed	  worse	  on	  a	  similar	  
task	  compared	  to	  teams	  with	  greater	  degrees	  of	  dispersion	  (disparate	  
virtuality),	  including	  those	  that	  had	  members	  spread	  across,	  city,	  country	  
or	  even	  con'nent.	  	  

(Foroughi,	  Perkins,	  &	  Jessup,	  2005)	  
	  



Virtual	  mee'ngs	  
•  Virtual	  mee'ngs	  are	  different	  and	  special	  compared	  to	  F2F	  
Unlike	  conven'onal	  mee'ngs,	  virtual	  mee'ngs	  take	  place	  using	  
communica'ons	  technology	  such	  as	  audio	  conferencing,	  web	  conferencing	  or	  
video	  conferencing.	  Specifici'es	  in	  perceived	  challenge	  and	  prac'ce	  due	  to	  
the	  virtual	  nature	  of	  interac'on	  …	  emerge.	  (Paul	  &	  Ruchinksas,	  1995)	  	  
	  
•  Virtual	  mee'ngs	  are	  virtually	  the	  same	  as	  F2F	  	  	  
Effec've	  virtual	  mee'ngs	  are	  governed	  by	  the	  same	  principles	  as	  
conven'onal	  mee'ngs.	  They	  are	  ‘…mediated	  by	  rules	  of	  good	  conduct:	  turn	  
taking	  behavior,	  addressing	  behavior,	  politeness	  rules	  and	  dominance	  
rela'ons.’	  (Reidsma	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  	  
	  



Media	  Richness	  Theory	  (MRT)	  



MRT	  –	  then	  and	  now	  
•  MRT	  is	  highly	  suspect	  and	  ignores	  cri'cal	  non-‐channel	  aspects	  of	  

communica'on	  e.g.	  rela'onship,	  shared	  culture,	  urgency,	  clarity	  of	  task	  etc.	  
•  It	  was	  developed	  over	  a	  decade	  ago	  and	  is	  based	  upon	  a	  contrast	  between	  

physical	  mee'ngs	  and	  the	  then	  much	  less	  efficient	  audio	  and	  video	  
conference	  technologies	  	  

•  Acceptance	  of	  MRT	  meant	  that	  prejudicial	  altudes	  towards	  all	  virtual	  
communica'on	  became	  the	  norm.	  	  

•  Today’s	  more	  sophis'cated	  conferencing	  systems,	  par'cularly	  those	  with	  
video,	  mean	  that	  virtual	  communica'on	  presents	  itself	  as	  a	  viable	  alterna=ve	  
if	  not	  a	  preferred	  op=on	  over	  F2F	  mee'ngs,	  although	  li7le	  research	  has	  been	  
done	  since	  emergence	  of	  MRT.	  



High-‐end	  video	  conferencing	  
	  

-‐ 	  	  	  ease	  of	  use 	   	  	  
-‐  life-‐size	  images	  on	  larger	  screens	  
-‐  spa'al	  audio	  to	  convey	  posi'oning	  of	  speaker	  	  
-‐  image	  /	  audio	  synchronized	  
-‐  a	  shared	  office	  environment	  	   	   	  	  
-‐  addi'onal	  data	  features	  

	  

	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
When	  Cisco	  replaced	  their	  exis'ng	  video	  conferencing	  plaoorm	  with	  Telepresence	  solu'ons	  within	  
their	  organiza'on	  (a	  high-‐end	  immersive	  video	  conferencing	  solu'on)	  the	  u'liza'on	  jumped	  from	  5	  
percent	  average	  u'liza'on	  up	  to	  65	  percent	  (Bushaus,	  2008).	  	  



Prac'ce	  makes	  perfect	  
•  Van	  der	  Kleij,	  Paashuis,	  Langefeld,	  and	  Schraagen	  (2004)	  showed	  in	  their	  

research	  that	  with	  repeated	  long	  term	  exposure	  to	  video	  conferencing	  the	  
teams	  adapt	  to	  the	  usage	  of	  the	  video	  conferencing	  solu'on	  to	  the	  point	  
where	  the	  ability	  for	  task	  based	  work	  is	  the	  same	  for	  both	  face-‐to-‐face	  and	  
virtual	  mee'ngs	  using	  video	  conferencing.	  	  



Virtual	  even	  outperforms	  (1)	  
According	  to	  Paul	  and	  Ruchinskas	  (1995),	  respect	  for	  'me	  constraint	  in	  a	  
video	  mee'ng,	  is	  higher	  than	  with	  face-‐to-‐face	  mee'ngs.	  The	  need	  to	  use	  
facili'es	  efficiently	  s'mulates	  increased	  effec'veness	  in	  using	  allocated	  'me.	  
As	  these	  mee'ngs	  become	  more	  structured	  and	  task	  focused,	  video	  
conferencing	  mee'ngs	  become	  more	  produc've	  than	  face-‐to-‐face	  mee'ngs.	  
	  
Siebdrat	  et	  al.	  (2009)	  concluded	  that	  when	  the	  objec've	  of	  the	  virtual	  team	  
focuses	  around	  task	  related	  processes	  and	  care	  is	  taken	  to	  plan	  and	  foster	  
socio-‐emo5onal	  aspects,	  virtual	  teams	  will	  outperform	  co-‐located	  ones.	  	  
	  
