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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Question and Overview
As a result of globali \!ﬂ /a onrof technology, and inter-organizational
geyh o 16 millions (0.4% of world

opulatlon) in 2009 ("Internet

alliances, the Internet u

communicatio | teams have become

more important rposes such as diverse

Many important org nizat - annot be accomplished within the formal
organization’s boundaries.- e allow the organizations to bring expertise
g pro E@;/@/@}Gh g g exp

that scattereG\Eproughout the organizatio

at preC|se tirie ..;_-...'...._._.._-..,;.;.'..;

Virtual teams are
enable organiz%ljns to respond to Increasec

v to;'a%t'g environment. They
competition efﬂeﬁtively and also provide
opportunity to indivi RS to work from ho even on the road. There are many

CELiELd NE TS IS

prod design. A group meeting of manufacturing workers is set up to identify and

gL et episglariiiot yd

may join personnel with the external specialists on short-term projects or develop a
third party to handle longer-term projects.
The leadership in virtual team is the interesting subject to be studied because

virtual teams are becoming an important part of adaptive capability in modern



2
organizations and one of the factors that make them more or less effective is team
leadership (Bowers & Seashore, 1966; Kayworth & Leidner, 2001). The research on
the leadership in virtual team has not been much studied (Avolio, Kahai, & Dodge,
2000; Bell & Kozlowski, 2002; Hooijberg, Hunt, & Dodge, 1997; Zigurs, 2003), even
though the leadership remains o

e most studied topics in organization and
management research and t ]"Zf’ logy mediated in virtual teams are also
widespread (Kahai, Fjermestad, Zhang, 07 2007).

e stud! ind G&ES that affect a person to be

]
™

/as to

diated Communication (CMC) Virtual Teams

“What factor
Mediated Com

This study adership is a significant
factor of work orth & Leidner, 2001)
and (b) the globalizati make the virtual teams

AUINENINYINg
ARIANTANNIINYAY
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CHAPTER Il
LITERATURE REVIEW

nip fs n focused on studying people who were
great leaders (the “great M / sgribe that leaders are exceptional
people, having inbornﬁ"ﬁk , and : 1se to leadership when needed.

Subsequently, the mméadersﬂ'p was-based-an.the psychological. Similar in

u eaders are born, and not

Leadership

Early research on leaders

some ways to “
made. Good lead hat make them suited to
Behavi rn capabilities, but

concentrate on alities. The managerial

applied. The most S are leadership style, based on
the task behavior an ' ' 1 b ; .g 0 vel of maturity levels of the
followers. It also suggestiq it eadership styles are required at the
different Ieyejl\s of___r_panagéﬁi'é—ﬁ-’i g ation. (Hersey & Blanchard, 1988).
Similar to sjtugtional"leadership, cc ncy theory suggested that there is no single

way that is &v__:’s___-_rr_ight. meadership styles are
defined by thfj envir er-meﬂJer relation; (b) Task

structure; (c) Leader position power.

On the other functional. leade d ffers a_different view of
Ieaﬂwi ional leadershi odel [is rt ;ﬁ rt %vironment
ip occurs rather than who has been assigned a

becam it focuses on how leaders

leader role. This model concentraés on the communigation behaviors of any téam

RIRSDARARITNHINY

According to functional leadership model, leadership functions were distributed. All
team members can take part in leading the team. More than one team members may

perform the same leadership behaviors at different times. These make the functional
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group dynamics that is moderate t

4
leadership model some advantages. In many situations, team members are still
making decisions while the appointed leader is not performed as the real leader. The
functional leadership model focuses on how the decisions are being made when there
is no single person acted as a leader (Hackman & Walton, 1986; Kozlowski, Gully,
McHugh, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1996).

