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Abstract

Purpose: Recent years have seen an upsurge in virtual working arrangements. However, many managers find it difficult to manage and motivate employees in the absence of face-to-face contact. Traditional, structured performance management approaches therefore need to give way to more holistic and technology-enabled approaches that are better suited to virtual work. This study set out to investigate how managers optimise the performance of virtual teams, with specific reference to the role of trust, both within and across teams. While there is growing interest in the role of trust as a driver of virtual team performance, there is insufficient convergence between the respective literatures on virtual teams, team trust and performance management, leaving a research gap.

Design/methodology/approach: Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 18 middle and top managers of virtual teams who worked in large companies in South Africa. The collected data were then subject to thematic analysis.

Findings/results: These included: Virtual work can lead to a work–life imbalance; a lack of human contact can strain interpersonal relationships and erode trust; and optimal performance management in a virtual context depends on a trusting environment, clear and realistic goals, ‘agile management practices’ (including coaching and frequent feedback) and appropriate technologies.

Practical implications: The study provides new insights into the challenges faced by middle managers in creating trusting and performance-geared relationships with virtual team members.

Originality/value: The study expands on the existing team dynamics literature while also providing a convenient conceptual framework to guide future studies on the drivers of virtual team trust and optimal performance management.
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Introduction

Driving performance in a virtual context

With the upsurge in virtual working arrangements (Henry et al., 2021; Zakaria et al., 2020), managers admit to difficulty in managing, developing and motivating virtual team members (Wang et al., 2020). Managers assert that they are ill-equipped to measure and manage performance when they have limited physical interaction with employees and teams especially (Brown et al., 2019; Ford et al., 2017; Jimenez et al., 2017; Liao, 2017). It follows that managers should adapt to performance management (PM) approaches that have evolved from a structured set of processes towards more holistic management approaches aimed at driving or enhancing the performance of individuals and teams (Aguinis & Burgi-Tian, 2021; DeNisi & Smith, 2014), wherever they are located. Given the current context of hybrid and flexible workplace practices, investigations on virtual team performance are receiving increasing attention. While emphasis is placed on requirements, influencing factors of team performance and alignment as argued by Tan et al. (2019, p. 2065) who suggest that virtual team performance requires ‘communication, relationship building, cohesion and trust’. Similarly, Garro-Abarca et al. (2021) also investigated influencing factors of virtual team performance and concurred that communication and trust are determinants of virtual team performance. Newman and Ford (2021) also emphasise the role of the leader and also advocate for communication, trust and shared leadership as requirements for virtual team performance. Little empirical research has been conducted on the specific role middle managers have in ensuring effective virtual team performance (Brown et al., 2019; Liao, 2017) and little emphasis has been placed on performance management in virtual team contexts.

Owing to the paucity of research in this aspect of virtual team performance, some scholars have advanced aspects of trust as useful mechanisms to explain the dynamics of virtual workforces (Breuer et al., 2020; Garro-Abarca et al., 2021; Tan et al., 2019; Zaharie, 2021). Other scholars have argued that limited face-to-face contact may result in poor trust relationships among work team members (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999). This, in turn, contributes to a reduction in workplace psychological safety (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006), with deleterious effects on team performance. Given the difficulty associated with building trust in nonvirtual contexts (Mayer & Davis, 1999), it is prudent to shine a light on within-team and across-team trust. This contributes to trust scholarship by advancing the nascent concept of team trust (Alves et al., 2022; Breuer et al., 2020) within the established team dynamics literature (Larson et al., 2020), especially in virtual contexts. As such, an exploratory study to examine how managers optimise the performance of virtual teams, with specific reference to the role of trust both within and across teams, is warranted and requires further investigation.

Literature review

Challenges associated with virtual teams

One of the challenges of working remotely, with different degrees of ‘virtuality’ (Henry et al., 2021), is that reduced face-to-face contact may result in employees feeling isolated, with their social needs increasingly unmet (Zhang, 2016). Also, their work-life balance has been disturbed (Scholarios & Marks, 2004) as individuals working in virtual teams have no physical or permanent work space or location that demarks the boundaries of the home and work life increasing workloads, 24 h work cycle, time zone pressures and tech-enabled blurred boundaries make it difficult for virtual team members to separate personal and professional life (Ruppel et al., 2013), resulting in them becoming less trusting of their organisation (Cascio, 2014) and psychologically unsafe (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006). Moreover, decreased levels of incidental communication among virtual team members could result in a lack of understanding of organisational goals and team objectives and could prompt feelings of role ambiguity (Eaidgah et al., 2018).

Notwithstanding their periodic challenges, technology-based virtual tools, especially online collaboration tools such as Discord, Microsoft Teams and Zoom (Mora-Jimenez et al., 2022), help to coordinate workflows and activities in virtual teams. They also provide the means through which to communicate, exchange information and manage performance (Hertel et al., 2005). Studies have shown that easy-to-use, technology-based virtual tools may also boost employee satisfaction and interpersonal trust if appropriately implemented (Ford et al., 2017).

Engaging in frequent communication using various technology-based virtual tools alleviates task complexity, improves people’s coping abilities and helps coordinate team activities. However, much of the existing literature focuses on older virtual tools such as email and online discussion boards. There is a gap in the literature on how new technologies such as Discord, Microsoft Teams and Zoom are being leveraged to ensure virtual team success (Jimenez et al., 2017; Mora-Jimenez et al., 2022).

Seeking to address challenges to virtual team success, Aguinis and Burgi-Tian (2021) argue that managers need to focus more on managing and monitoring outcomes as opposed to inputs, which is the inverse of the performance assessment (PA) process (Brown et al., 2019). The formal and episodic nature of the PA process, which is distinct from the continuous PM process, can be more readily accommodated by current technological advances, which have made virtual working accessible to many.

Trust in performance management

Trust, in exchange relationships, incorporates a willingness by one party (the trustor) to be vulnerable to another party (the trustee) on the basis of the trustee’s positive intentions or behaviour (McAllister, 1995). Trust at an interpersonal level has been seminally defined to distinguish it from its outcomes (i.e. risk-taking behaviour) and its antecedents (i.e. the propensity to trust and the trustworthiness of the trustee) (Mayer & Davis, 1999). Ahteela and Vanhala (2018) argue that interpersonal trust emphasises ‘issues of competence, benevolence and reliability and is directed towards both co-workers and leaders’ (p. 4). Whereas the competence and reliability dimensions of interpersonal trust emphasise skills and compliance, benevolence centres on the intention to do good. Additionally, interpersonal trust can either manifest quickly, as with ‘swift trust’ (Zakaria et al., 2020), or gradually and deeply, as with ‘calculus-based trust’ which relies on prior knowledge and repeated experiences of the trustee.