	  

	  	  



Virtual	  even	  outperforms	  (2)	  
Rosel	  and	  Surynt	  (1985)	  ran	  experiments	  with	  	  tasks	  requiring	  a	  high	  degree	  
of	  interpersonal	  communica'on	  between	  team	  members,	  and	  looked	  at	  
their	  ability	  to	  solve	  problems.	  In	  their	  research	  they	  concluded	  that	  group	  
scores	  in	  a	  virtual	  selng	  supported	  by	  video	  conferencing	  were	  consistently	  
higher	  than	  the	  face-‐to-‐face	  mee'ng.	  	  
	  
Schmidt	  et	  al.	  (2001)	  looked	  at	  communica'on	  in	  new	  product	  development.	  
They	  found	  that	  due	  to	  cogni've	  limita'ons	  individuals	  have	  problems	  
performing	  op'mally	  in	  face-‐to-‐face	  situa'ons	  with	  individuals	  subject	  to	  
group	  dynamics	  or	  social	  influence	  that	  contribute	  to	  decisional	  error.	  	  
	  



But	  …	  
•  Cost	  is	  inhibi'ng	  adop'on	  of	  high-‐end	  video	  conferencing	  solu'ons	  
•  Reliance	  on	  audio	  conferencing	  persists	  
•  Li7le	  training	  is	  provided	  on	  how	  best	  to	  plan	  and	  facilitate	  virtual	  

mee'ngs,	  and	  integrate	  with	  other	  communica'on	  channels	  	  
•  The	  challenges	  other	  than	  ‘virtual’	  remain	  significant	  
•  Nega've	  altudes	  to	  virtual	  persist	  and	  are	  significant	  
•  All	  these	  are	  conspiring	  to	  maintain	  the	  virtual	  ‘myth’	  

Cisco	  commissioned	  a	  study	  to	  explore	  business	  value	  of	  in-‐person	  communica=on	  in	  distributed	  
organiza=ons	  with	  respect	  to	  their	  interac=on	  with	  partners	  and	  customers.	  The	  research	  was	  
conducted	  by	  the	  Economist	  Intelligence	  Unit	  in	  December	  2011	  and	  uncovered	  business	  leader	  
perspec=ves	  from	  862	  business	  leaders	  across	  more	  than	  19	  industries	  regarding	  the	  value	  of	  in-‐
person	  communica=on	  and	  its	  effect	  on	  more	  than	  30	  business	  processes.	  The	  main	  findings	  were	  
that	  75	  percent	  of	  business	  leaders	  indicated	  in-‐person	  collabora=on	  as	  cri=cal	  to	  business	  
success	  affec=ng	  business	  outcomes	  more	  than	  other	  forms	  of	  communica=on	  (Cisco,	  2012).	  	  
	  



Conclusions	  
	  
A1:	   	  Virtual	  teams	  can	  be	  as	  effec've	  as	  ‘physical’	  	  ones.	  
A2:	   	  Teams	  can	  benefit	  from	  the	  use	  of	  virtual	  mee'ngs	  over	  

	   	  face-‐to-‐face	  mee'ngs.	  
	  
	  
	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  The	  answer	  is	  ‘yes’	  but	  it	  	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  depends	  on	  other	  factors.	  	  



The	  future	  is	  virtual	  
•  User	  preference	  
•  Cost	  
•  Issues	  of	  climate	  impact	  
•  Risk	  management	  
•  Ongoing	  globalisa'on	  of	  corporate	  organisa'on	  	  
•  More	  pervasive	  available	  video	  technology	  	  
•  New	  technologies	  (h7p://www.doublerobo'cs.com)	  
	  

	  ‘87	  percent	  of	  these	  young	  execs	  the	  organiza=on’s	  ability	  to	  facilitate	  video	  
	  mee=ngs,	  would	  impact	  their	  decision	  when	  considering	  job	  offers.’	  

	  
	  ‘When	  aspiring	  to	  manage	  teams	  larger	  than	  50	  people,	  70	  percent	  of	  
	  respondents	  reported	  they	  would	  rely	  more	  on	  video	  when	  managing	  these	  
	  teams.’ 	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Cisco	  (2013)	  	  



What	  does	  it	  mean	  for	  us?	  
Ø  Challenge	  limited,	  limi'ng	  and	  false	  beliefs	  /	  discourses	  	  
Ø  Inves'gate	  the	  specific	  risks	  and	  opportuni'es	  of	  a	  client’s	  ‘virtual’	  	  
Ø  Focus	  efforts	  back	  to	  personal	  responsibility	  for	  team	  basics	  –	  individual,	  

team	  and	  task	  –	  and	  to	  avoid	  blame	  of	  external	  factor(s)	  
Ø  Explore	  a	  few	  e-‐communica'on	  norms	  for	  telephone	  conferencing	  and	  

email	  wri'ng	  plus	  feedback	  cycles	  	  
Ø  Help	  to	  define	  a	  balance	  between	  full	  trust	  and	  supervisory	  needs	  
Ø  Reposi'on	  ‘virtual’	  as	  part	  of	  a	  bigger	  picture	  -‐	  uncertainty,	  complexity,	  

paradox	  and	  diversity	  

Ø  As	  a	  profession,	  we	  need	  to	  get	  much	  more	  involved	  in	  research	  
Ø  We	  have	  to	  become	  comfortable	  as	  prac''oner	  with	  ‘It	  depends.’	  
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