'pryr effectively, task-related behaviors
: , }//{r s, procedural and substantive.
r\/olvg in %dshamng of team processes
(scheduling, divW '_ hile substantive behaviors are

those that actually m f complished the group’s work
alton, 1986; Heckman

-

In order to follow

should be distinguishe

(idea generati
& Misiolek, 20

Virtual Teams

Study on y In organizations has

Jﬂf " . 1 1

the performance of ind

et 1990). Regently, this stream of research has
P v iy : r

d with udifierent type of work arrangements (Townsend,

deMarie, & Hendric on,{@é@@ ons will use virtual, or technology-

investigated fac

collaborating virtually

for over twenty year

increasingly experime

mediated, teams to leverage 'o‘ ge a
W et Ny o _ —
regardless ot{Se physical locations of team memb hus, organizations are able to

expertise existing in the organization

tino-ahilitvi-anad-breoviicde-craoator-Hovihilifv 1N

increase co tive ability and provide greater flexibility ir corpleting organization

tasks (Bell & ‘ozlowski, 2002). A
Early rasearch on virtua ocused on co Mring virtual to face-to-

face teams on the apecific outcomes such as decision and quality (Galegher & Kraut,

1994)t lex u i , ’ er, 1993),
ideﬁ:ﬁgjen i ,’MCErﬂol w’@ﬁiﬂzﬁmup size
(VaIeﬂ]:h, Dennis, & Connolly, 1994) and information flow and access (Bensabat &
Lim, 1993; Sproull & Kiesler, 1§1g‘owever, thefémpirical research coMing

%m ’ahﬁﬁf}faeﬂ
complexity and technology.

Recently, research on virtual team has been focused on study team interaction
such as knowledge-sharing (Majchrzak, Rice, King, Malhotra, & Ba, 2000) and trust-
building (Jarvenpaa, Knoll, & Leidner, 1998; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999). Leadership
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related aspects. efore, task-relate aviors are associate

5
in virtual teams seems to be a major part of team success but there is very little
knowledge about it. For example, the effective team leadership in virtual contexts
depends on the development of trust, which impacts the ability of team to perform
effectively (Jarvenpaa et al., 1998). Zigurs (2003) suggested that in virtual contexts,

leadership roles that leaders were ex e"[?j}o do are not likely to be filled by a single

individual, so we are likel IX\ e/t' among team members in virtual

context. SO , ///g

Leaderships in Vim 9 —
Few empM 5 Ieadersl virtual teams (Avolio et

al., 2000; Bell ; Kayworth & Leidner,
2001; Yoo & Ala 003), while others have
noted that lea eam process and task
outcome (Jarven Ve

Various teamilieaders mbatﬁ less team (as perceived by
team members), le e with a single appointed

among different team 7/ _

The research /on b@{e ’ pin virtual teams has shown that
effective team leaders E,;g e
adapting to t sit{yatio‘rifaﬁd"s'ﬁéﬁi_rfg}ﬁéﬁg Stfiste behaviors ?—necessary (Jarvenpaa
et al., 19984 Jary :.(a.::..;..am;._;:;::;";mvzar::::;-::::; Yoo & Alavi,
2004). This ts.¢onsistent with & |

Moreovg in Ké?w and Leid 001) and Yoo@d Alavi (2004) studies,
leaders tended to‘involve both social and task-related aspects, which support
behawvioral, t : , integh i Leidner’s
stuﬁ ruvyo rwigj:)m/ tmegmoﬁhave been

distriﬂed if no leaders assigned. On the other hand, in Yoo and Alavi’s study, only

ocial and task-related behaviors,

of rship.

task-related behaviors were signﬁcantl associated®with being identified®aé an
factors Cc

a person to be perceived as a leader, while social behaviors were not absent from the

communication.
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Several studies have studied about emerging leader in face-to-face contexts

that may relevant to virtual contexts. These researchers were interested in differences
in the behaviors of team leaders and other team members that one individual
performed the leadership behaviors that the team required. The research suggested

that team members that performed, procedural behaviors were more likely to be
judged as leaders. Team 1; rformed procedural behaviors were
f

considered to be te$ g;& Slater, 1955). Moreover,
team members that p cedu$| be e more likely to be perceived
e ——— -

and judged as leaders b mbers (Bak » Ketrow, 1991).