While understanding different types of interpersonal trust is important for virtual work settings, it is more salient in the present study to engage the concept of team-based trust. Crucially, team-based trust could be viewed as nested within the concept of organisational trust which relies less on interpersonal interactions and more on processes, systems and reputations embedded in the organisation. To this end, team-based trust is said to be isomorphic to interpersonal trust (Alves et al., 2022), such that it is (Breuer et al., 2016):


[T]he shared willingness of the team members to be vulnerable to the actions of the other team members based on the shared expectation that the other team members will perform particular actions that are important to the team. (p. 1152)



It follows that virtual team members are expected to reveal shared meanings and expectations as a precondition for effective team performance.

Mindful of virtual work contexts and building on the isomorphic nature of team trust in relation to interpersonal trust (Alves et al., 2022), we argue that PM can be reframed to privilege traditional trust antecedents such as competence, benevolence, reliability and integrity within the realm of team trust, alongside emerging antecedents such as predictability, transparency, feedback and shared values (Breuer et al., 2020; Ahteela & Vanhala, 2018). We further argue that the antecedent elements of benevolence, integrity, predictability and transparency are more operational when the focus shifts from interpersonal trust to team-based trust in virtual work contexts (Breuer et al., 2020) because they help to mitigate the inability to directly observe employees performing tasks, as would be the case in face-to-face work teams. In short, and in the context of this study, the challenge is how to leverage technologies to enhance team-based trust in virtual work contexts using effective performance management techniques.

Evolution of performance management

Aguinis (2013) defines performance management as a continuous process of ‘identifying, measuring, and developing the performance of individuals and teams and aligning performance with the strategic goals of the organization’ (pp. 2–3). Performance management is generally presented as a complex and multifaceted discipline, with an increasing number of scholars recently questioning the impact of formal PM processes on performance outcomes (Pulakos et al., 2019). Performance management has been evolving, though, and now encompasses more informal processes and behaviours which arguably produce better results. Cappelli and Tavis (2018) indicate that, with innovation on the rise, many organisations are embracing more holistic approaches to employee development, underpinned by coaching and informal feedback, and are dispensing with the more traditional quantitative approaches to PM which are typically associated with PA (Cappelli & Tavis, 2016, 2018). Continuous PM contributes to the formation and management of shared meanings and expectations – a precondition of team-based trust.

Stages of performance management

Various models and frameworks appear in the literature, which were designed to enhance employee performance and productivity (Aguinis, 2013; DeNisi & Smith, 2014). Building on PM concepts that are closely aligned to trust antecedents such as competence and reliability (Ahteela & Vanhala, 2018), we follow Cascio (2014) who emphasises that effective PM should include processes such as communicating expectations on a regular basis, providing immediate feedback and helping employees to maximise their performance. Aguinis (2013) developed the PM process which tracks the different stages of PM.

The first two stages of Aguinis’s PM process, prerequisites and performance planning, require an understanding of the organisation’s strategic objectives and how an employee’s job aligns with the organisation’s mission and goals (Aguinis, 2013). For this reason, goal setting features strongly in the PM literature (David, 2013; Rodgers & Hunter, 1991). According to Latham and Locke (2006), if goals are well conceived and communicated, employees’ motivation rises, and performance improves. This point is further emphasised by Aguinis and Burgi-Tian (2021) who argue that PM based on clear goals performs ‘important administrative, strategic and communication’ (p. 233) functions and Guzmán et al. (2011) emphasise that when goals are unclear, virtual teams could feel confused or ambiguous about their roles.

Performance execution involves an employee following through on a plan and producing the results that were determined during the planning phase (Aguinis, 2013). Motivating employees through coaching and ongoing feedback is an important part of the performance execution process (Aguinis, 2013; DeNisi & Smith, 2014). The need for coaching and feedback in the PM process is greater in virtual teams because of the difficulty of establishing shared meanings in such contexts (Zaharie, 2021).

Performance assessment and review involves the employee and manager evaluating outcomes against agreed deliverables (Aguinis, 2013). Performance assessment is covered extensively in the literature. Some authors discuss the value of assessment tools such as competency-based evaluations and the balanced scorecard in ensuring alignment between employee performance and organisational goals (Catano et al., 2007; Chan, 2006; Nankervis & Compton, 2006). Others argue that the impact of evaluation tools on employee performance has not been proven objectively.

Performance management and virtual teams

Hertel et al. (2005) developed the Lifecycle Model of Virtual Team Implementation, which outlines critical management tasks when forming virtual teams, spread over five key phases. However, this model was designed for project teams that collaborate for a brief period before disbanding after project completion – where a brief period of trust sufficed (Mayer & Davis, 1999; Zakaria et al., 2020). Little attention, therefore, is given to ongoing PM and its role in respect of long-term virtual teams (Breuer et al., 2020). An integrated, virtual performance and management model or framework would therefore be useful.

Eaidgah et al. (2016) conceptualised the integrated visual management (IVM) model which combines PM with visual management (VM) tools and continuous improvement (CI) processes in traditional work settings that are based on an in-person mode of work. The IVM model comprises three elements, namely performance, planning and implementation, PM and VM, and finally, PA and CI (Eaidgah et al., 2016). Eaidgah et al. (2018) tested the model in a virtual setting and found that team performance systematically improved. However, while the model includes the element of feedback, it lacks other developmental PM elements such as coaching and techniques to drive goal attainment, which are important in an environment that places a premium on innovation (Cappelli & Travis, 2018). Moreover, the manager’s role does not feature in the IVM model (Eaidgah et al., 2018). To close this gap in the models, there is a need to incorporate these additional interpersonal PM elements (i.e., ‘socioemotional and relationship activities’) (Larson et al., 2020, p. 1146).

Research questions

Given the identified gaps at the intersection of the literatures on team trust, virtual teams and performance management; with a view to establishing how to drive effective performance among virtual teams, we formulated the following research questions:


	What trust-related challenges do managers face when driving performance in virtual teams?

	What strategies have managers relied on to develop and assess team members, so as to drive performance, while navigating trust challenges in virtual teams?

	How is performance management technology being used to drive performance in virtual teams?



Methodology

Edmondson and Mcmanus (2007) suggest that it is best to use an inductive approach when little or no previous theory has been generated on a particular research topic or if the topic represents ‘new phenomena in the world’ (p. 1161), which they agree is also well suited to virtual team studies. Therefore, for this study, we considered an explorative, inductive approach to be the most suitable and assumed a relativist ontological positioning together with an interpretivist philosophical underpinning (Bryman & Bell, 2015; Creswell, 2013; Mills et al., 2006; Saunders & Lewis, 2012; Zikmund et al, 2013).

Sample

Our inclusion criteria for the study were managers who operate in virtual work contexts in large, private sector companies (250+ employees). In our study, virtual teams were defined as knowledge workers spread over various time zones and locations who use electronic media to communicate, while the population consisted of managers who had experience of managing virtual teams across various industries, in different parts of the world.

Our selection of participants produced a sample that was well-placed to provide insightful answers to the research questions. Industries from which the sample was drawn included media and broadcasting, financial services, IT, consulting services, real estate, construction, mining and automotive, thereby ensuring sample diversity. Furthermore, to ensure a fair representation of managerial experience, the 18-person sample comprised 9 top managers and 9 middle managers, whose virtual team sizes ranged from 2 to 10 direct reports. Those in the top management category had job titles such as chief strategist, head of governance, marketing group executive, head of sales and audit manager. Those in the middle management category had job titles such as financial manager, supply chain strategy manager, governance manager, engineering manager and tax manager.

Procedure

After obtaining ethical approval and informed consent from each participant, we collected data through in-depth interviews conducted via Zoom. We assured participants that the collected data would be used without any identifiers. Each interview lasted about 45 min.

Measurement instrument

Given the qualitative nature of the study, our chosen research instrument was in-depth, semi-structured interviews with open-ended questions that allowed participants to communicate their opinions, experiences and feelings. We used an interview guide as a data collection tool. During the interviews, we encouraged participants to elaborate and provide richer insights on the answers they had given. We also sometimes asked additional questions to explore constructs more fully (Collis & Hussey, 2014). Interview questions are provided in Table 1.



[image: SAJBM-54-3823-T1.jpg]

Data analysis

We analysed data using thematic content analysis, which involved identifying common themes across the gathered data (Vaismoradi et al., 2013). Braun and Clarke (2006) identified six phases in the thematic analysis process, which we followed in this study. Firstly, we transcribed the Zoom voice recordings with the help of an automatic transcription tool, Otter.ai. We replayed each interview recording and reviewed the transcription to ensure that all data had been correctly transcribed and to rectify any mistakes. We embellished the transcriptions with additional notes that we took during periods of general observation as the interviews were under way.

An inductive approach was adopted which was informed by an interpretive understanding of reality. The study assumed individuals construct their own meanings of virtual teams and make use of individual experiences in order to formulate a considered worldview of performance in and of virtual teams (Hyde 2020). Through the interpretation of these meanings, we completed the initial coding using the Atlas.ti program to generate initial themes from the data (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). We then defined second-level categories by reviewing the codes, finding similarities and differences across the participants’ responses, and comparing and clustering the initial codes. Thereafter, we performed thematic analysis to identify and report patterns or themes within the collected data (Maguire & Delahunt, 2017). We reviewed and checked the themes against one another to develop thematic maps, before analysing and further refining them. We named, counted and rank-ordered the different categories.

The 18 interviews generated a total of 160 unique codes. This allowed a number of themes to emerge from the data, including those that may not have been directly related to the research questions or had not previously been given consideration in the literature review. We grouped the first-order codes that emerged from the coding into 55 second-level categories, which resulted in six aggregated themes.

Results

What trust-related challenges do managers face when driving performance in virtual teams?

The first research question related to trust-related challenges faced by managers when driving performance in virtual teams. Table 2 lists the six constructs that emerged from the interviews that were conducted.
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Difficult to monitor and control employee performance

One of the most frequently mentioned challenges was the difficulties that managers experienced in observing and controlling their teams’ performance. This is consistent with Holtbrügge et al.’s (2011) observation that ‘monitoring and controlling’ (p. 212) employees become complicated because of the distance that separates team members and their managers in a virtual context. Morrison-Smith and Ruiz (2020) argue that geographical distance negatively affects awareness of schedules and activities, something that vexes managers who fail to distinguish between task- and relationship-based leadership when applied to virtual work teams. Within the trust literature, an overemphasis on monitoring and control mechanisms serves to highlight distrust as opposed to trust – constructs that, it has been argued, have distinct (and not simply opposite) meanings (Mthombeni & Chizema, 2022).

While only four top managers cited monitoring and controlling their team’s performance as a challenge, all middle managers struggled with this aspect. Middle managers indicated that an additional challenge was not knowing if team members were actually working. Certain middle managers found performance management (including coaching, motivating and mentoring) particularly difficult. Managers highlighted how challenging it was to motivate, coach and mentor their team and thereby drive performance when there was no face-to-face interaction.

Work‒life imbalance

Another frequently mentioned challenge was a work–life imbalance, which was seen to negatively impact team members’ performance. The literature on perceptions of justice helps to explain how a perceived work–life imbalance reduces employee commitment. This appears to resonate with the assertion by Scholarios and Marks (2004) that a work–life imbalance in the context of a virtual team could result in an employee feeling personally unsatisfied and less trusting of their organisation. Indeed, perceived feelings of injustice could negatively affect the level of trust in organisations (Cascio, 2014).

Seven participants, all top managers, expressed concern about team members who exhibited an increased commitment to virtual work, noting that it was difficult for these people to find a harmonious balance between their home life and work life. Similarly, middle managers observed that a work–life imbalance in a virtual context resulted in waning concentration or burnout. In addition, five middle managers highlighted the negative effect of home interruptions on a team member’s performance.

Unmet social needs

Among the key challenges that managers faced while driving performance virtually were team members’ lack of human contact and unmet social needs (Zhang, 2016). This is not surprising, with Jimenez et al. (2017) emphasising that in a virtual context there is a risk that socialising will be neglected, thereby compromising both trust and virtual team effectiveness.

While only two middle managers mentioned unmet social needs, most top managers agreed that the virtual environment resulted in the loss of the ‘human element’. The top managers also reported challenges in building and maintaining relationships with team members, while a few reported difficulties in establishing rapport with new recruits. This highlights the link between maintaining relationships and building trust (Ford et al., 2017; Jimenez et al., 2017). Other stated drawbacks were an inability to arrange team-building activities and the much-reduced likelihood of spontaneous interaction, epitomised in the ‘water-cooler concept’ which has no place in the virtual world.

Technology challenges, communication difficulties and cultural barriers

Several participants cited technology challenges (such as poor Internet access or limited bandwidth), communication difficulties and cultural barriers as obstacles to performance. Both top and middle managers consistently highlighted how the inability to observe body language resulted in communication challenges.

What strategies have managers relied on to develop and assess team members, so as to drive performance, while navigating trust challenges in virtual teams?

Managers indicated that they engaged in goal setting and PM to drive performance virtually, while navigating trust challenges in virtual team contexts. Managers relied on feedback, coaching, motivation and evaluation activities, which were complemented by high-level managerial support. Accordingly, managers exhibited elements of competence-based trust, which garners confidence in others on the basis of their perceived reliability, the latter established through regular interactions that permit the demonstration of their technical skills (Table 3).
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Goal setting

Clarity of goals was the most frequently mentioned construct. In line with Latham and Locke’s (2006) view of goals as specific and clear, participants also stressed the importance of goals being formulated in a transparent manner. Both middle managers and top managers highlighted the need for organisational, operational and individual development goals to be aligned.