team members wa -face team (Straus, 1996;
Warkentin, Say s and colleagues’ meta-
analysis (2002), it r 1t thére was a deCreaseli members’ satisfaction in

CMC team when team ; ; was limited, and groups
: el of embers in CMC team seems to be
more satisfied when they perfermed brains NG or idea generation tasks because
computer-m atgd(aﬂﬁWs‘alT'?;‘faﬁ

Theé’ét‘ aa;a-cxaim::ra:::::;:::;::;:;::;i::;; atisfaction with the
outcome hatk fﬁiygirel ionsh (Sestk, Kahai, & Avolio,

1999). Besides, several studies suggested that whe eraleaﬁ was elected, emerged,

e time (Gallupe et al., 1992).

or appointed, team &erformance had positive relationship with the level of acceptance

upopsteam, lead , X I
ﬁHugZ wtrglrﬁv ow%rlﬂoﬂaﬁeaders has
highéi performance. |
Hypothesis 3: Team with ‘gher level of ac nce upon team leaders” has

ARARR AT AR A Y

performance.

Hypothesis 5: Team with different level of acceptance upon team leaders has
different perception about team leaders.
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CHAPTER Il
METHODOLOGY

To investigate the problem proposed in this research, the factors affecting a

person to be perceived as a lea [ |Wputer Mediated Communication (CMC)

Virtual Teams, the qualitati

In this sectio the participants, task and

questionnaire manle%to cgduct g;ual Team experiment, and

the analysis and W

The 2603 i I is the class offered by
Master of Science i sthitole iness Program in the first
) ' _ dents. The participants
were randomly assi : I ore ere s with 4 members which

N . et 4
were used as th his re: h'e eams Vi embers were excluded.

Task »

J.'I*J.ﬂ ;
In this researchy’eaciy.teant was ass 0 the assignment (see Appendix

"J"l

A) for the length of a one period-ctass (3 ho
TR

2

used as a tool for dOI he-cla m,-\:;,ui ‘All activities during these 3 hours were

recorded i @ ; ssenger as a tool for
= ey

online coII&o ‘ Jr Microsoft Office

'T

5). The computers with networked were

—

PowerPoint wer llow

Accord to the interest in this research, examini the factors affecting a

person_to be perglﬁ as a Ieader it WaUecessa to ensure that there was
u n te ﬁnﬂ Rln;:rmed that
as score given on thi gnment accordin uall f 'work and team

contribution. This score was also taKen part in gradln the Information TecWogy

mmﬂ TV R

Because profile and satisfaction of the participants and opinion about the team
leader are valuable information in this research, it is important to ensure that this

information was collected effectively.
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In the profile part of the questionnaire, Question 1 to 8, the significant
information that was collected is the proficiency in information technology and typing
skill because they probably affected the leadership in CMC environment. Not only the
skills, but also educational and working backgrounds were collected as well. In the
satisfaction part of the questionnai

.1 Question 9 to 10, the process and outcome
satisfaction were measure 4 ber’s (1980) satisfaction scale. In
addition, the opinions ected as well (Question 13 to

15). —— d e

team member entified, & also included to the
questionnaire usk (Qui stio eod, Baron, Marti, &
Yoon, 1997). The partici 'p* (ed-signif ility to identify the other

team members . i . 0.001) and low'b

: A
the others (Sig. (2- O01)ow
i J‘{_ﬂ"—if de L\ 9 .
Since t t iﬁ?ﬁ‘l} , € .-\ nder the Thai culture
environment, some {opi '_sxﬁ aire were franslated into Thai. To verify the
. . L el v \
translation quality, the Bac strastatt 7 970) was taken place to evaluate the

. ) ;
equivalence between source .::i'.:..-:nr:. fion
of questionnaire are showin / dix B
PreparatioQ.\

For the' p al“Feam experiment was

conducted in I‘rﬁ compute ely 60 _'Eﬂ[nputers at Faculty of
Commerce and A%gountancy, Chulalongkorn University. All computers were set up

wit rkgt 0 tto.t r sawel i d on each
Hkie d TV WO
-u\/licrosoft Windows XP Professional Service Pack 2
=  Microsoft Office 2003

QRARRRAR AN INEIA Y

To ensure that the messages from the conversations among team members

ston of the questionnaire. Full details

were entirely collected, Windows Live™ Messenger “Automatically keep a history of
conversations” option were enabled.
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The task instruction and the assignment were prepared and randomly
distributed to each computer. An e-mail account used for signing in to Windows
Live™ Messenger network were signed up and assigned individually. The e-mails of
other team members were added to the contact list. The e-mails were also included in

2

the task instruction.

Due to this research

d not be acquainted. Therefore, the

simulated work enviro aII of the participants did not

d as uAH “B" “C" or “D"

Table 1: Detailed i Proc
J‘I-I.f‘
J‘ T

T .
*Procedires : Time

Introduction and prar iol -’)"3 *&J b | 10 minutes
Explain tas@ 5 minutes
Perform tale, . 150 minutes
Fill in questionf, M 15 minutes

Total 1 25 Q/ 180 minutes

Quaqtlve Research on Leadership

Y et et T

how leaders manipulate symbols and meaning to achieve organizational goals (Dubln

1979; Pfeffer, 1981), uncovering leadership aspects that were neglected by
quantitative researchers (Sagie, Zaidman, Amichai-Hamburger, Te'eni, & Schwartz,

2002), understanding the contextual relevance for leader behavior (Spaulding, 1997),
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and enhancing understanding of the importance of language for leadership (Pondy,
1978).

Qualitative research allows researchers to be able to quickly explore new areas
of leadership, such as e-leadership (Brown & Gioia, 2002), ethical leadership
(Trevifio, Brown, & Hartman, 2003)y leadership in TQM (Waldman et al., 1998), and
environmental leadership (D ' ]% , 1994; Flannery & May, 1994).

Ieadership include enabling

5ses aQﬂ con rs effectively and understand

some unexpected ide h re earch___ s (Alvesson, 1996; Bryman,
Bresnen, Beardswort . :1Cony .. Therefore, the qualitative

research is sui

the conversations a ,' [ -' ‘_ rkshop. For log files, all
_ _ the profiles. They were

7 { F Windows Live™ Messenger. For
questionnaire, raw data from. thi s questi onr filled in by each participant were
transformed.into exeel fonﬁé’t%ﬁ%{“iij '

indicated bh - SCOfe-0N-the-o m-u-nuLﬁjiliﬁi;f'\;‘ji-’ii’iuﬁ 0 7‘7‘1 satisfaction level

dditign, team performance,

were used irdéta anaIySIS s
The fadt s considered were onl,btask-related behaviors.

According to Yo and Alavi’s study (2004), only task-related behaviors were

IS WO

com ed within 150 minutes. Therefore, team members were likely to focus on thelr
task rather than making social relatﬁnshlp (Gersick, 1988).

IR e

analysis processes. The coding schemes were grouped into two categories, procedural
behaviors and substantive behaviors.
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The processes of analysis began with identifying factors from Question 15 in

the questionnaire which the participants were asked about the reasons why they
perceived the team leaders. These responses were subjected to content analysis which
the ideas from each participant were identified and categorized by two independent

coders. The results from the coder

reycompared. The same results were recorded

results were further discussed to find a

ﬂ . After that, the log files were
s&the messages with the same
a

AuINENINYINg
ARIANTAUUMIINGIAY



CHAPTER IV
RESULT

Identifying Perceived Factors

In order to answer the r , “What factors affect a team member
to be perceived as a lea _ edyCommunication Virtual Team?”,
the factors affecting a e per Ieader in Computer-Mediated
Communication mech!eferred-te-as—nﬁcelved Factors™) would be
identified. The N they responded to the
question why M ‘ 5 ' nses were subjected to
content analysis whi identified and categorized
by two inde ; 1 Jtha » from the keywords

classified by the i am. leader i ijonnaire are subjected to

nﬁé.-\é-g.uf .