Although two top managers discussed aligning goals to operational tasks, six middle managers indicated that in a virtual environment, they were beginning to set shorter, more agile goals in preference to long-term goals. Some participants indicated that goals were broken down into smaller operational tasks or increments, which could then be tracked to drive performance. These findings resonate with Cappelli and Tavis’s (2018) views about agile PM practices.

All 18 participants followed a collaborative, team-based approach to goal setting in a virtual environment. This was evidenced in various comments about reaching consensus on expectations, asking for the team’s feedback on set goals or setting shared team objectives. Some managers mentioned setting team goals and putting incentives in place to promote healthy competition within the team.

These findings were not surprising as the literature has shown that group-level goals and feedback promote the sharing of task-related information, resulting in greater engagement and improved team performance (Latham & Locke, 2006).

Performance management

The performance management construct mentioned most often was ongoing evaluation. Participants felt that it was important to conduct performance evaluations on an ongoing basis because of the lack of personal interaction in a virtual context. This is in line with Cappelli and Tavis’s (2018) finding that organisations are opting for more frequent evaluation. Six top managers measured their team’s performance by output and made sure that the team’s expectations could be tracked and reported in real time. This allowed them to detect problems early on, course-correct behaviour through feedback and immediately address performance-related issues. Four top managers indicated that they had implemented more regular, 360-degree feedback systems, specifically for the virtual context. These findings were consistent with the literature promoting a more agile approach to performance evaluation, using multiple feedback sources (Cappelli & Tavis, 2018; Eaidgah et al., 2016; Pulakos & O’Leary, 2011).

The second most commonly mentioned construct was frequent feedback, which all 18 participants believed was essential to drive performance in a virtual context. Both top and middle managers indicated that constant interaction with their team members compensated for the lack of face-to-face contact and allowed them to track progress and detect problems timeously. Some top managers contrasted this with the traditional working environment in which issues would generally only be picked up once tasks had been completed. This finding supports Cappelli and Tavis’s (2018) view that iterative and more immediate feedback is better suited to newer work structures. This is also consistent with earlier findings that feedback is an antecedent of team-based trust.

As many as 16 managers employed frequent, informal coaching among their virtual team members. Managers in both groups believed it was important to conduct coaching within a team setting as it helped to cross-skill team members and promote knowledge sharing. The acknowledged importance of coaching is in line with Cappelli and Tavis’s (2018) view that companies that conduct ongoing coaching are better equipped to adopt agile talent practices through increased employee engagement.

Many participants mentioned that, as their organisations had adopted more virtual ways of working, they had become more focused on keeping their teams motivated – particularly in view of some team members feeling isolated. Some managers reported a decline in motivation levels among team members when they had to adapt to virtual working arrangements during the COVID-19 lockdown period. In response to this, the managers concerned used recognition, positive feedback and incentives to motivate their teams to perform.

While participants had previously mentioned team members’ social needs not being met, some managers reported coming up with creative team-building or fun activities to keep their teams motivated and engaged, and to foster a greater spirit of collaboration. Some participants mentioned incentivising performance, which might include providing leave incentives, annual performance bonuses and organisational incentives such as small monetary awards or vouchers. However, 15 managers were of the view that regular recognition for a job well done was a powerful motivator in a virtual context.

Managerial support

The issue of managerial support was raised by all participants, who said that they used it to create a supportive environment and to actively direct and develop their team members. This finding is consistent with Liao’s (2017) view about the importance of virtual team managers directing and developing their team members’ efforts in line with organisational and individual goals, while also showing consideration for their team’s well-being (Ford et al., 2017). Crucially, this aligns with the view that actively engaged managers elicit positive perceptions of justice, accompanied by elevated trust levels.

When referring to the aspect of managerial support, participants generally meant displaying consideration for the team through, for example, ‘empathy’ and ‘personal, regular check-ups’. Both top managers and middle managers stressed the importance of supporting team members on a personal level, understanding their unique circumstances and allowing them flexibility when needed.

All top managers recognised that they had an obligation to actively direct and develop their virtual team members to help them overcome some of the performance challenges that they had encountered, such as having an unsatisfactory work‒life balance. Regarding the latter, several managers stressed the importance of helping their team members set personal boundaries. In addition, both top managers and middle managers acknowledged that they needed to make themselves available to their teams, particularly as the virtual working environment does not lend itself to automatic manager-employee interactions.

The issue of trust in a virtual team was raised by three middle managers and two top managers, who stressed the importance of the team feeling trusted and not being micromanaged. One participant suggested that, if necessary, managers should work on improving their capacity to trust their team members as this was indispensable for group cohesion and performance.

How is performance management technology being used to drive performance within virtual teams?

The third research question relates to how managers leverage technology to drive performance virtually. Table 4 lists the constructs that emerged from the interviews in this regard.
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The use of virtual tools to support work processes was most frequently mentioned by participants. Both top managers and middle managers used technology not only to facilitate communication but also to support work processes and virtually track their team’s performance. This is consistent with Hertel et al.’s (2005) view that technology and virtual tools streamline work processes and facilitate coordination of activities in a virtual environment.

To enable communication and coordination of team activities, both top managers and middle managers indicated that they relied on a range of virtual tools to support work processes, such as the agile methodology, formal feedback processes, retrospective sessions, platforms to showcase work and structured evaluation tools. Furthermore, both top managers and middle managers said that they relied even more on task-tracking tools to track performance in a virtual environment than in a traditional environment because the tools enhanced the visibility of their virtual team’s performance.

A few top managers indicated that, ever since the accelerated transition to remote working in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic, they had deliberately formulated remote working policies to drive performance. Some top managers added that it would be difficult to drive performance remotely without having the necessary virtual tools in place. Notwithstanding the importance of technology, several managers emphasised that directing performance remotely was less about the technology and more about forging strong connections with team members and providing ongoing support.

Discussion

The difficulty of monitoring performance in virtual contexts, as experienced by the middle managers in this study, suggests that the socioemotional and relational factors identified by Larson et al. (2020) require more attention at this intermediate management level than at the top management level where the nature of the work lends itself to more relational interactions (Breuer et al., 2020). This is consistent with the literature which indicates that middle managers feel that their strategy implementation efforts are constrained simultaneously by a lack of senior management support and a breach of the psychological contract with subordinates who do not perform in a consistent manner. This often results in emotional exhaustion on the part of middle managers (De Jong et al., 2020).

The different experiences of the middle management and top management teams reveal that the lack of relational investment at the middle management level of the organisation is a serious constraint in virtual work contexts. At the top management level, relational investment is evident in respectful engagement, openness and connectedness (Lee et al., 2020). These three factors have been found, empirically, to be antecedents to team trust among top management which is consistent with the team trust antecedents suggested by Breuer et al. (2020).