ID Categories/Factor ‘r— Description

Procedura w L‘)

1 Scheduhn jwsmn to a schedule

sk_.

2 | Dividing Iagor Speaker suggests a diwsmr‘Lolf labor for performing
&g o task. o/

Subsqltive Behavior

itiate or start proje peaker informs the ‘others team members _to*star
L] ole L] Ll i L] . .
AWhabtz LIk alsk ik la¥2

] [] -
Idea generation peaker sugges s a new idea for the content.

6 | Decision making Speaker makes a decision in any circumstances.
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ID Categories/Factor Description

7 | Integrate project Statement indicating that one individual is performing
the task of editing or integrating the document.

8 | Wrap up or finalize
project

Statement indicating that one individual is finishing

9 | Smart or clever that one individual is more

- = ‘ ;‘
Table 3: Examp‘leo/wued' f Perceived Factors IdeﬁﬂWestionnaire

W‘m\ Perceived Factor

Put PowerPoint frem th m&‘\\.\\\ 7,8
Assign job to the team and pe mm 2,7,8
Understand the tas 9

technology
Lead the other team memik 'Jtp:"_‘ 354 B0\ 5,6,10

other team membpers § ¥ :
Planning and allocate job — T 2,3

Table 4: Perceived Facto o'er- ra :{ Stionnaire
drl

Scheduling ﬁ

10 | 11 | 12 | Total

Dividing Labor

q Integrate Project 1 3|1 2111 9

Wrap-up or Finalize Project 1 2 11 1 5

Smart or Clever 1 1 1 (1 4
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Table 4 shows the number of team members in each team that perceived

leader in each factor, which derived from the content analysis of the questionnaire.

The result has shown that the top three frequent factors are “ldea Generation”,

“Creating Process”, and “Dividing Labor”. There are eleven teams that have at least
one member perceived leader by idea generation and ten teams for creating process.

As a result of conte , - I’?&o files, the top three frequent factors

”, and “Creating Process”. ldea

it actorjf te  all twelve teams and six of
them have dividing la ' t factors. While the other two

have dividing labor a 0t fdea-generation as the second most
frequent facto nsistent with the result
from questionnai

Therefore, { : erceived as a leader in

2
=

Factor e J12| 73 |1]10]11]09
Scheduli B L
= chedul; P
> o~ "‘
8 | Dividi oY
£ Creating’r?gifi%ss =T 111
i
IdeaGenera&e’n 1 1 1 : 1
Integrate Projec‘ % 1 QS 1 1
3
= Ci ‘ 1
S
8 . .
5 ﬂnate or Start Project 1 1] 1
rap-up or Finalize Project 1
Clever 1
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“Hypothesis 1: Team members perceive leaders from procedural behaviors

more than substantive behaviors.”

To analyze the first hypothesis, a heat map of Perceived Factors obtained from

questionnaire was used in data analysis in order to visualize the numeric data and

ib ). /A heat map is a two-dimensional map
which data values are re \ &use of colors to communicate
i

and visualize the n m_ d make understand. The rows and

columns can be mnged—h'r'ordelj_.’to g@s and similar columns
together. / : N S
sultfrem hes §

make them easy to understand

The re

@dex” (LI), derived

% } 5 S ;-:j.__’:_'-__ B
from the pe&j?gg uu team i gj)OS). The leadership
index was calczjtea” e nrﬂwber that he or she was

identified as a teader by team members divided by the total Mnber of team members.

The range of Ieacﬂ’rh index is zero to on@./The leadership index for each team

team in.t le™For example’ f Table 6,team' 1 ha e team'member identified

that there was only one leader in“the team and thawere three team nWers

Rkl kst AP AN AR 4

there were three from four team members identified C as a leader.
The results have shown that teams vary in the number of perceived leaders.
Five teams had two members identified as leaders. Five teams had three members
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identified as leaders. Two teams had four members identified as leaders. There are 34
participants who were selected at least once as being leaders, including 3 self

nominations.