Furthermore, an unsatisfactory work–life balance (Scholarios & Marks, 2004) and unmet social needs (Zhang, 2016) could trigger perceptions of organisational injustice and inadequate commitment to employees, which could in turn lead to less trust in the management team (Farndale et al., 2011). It is therefore important to invest in relational activities to boost trust, not only within teams but also across teams in virtual contexts. Relational investments across virtual teams are difficult to achieve because of the interdependencies underpinning the completion of tasks in complex organisational settings (De Jong et al., 2016). Relational trust must be able to flourish in the virtual work context to engender a feeling of organisational justice including its underlying processes and systems (Farndale et al., 2011).

Empirical studies have shown that to ensure an appreciable return on investment in relational activities in virtual contexts, it is crucial to resolve any technology challenges relating to performance management. Addressing such technology challenges is an aid to effective team performance in virtual contexts as it enhances the quality of goal setting, PM and managerial support. There is a growing awareness that while performance management technologies can be used to track performance to monitor and control, it is better to use technologies to empower employees by supporting communication, coordination and work processes. This is consistent with the notion of integrity-based trust having greater valence than cognitive-based trust.

It is noteworthy that goal setting is an antecedent of PM (Ford et al., 2017). Moreover, managers’ quest to seek goal clarity by setting shorter (‘sprint-like’) goals is consistent with Breuer et al.’s (2020) view that trustworthiness is the antecedent of predictability and also, by association, ability. Managerial support, in turn, moderates the relationship between PM and organisational performance. Conducting more regular performance evaluations means that communication in virtual team contexts is paramount, which contributes to relational investment, as indicated in the literature. Relationships are enhanced if there is trust between supervisors and employees and trust among team members.

Based on our empirical study and the earlier discussion, we developed a conceptual framework that integrates the aggregated themes emanating from the collected data and prescribes the process of using PM to drive virtual team performance. Our proposed Virtual Team Performance Management Framework shown in Figure 1 has five key elements that are necessary to drive optimal performance within a virtual team.
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As depicted in the framework, driving team performance in a virtual context should start in quadrant 1 by clearly defining expectations, followed by setting shared goals and ensuring their alignment to the organisational strategy, operational tasks and individual development goals. This quadrant emphasises elements of ability in the trust concept (Ahteela & Vanhala, 2018; Ford et al., 2017).

In quadrant 2, managers employ agile PM practices to drive and develop their team to realise the stated expectations. This entails providing frequent feedback, coaching and motivating, as well as monitoring and evaluating the team’s performance. In this context, monitoring is done to facilitate learning; it is not used for punitive purposes. This quadrant emphasises the reliability dimension of trust (Ahteela & Vanhala, 2018; Breuer et al., 2020; Lee et al., 2020).

Quadrant 3 highlights the role of managerial support made possible by practices aimed at encouraging employee well-being, employee development, and inter-team and intra-team support (Ford et al., 2017). This quadrant emphasises the benevolence aspects of trust.

Quadrant 4 integrates technology and related processes to enhance the development of trust at multiple levels within a virtual team context. The quadrant focuses on using technology as a source of empowerment as opposed to monitoring and control. This is aimed at improving employees’ and teams’ perceptions of justice in the organisation (Farndale et al., 2011) to alleviate the negative consequences arising from a poor work–life balance (Scholarios & Marks, 2004).

Finally, the four quadrants are integrated into the core element of team trust in virtual teams, the operationalisation of which requires great care and attention. This is achieved through the exercising of organisational justice (Flavian et al., 2019) to enhance trust between the virtual team and their manager. In this way, our framework builds on a large body of literature that integrates organisational justice and trust. Such literature asserts that trust develops gradually over time and through repeated interactions. It follows, therefore, that perceptions of justice are antecedents of trust.

The Virtual Team Performance Management Framework is premised on the understanding that team trust is isomorphic to interpersonal trust (Alves et al., 2022). We therefore embrace the core antecedents of interpersonal trust. Moreover, we highlight practices within the virtual team context that operationalise the established antecedents of team trust in virtual teams. Importantly, too, we argue for the explicit acknowledgement of perceived justice as a crucial antecedent of team trust in virtual work contexts (Farndale et al., 2011; Flavian et al., 2019). This serves to ameliorate the negative effects of a work–life imbalance in a rapidly virtualising work environment.

Conclusion

Implications for research and practice, and further areas of study

This study has demonstrated how PM practices, enabled by team trust, clarified through HR practices relevant to virtual contexts and extended by the explicit acknowledgement of perceived justice as an antecedent of trust, can be used to drive greater performance in a virtual context. The Virtual Team Performance Management Framework integrates the five main themes that emerged from this study. These translate into five important contributions that the study makes to the literature.

Firstly, goal setting (at both an individual level and a team level) is identified as an antecedent of PM. Specifically, team trust facilitates agile goal setting (Cappelli & Tavis, 2018; Joshi et al., 2009). Attaching goals to smaller components of larger tasks allows for agility within the setting of goals (Flavian et al., 2019). Agility and responsiveness are heavily reliant on an individual’s belief that team members are competent and will complete assigned tasks (Joshi et al., 2009). As such, trust in team members and in the manager is critical for effective team performance in dispersed settings and for agile goal setting.

Secondly, this study revealed the importance of agile, developmental PM practices in a virtual context. The importance of feedback is regularly highlighted in the PM literature, with many scholars stressing that the provision of regular feedback through both informal and formal channels leads to more effective PM (Gregory et al., 2008; Kirkland & Manoogian, 2007). Feedback can be used to enhance elements such as employee engagement, motivation and job satisfaction.

This supported Eaidgah et al.’s (2016) study, which concluded that frequent feedback could drive performance and enhance interpersonal trust as well as team trust and cohesion in a virtual environment. This is consistent with literature that emphasises the accretive role of leaders who proactively forge socialised relationships in geographically dispersed teams (Flavian et al., 2019; Joshi et al., 2009).

Also emerging from this study was the need for managers to adopt an agile approach to performance assessment. The study showed that the virtual environment is more agile and team-focused than a traditional working environment, which explains why managers are able to adopt a more ad hoc approach to PA. Pulakos and O’Leary (2011) note that, by leveraging performance data and analytics, managers can deliver real-time feedback and correct employees’ actions in a timeous fashion. Moreover, the findings from the present study showed that even though the broader organisation may still be using traditional rating scales and formal, annual performance evaluations, individual managers heading up virtual teams typically leverage technology and provide more dynamic feedback to their team members, thus giving them a current view of their performance.