Table 6: Strong Perceived Leadership Teams

Leadership Index
Team S
! .75 50
3
° 1.00
! 1.00
° 1ok 4N 25"
12 i ) 50
* Self nomination Nei
Table 7: Weak Perceivec LeaMﬁ.’(p:' v’
: v-.,_,‘.,;\ S
Number of teade; = Leadership Index
Team S
2 .50
4 J 0 0 o 2 || 50 | .25

.50 15

ol o 1 25 | .
H21PH RN 1N e (L HENFIRE

1090 1.00
@7

2 ) 2 ™ 1| Y 4) 0
Ifn i ‘

It 1s clear that perceptions of leadership vary among team members in mos

teams and each individual had the different perception of who the leaders were. There
were only two teams (team 6 and 9) that had a consensus among the team members
about the number of leaders in the team and who the leaders were.
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According to analysis of the questionnaire responses, the results allow me to

distinguish 12 teams into two perceived leadership patterns: “Strong Perceived
Leadership” and “Weak Perceived Leadership” (Heckman & Misiolek, 2005).

= Strong Perceived Leadership: characterized by a high degree of consensus

among team member. No.m Jt an one member disagreed about number of

leader and LI were | f 6 teams match this pattern (1, 3, 6,
7,9, and 12). EE\ //e
: 5@ a low degree of consensus

= Weak Perceived e ship‘j.char
e - ‘ ,
among team m eams§ match this. ,4,5,8,10,and 11).

Comparison of St

leadership tea ¢ pared in three'as : tee ormance (score of the

........................................

# Strong Perceived
Leadership

® Weak Perceived
Leadership

Average = 4.0

m Satisfaction

CLURV-CyomEilath i b ii:h

strong perceived leadership teams and four weak perceived leadership teams
which scores are more than the average score (see Figure 1). This shows no
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significant different in team performance between strong and weak perceived

leadership team.

“Hypothesis 2: Team with higher level of acceptance upon team leaders has
higher performance.”

erfor a e between strong and weak perceived
performance between strong and
weak percelv eam. Th ‘-____gscond hypothesis is rejected.

(b) Team SW te m performance and team
satisfacti eqoLi _ ad rshig I8 own that there are three

According to comparis

leadership team, t

ea tisfaction between strong and

ore, the third hypothesis is rejected.

0 0.5 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5
Job Satisfaction



Wrap-up or Finalize Project

19

“Hypothesis 4: Team with higher satisfaction with the outcome has higher

performance.”

From Figure 2, the scatter plot between team performance and team

satisfaction with outcome has shown that there is a moderately positive linear
[ tisfaction which mean that if there is an
ncrease in team performance. This

m with higher satisfaction with

relationship between scor

increase in job sati

shows support

h"‘_.,
the outcommr pecferma

with moW latipnship, tea A higher satisfaction with the

it is important to note that

outcome m

—&— Strong Perceived
Leadership

—e— Weak Perceived
Leadership

1}
NV A— -]]'I]
Decision Making Idea Generation

Al bH 9 HNTHHANT-

(c) Perceived Factors: Flgurﬂ shows a radar ghart comparing the pefcgiv

TRIFIOIRUNTL iR

Project, and Integrate Project more than weak leadership team. The fifth

hypothesis is accepted.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATION

Discussion

The first finding of this |

perceived as a leader in |

a the factors affecting a person to be
unlcatlon (CMC) Virtual Team.