Thirdly, we contribute to the PM literature by spotlighting the respective support roles that top managers and middle managers must play in driving the performance of virtual teams. Some studies suggest that a shared leadership approach – which involves shifting some management responsibility (Hertel et al., 2005) to team members – may be the best way of improving virtual team performance (Hoch & Kozlowski, 2014). However, other studies suggest that a single leader is required to manage both individual team members and the team as a whole and to guide and develop team members so that they can achieve stated goals (Ford et al., 2017; Liao, 2017).

The present study strengthens the PM literature by proposing that the role of the manager is vital - not only to engage in PM practices that enhance team performance but also to create a supportive environment for the team. The findings from the study support Liao’s (2017) suggestion that managers need to be considerate towards their team and address team members’ personal needs. Moreover, the study showed that managers need to set boundaries for their team members in the interest of inducing a positive work-life balance. Although Eaidgah et al. (2016) and Hertel et al. (2005) mention how leadership can assist PM practices in a virtual context, these authors’ models do not provide any indication of the value of supportive management. A finding from the present study was that managerial support plays an important role in driving virtual team performance.

Fourthly, this study adds to the virtual team literature by offering new insights into how modern technology and processes can be used to drive performance in virtual teams. Apart from highlighting the benefits of collaboration and communication and stressing that technology needs to fit a team’s particular context (Ford et al., 2017), the latter can be enhanced to enhance perceptions of organisational justice (Flavian et al., 2019). Extant literature provides little differentiation between the various types of technology that are used in virtual settings and how such technologies can be used to empower or control. Clearly, this area is under-researched.

The present study addressed this gap by investigating how new types of technology are being used to aid online working and to facilitate PM when there is limited face-to-face contact. The findings from the study revealed four distinct functions in which managers adopt technical tools to drive performance and enable PM practices: performance tracking; collaboration; communication; and knowledge sharing and social interaction.

From a practitioner perspective, this study has implications for organisations’ quest to support their virtual teams with the correct tools, processes and policies aimed at driving performance. Hertel et al. (2005) suggest that adopted technologies should fit the tasks performed by virtual teams. A team cannot perform optimally if the technology is not ‘reliable, rich and fast’ (Ford et al., 2017, p. 28). There is thus a strong case for organisations formulating sound technology plans to optimise their employees’ performance.

Fifthly, much of the existing literature on virtual team microprocesses is centred on the challenges associated with working with a globally dispersed team with some attention given to microprocesses like interpersonal trust and PM in virtual teams. In contrast, the findings from the present study highlighted the significance of interpersonal and team trust in virtual teams, with some scholars considering trust to be the key to virtual teams’ success (Flavian et al., 2019; Ford et al., 2017). Therefore, the study builds on virtual team literature by introducing the concept of team trust, elucidated with context-specific processes and the addition of perceived justice as an antecedent of concern.

Our study is also informed by the De Jong et al. (2016) meta-analysis that sought to integrate the fragmented literature on intra-team trust and team performance, especially in a virtual team context. This meta-analysis is important because, as argued, ‘trust helps team members to suspend uncertainty about vulnerability towards their follow teammates as if this uncertainty and vulnerability were favourably resolved’ (p. 1136). In a virtual team context, as illustrated by Joshi et al. (2009), a lack of trust contributes to team members losing sight of their team goals and increasingly focusing on their personal interests instead, making it more difficult to develop shared contexts and norms.

Limitations of the study

The qualitative research method can be subjective and qualitative interviews risk being influenced by personal biases. The sample we chose for this study consisted of executives and managers only, and we made no attempt to learn about the experiences of virtual team members. Since PM is a two-way process between managers and employees (Pulakos et al., 2019), it may be beneficial to gather insights from team members who work virtually to uncover any blind spots that may have been missed in the study.

Since the interviewees managed virtual teams that straddled different regions, we anticipated that cultural and language differences might prompt some misunderstandings during the interviews. However, all participants were proficient in English and no language barriers were experienced. In addition, we expected – based on the literature review (Eaidgah et al., 2019) – that cultural barriers would complicate participants’ experiences of PM and the management of virtual teams. However, this issue was raised by only one participant in the study. Similar studies could be conducted in the future with a broader geographical reach to draw out the cultural dimension.

Acknowledgements

Competing interests

The authors declare that they have no financial or personal relationships that may have inappropriately influenced them in writing this article.

Authors’ contributions

L.M. conceptualised the study including doing the original research, deciding on the methodology, and undertaking investigation, analysis and drafting of the manuscript initially submitted in partial fulfilment of requirement to qualify for a Master’s degree at GIBS. H.P. supervised the entire research process undertaken by L.M. and worked with L.M. and M.M. to convert the manuscript to publication level. To that end, H.P. and M.M. contributed additional literature, conceptualisation, drafting, visualisation, editing and project administration of the final manuscript submitted for publication.

Ethical considerations

Ethical clearance to conduct this study was obtained from the Gordon Institute of Business Science Research Ethics Committee.

Funding information

This research received no specific grant from any funding agency in the public, commercial or not-for-profit sectors.

Data availability

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author, M.M., upon reasonable request.

Disclaimer

The views and opinions expressed in this article are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the official policy or position of any affiliated agency of the authors.

References

Aguinis, H. (2013). Performance management (3rd ed.). Pearson Prentice Hall.

Aguinis, H., & Burgi-Tian, J. (2021). Talent management challenges during COVID-19 and beyond: Performance management to the rescue. BRQ Business Research Quarterly, 24(3), 233–240. https://doi.org/10.1177/23409444211009528

Ahteela, R., & Vanhala, M. (2018). HRM bundles and organizational trust. Knowledge and Process Management, 25(1), 3–11. https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1561

Alves, M.P., Dimas, I.D., Lourenço, P.R., Rebelo, T., Peñarroja, V., & Gamero, N. (2022). Can virtuality be protective of team trust? Conflict and effectiveness in hybrid teams. Behaviour & Information Technology, 42(7), 851–868. https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2022.2046163

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in Psychology, 3(2), 77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa

Breuer, C., Huffmeier, J., & Hertel, G. (2016). Does trust matter more in virtual teams? A meta-analysis of trust and team effectiveness considering virtuality and documentation as moderators. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(8), 1151–1177. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000113

Breuer, C., Hüffmeier, J., Hibben, F., & Hertel, G. (2020). Trust in teams: A taxonomy of perceived trustworthiness factors and risk-taking behaviors in face-to-face and virtual teams. Human Relations, 73(1), 3–34. https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726718818721

Brown, T.C., O’Kane, P., Mazumdar, B., & McCracken, M. (2019). Performance management: A scoping review of the literature and an agenda for future research. Human Resource Development Review, 18(1), 47–82. https://doi.org/10.1177/1534484318798533

Bryman, A., & Bell, E. (2015). Business research methods. Oxford University Press.

Cappelli, P., & Tavis, A. (2016). The performance management revolution. Harvard Business Review, 94(10), 58–67.

Cappelli, P., & Tavis, A. (2018). HR goes agile. Harvard Business Review, 96(2), 46–52.

Cascio, W.F. (2014). Leveraging employer branding, performance management and human resource development to enhance employee retention. Human Resource Development International, 17(2), 121–128. https://doi.org/10.1080/13678868.2014.886443

Catano, V.M., Darr, W., & Campbell, C.A. (2007). Performance appraisal of behavior- based competency: A reliable and valid procedure. Personnel Psychology, 60(1), 201–230. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00070.x

Chan, Y.C.L. (2006). An analytic hierarchy framework for evaluating balanced scorecards of healthcare organizations. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences/Revue Canadienne Des Sciences de l’Administration, 23(2), 85–104. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1936-4490.2006.tb00683.x

Collis, J., & Hussey, R. (2014). Business research: A practical guide for undergraduate & postgraduate students. Palgrave Macmillan.

Creswell, J.W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five approaches. Sage.

David, E.M. (2013). Examining the role of narrative performance appraisal comments on performance. Human Performance, 26(5), 430–450. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2013.836197

De Jong, J., Clinton, M., Bal, M., & Van Der Heijden, B. (2020). Caught in the middle: How and when psychological contract breach by subordinates relates to weekly emotional exhaustion of supervisors. Frontiers in Psychology, 11, 3906. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.464774

De Jong, B.A., Dirks, K.T., & Gillespie, N. (2016). Trust and team performance: A meta-analysis of main effects, moderators, and covariates. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(8), 1134. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000110

DeNisi, A.S., & Smith, C.E. (2014). Performance appraisal, performance management, and firm-level performance: A review, a proposed model, and new directions for future research. The Academy of Management Annals, 8(1), 127–179. https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2014.873178

Eaidgah, Y., Abdekhodaee, A., Najmi, M., & Maki, A.A. (2018). Holistic performance management of virtual teams in third-party logistics environments. Team Performance Management, 24(3), 186–202.

Eaidgah, Y., Maki, A.A., Kurczewski, K., & Abdekhodaee, A. (2016). Visual management, performance management and continuous improvement: A lean manufacturing approach. International Journal of Lean Six Sigma, 7(2), 187–210. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJLSS-09-2014-0028

Edmondson, A.C., & Mcmanus, S.E. (2007). Methodological fit in management field research. The Academy of Management Review, 32(4), 1155–1179. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.26586086

Farndale, E., Hope-Hailey, V., & Kelliher, C. (2011). High commitment performance management: The roles of justice and trust. Personnel Review, 40(1), 5–23. https://doi.org/10.1108/00483481111095492

Flavian, C., Guinalíu, M., & Jordan, P. (2019). Antecedents and consequences of trust on a virtual team leader. European Journal of Management and Business Economics, 28(1), 2–24. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJMBE-11-2017-0043

Ford, R.C., Piccolo, R.F., & Ford, L.R. (2017). Strategies for building effective virtual teams: Trust is key. Business Horizons, 60(1), 25–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2016.08.009

Garro-Abarca, V., Palos-Sanchez, P., & Aguayo-Camacho, M. (2021). Virtual teams in times of pandemic: Factors that influence performance. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, 624637. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.624637

Gibson, C.B., & Gibbs, J.L. (2006). Unpacking the concept of virtuality: The effects of geographic dispersion, electronic dependence, dynamic structure, and national diversity on team innovation. Administrative Science Quarterly, 51(3), 451–495. https://doi.org/10.2189/asqu.51.3.451

Gregory, J.B., Levy, P.E., & Jeffers, M. (2008). Development of a model of the feedback process within executive coaching. Consulting Psychology Journal, 60(1), 42–56. https://doi.org/10.1037/1065-9293.60.1.42

Guzmán, J.G., Ramos, J.S., Seco, A.A., & Esteban, A.S. (2011). Success factors for the management of global virtual teams for software development. International Journal of Human Capital and Information Technology Professionals (IJHCITP), 2(2), 48–59.

Henry, M.S., Le Roux, D.B., & Parry, D.A. (2021). Working in a post Covid-19 world: Towards a conceptual framework for distributed work. South African Journal of Business Management, 52(1), 2155. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajbm.v52i1.2155

Hertel, G., Geister, S., & Konradt, U. (2005). Managing virtual teams: A review of current empirical research. Human Resource Management Review, 15(1), 69–95. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2005.01.002

Hoch, J.E., & Kozlowski, S.W. (2014). Leading virtual teams: Hierarchical leadership, structural supports, and shared team leadership. Journal of Applied Psychology, 99(3), 390–403. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030264

Holtbrügge, D., Schillo, K., Rogers, H., & Friedmann, C. (2011). Managing and training for virtual teams in India. Team Performance Management: An International Journal, 17(3/4), 206–223.

Hyde, B. (2020). Constructivist and constructionist epistemologies in a globalised world: Clarifying the constructs. In J. Zajda (Ed.), Globalisation, ideology and education reforms. Globalisation, Comparative Education and Policy Research (Vol. 20). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-024-1743-2_8

Jarvenpaa, S.L., & Leidner, D.E. (1999). Communication and trust in global virtual teams. Organization Science, 10(6), 791–815. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.10.6.791

Jimenez, A., Boehe, D., Taras, V., & Caprar, D. (2017). Working across boundaries: Current and future perspectives on global virtual teams. Journal of International Management, 23(4), 341–349. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2017.05.001

Joshi, A., Lazarova, M.B., & Liao, H. (2009). Getting everyone on board: The role of inspirational leadership in geographically dispersed teams. Organization Science, 20(1), 240–252. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1080.0383

Kirkland, K., & Manoogian, S. (2007). Ongoing feedback, how to get it, how to use it. Centre for Creative Leadership.

Larson, N.L., McLarnon, M.J., & O’Neill, T.A. (2020). Challenging the “static” quo: Trajectories of engagement in team processes toward a deadline. Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(10), 1145. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000479

Latham, G. P., & Locke, E. A. (2006). Enhancing the benefits and overcoming the pitfalls of goal setting. Organizational Dynamics, 35(4), 332–340. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2006.08.008

Lee, M.Y., Mazmanian, M., & Perlow, L. (2020). Fostering positive relational dynamics: The power of spaces and interaction scripts. Academy of Management Journal, 63(1), 96–123. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0685

Liao, C. (2017). Leadership in virtual teams: A multilevel perspective. Human Resource Management Review, 27(4), 648–659. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2016.12.010

Maguire, M., & Delahunt, B. (2017). Doing a thematic analysis: A practical, step-by-step guide for learning and teaching scholars. All Ireland Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 3(3), 3351–3514.

Mayer, R.C., & Davis, J.H. (1999). The effect of the performance appraisal system on trust for management: A field quasi-experiment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 84(1), 123. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.1.123

McAllister, D.J. (1995). Affect-and cognition-based trust as foundations for interpersonal cooperation in organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 38(1), 24–59. https://doi.org/10.2307/256727

Mills, J., Bonner, A., & Francis, K. (2006). The development of constructivist grounded theory. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 5(1), 25–35. https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690600500103

Mora-Jimenez, L.D., Ramírez-Benavides, K., Quesada, L., Lopez, G., & Guerrero, L.A. (2022). User experience in communication and collaboration platforms: A comparative study including discord, Microsoft Teams, and Zoom. In J. Kacprzyk (Ed.), Information technology and systems: Proceedings of ICITS 2022 (pp. 52–61). Springer International Publishing.

Morrison-Smith, S., & Ruiz, J. (2020). Challenges and barriers in virtual teams: A literature review. SN Applied Sciences, 2(6), 1–33. https://doi.org/10.1007/s42452-020-2801-5

Mthombeni, M., & Chizema, A. (2022). Recasting trust and distrust in the boardroom. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 22(5), 1004–1025. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-06-2021-0235

Nankervis, A.R., & Compton, R.-L. (2006). Performance management: Theory in practice? Asia Pacific Journal of Human Resources, 44(1), 83–101. https://doi.org/10.1177/1038411106061509

Newman, S.A., & Ford, R.C. (2021). Five steps to leading your team in the virtual COVID-19 workplace. Organizational Dynamics, 50(1), 100802. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2020.100802

Pulakos, E.D., Mueller-Hanson, R., & Arad, S. (2019). The evolution of performance management: Searching for value. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 6, 249–271. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012218-015009

Pulakos, E., & O’Leary, R. (2011). Why is performance management broken? Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 4(2), 146–164. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-9434.2011.01315.x

Rodgers, R., & Hunter, J.E. (1991). Impact of management by objectives on organizational productivity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(2), 322–336. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.76.2.322

Ruppel, C.P., Gong, B., & Tworoger, L.C. (2013). Using communication choices as a boundary-management strategy: How choices of communication media affect the work–life balance of teleworkers in a global virtual team. Journal of Business and Technical Communication, 27(4), 436–471. https://doi.org/10.1177/1050651913490941

Saunders, M.N. & Lewis, P. (2014). Doing research in business and management: An essential guide to planning your project. Pearson Higher Ed.

Scholarios, D., & Marks, A. (2004). Work–life balance and the software worker. Human Resource Management Journal, 14(2), 54–74. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-8583.2004.tb00119.x

Strauss, A., & Corbin, J. (1998). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for developing grounded theory (2nd ed.). Sage.

Tan, C.K., Teoh, A.P., & Cheah, J.H. (2019). Factors influencing virtual team performance in Malaysia. Kybernetes, 48(9), 2065–2092. https://doi.org/10.1108/K-01-2018-0031

Vaismoradi, M., Bondas, T., & Turunen, H. (2013). Content analysis and thematic analysis: Implications for conducting a qualitative descriptive study. Journal of Nursing & Health Sciences, 15(3), 398–405. https://doi.org/10.1111/nhs.12048

Wang, B., Liu, Y., Qian, J., & Parker, S. K. (2020). Achieving effective remote working during the COVID-19 pandemic: A work design perspective. Applied Psychology, 70(1), 16–59. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12290

Zaharie, M. (2021). Challenges, trust and performance in virtual teams: Examining the role of openness to experience and preference for virtual teams. Team Performance Management: An International Journal, 27(4), 210–228. https://doi.org/10.1108/TPM-07-2020-0066

Zakaria, N., Yusof, M., & Affendi, S. (2020). Crossing cultural boundaries using the internet: Toward building a model of swift trust formation in global virtual teams. Journal of International Management, 26(1), 1075–4253. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intman.2018.10.004

Zhang, J. (2016), The dark side of virtual office and job satisfaction. International Journal of Business and Management, 11(2), 40. https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v11n2p40

Zikmund, W.G., Babin, B.J., Carr, J.C., & Griffin, M. (2013). Business research methods. Cengage Learning.

OPS/symbol.jpg
 — .\

\ U





OPS/SAJBM-54-3823-T1.jpg
TABLE 1: Interview questions.

No.

Interview question

1

12

Can you tell me about some of the challenges that you face when driving
performance in your virtual team?

What processes do you use to communicate with your team about their role in
avirtual setting?

How do you set expectations with your team around the goals you need them
to achieve in a virtual setting?

Follow-up question: To what extent do you involve your team in setting these
expectations?

How do you observe the performance of your team members when you have
limited opportunity for face-to-face interaction?

How do you motivate your team virtually to achieve their goals in a virtual
setting?

How do you provide feedback to your team to drive their performance in a
virtual setting?

Follow-up questions: How frequently do you provide this feedback and is it
reinforcing or negative?

Do you use any informal feedback on a daily basis to drive performance?

How do you coach your team to drive their performance in a virtual setting?
Follow-up question: How frequently do you provide coaching to your team?

How do you assess your team’s performance to drive performance in a virtual
setting?
Follow-up question: How frequently do you conduct assessments?

What kind of assessment tools, if any, do you use to assess your teams
performance in a virtual setting (e.g. BSC, competency-based evaluations, etc.)?

How do you use technology to drive performance in your team?

How do you select and adapt the relevant technologies to drive performance
within your team?

Follow-up question: Do you ever adopt any other tech other than the
company’s prescribed technologies? Can you tell me more?

Is there anything more you would like to mention or add, based on your
experiences with driving performance in your virtual team?

No, Number.
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TABLE 2: Challenges experienced by top and middle managers.

Rank Literature-derived construct Frequency
1 Difficult to monitor and control performance 43
2 Work-life imbalance 43
3 Unmet social needs 19
4 Technology challenges 12
5 Communication difficulties 9
6 Cultural barriers 3
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TABLE 3: Activities to drive performance in virtual teams.

Rank rature-derived construct Frequency
Goal setting

1 Clarity of goals 38
2 Agile goals 26
3 Group goals 23
4 Team commitment 22
Performance management

1 Frequent evaluation 106
2 Frequent feedback 85
3 Frequent coaching 33
4 Motivation 28
Managerial support

1 Consideration for well-being of the team 36
2 Direct and develop team members 19
3 Establish trust in the team 18
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TABLE 4: How technology is used to drive performance in virtual teams.

Rank Literature-derived construct Frequency
1 Virtual tools to support work processes 47
2 Support communication and coordination of team activities 46

3 Track and communicate performance 38
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2. Employ agile performance management 3. Provide managerial support

Reliability Benevolence

« Frequent individual and team feedback
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FIGURE 1: The virtual team performance management framework.