The factors found outm arch W eneratlon” “Creating Process”,
and “Dividing Labuhale-l-tals |n1d5rtant4o-newﬂaabe{rong perceived leadership

teams tended to _»
project more than '

with Yoo and Alavi#s™ (2004)'s

late project, and integrate
e partially corresponded

merging leaders perform
_ in this study was one,
150 minutes sessi ral b ividing labor or creating

members who took th orrg’;{ o8hi re more likely to be judged as

leaders (Baker, 1990; Bales &-=Slate ' 55; Ketrow, 1991). Because of the task
oINS -'. 2y - .
assigned thl\s study, the‘ Onssearching information from the

Internet to what to do to finish task first. When the topié tvas/set, the participants
then talked &_961 how to do it. QeJe taken form of idea
generation. Th||s ay cal ed the i;qplc that the other team

members agreed to work on were perceived and selected as a Ieader This makes idea

|o ano C | t e ot tor
po Eil tudie o th short-term
|dea qweratlon task. There may be a possibility that task type and time frame may

affect the behaviors of team mefftbers and the pereeption about leaders @s vell

RIRMTIUHRATRUTRD

The second finding of this research was that team members may perceive
more than one leaders. There was little consensus about number of leaders in the team

and who the leaders were. This is consistent with the previous research (Heckman &
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Misiolek, 2005; Wickham & Walther, 2007). Moreover, each individual had the
different perception about leaders. Most teams had perceived at least two different
leaders. This might be the result from the different role that leaders were expected to
do (Bales & Slater, 1955). If each role was done by a different team member, then

different members might be perceiv

However, in this res

consensus leader. In am\‘ me. )ﬂﬁ ived leader from substantive
behavior, especially ion. élthoug%ﬁer (A) presented substantive
, . .‘ e

s the team members who

teams (Team 6 and 9) that had a

behaviors as much as

lends support m members perceived

leader from bo ough, the leader (D)

previous research. Several studies

suggested that team peﬁorﬁam:ge;" & relationship with the level of
acceptance u\}w team leaders (Goldman & Fr 'tt_é_@)‘)S). While the other

suggested tIEI K g it in team performance
2005). In this research, there | formance between strong
and weak percﬁed leadership team. This might be the resﬂfrom the task assigned
in this study. Sln(‘tmask assigned in this Wy was simple and straight-forward,

anmmmmmﬂ (6 i o

score the assignment was 5 angothe score on this aSS|gnment was given |t no

o WA NI ANTING TN

In addition, there was no different in team satisfaction level between strong

and weak perceived leadership. This might be the result from the inattention of the
participants while filling in the questionnaire. This can be seen from some
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questionnaires that the score of all questions about satisfaction were 3 (from 5-point
scale). Moreover, since the low score (1 and 2) on satisfaction was absent, there was a
few different in satisfaction level of each team.

The last finding of this research was the confirmation of the positive
relationship between team satisfacti ith the outcome and team performance (Sosik
et al., 1999). The result h ' Iva

moderately positive relak :
Implication for F@h

J
This res onfi me signif

affecting a person to be
perceived as a mation to support the
importance of stu 7 Future researchers may
further exami iales, stich ifferent types of task

whether they have any

ous environment. The
participants worked toge erffhr - ” > enti roject. The results may be
different by running si ticip 'If}_ o0 have developed face-to-face
relationships. :

In addition, this research focused Onhsperceived factors only, other future

F W) A = ) _
research may\&horoughly  examine actua viors compare-them with perceived
factors using ent-anatysis—Thtis—these- ad-to-anothar research question:

)69 they differ?
(l
The flndlng ofthis research prowdedue useful information while working

d*face some challenge refated to"team ma me d“these following

issues should be carefully considered in order to make &ual team more effectu’

9 Wfl AN S 1 LWL L E)

perceived factors found out in this research, the tasks that the team members expect

what happe .'J,;’“e"’f@fﬁ‘lltya § whe

Implication fo} ractice

the leaders to do were “ldea Generation”, “Creating Process”, and “Dividing Labor”.

However, these expectations are based on team member working on the short-term
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idea generation tasks, the expectations may be different when task types or other
relevant contextual variables, such as time and team member characteristics, have
changed.

Second, to ensure fairly rate outcome, goals and expectations for each team

member should be discussed and _cl_#
\

rly getermined. Therefore, to ensure the success
of the team, the role of ea rr/ also be clarify. Team members might
need more time in v& /-ﬁ m in order to understand their
role (define work Objeetives and wpons@ﬁ

““Dbecause of unfamiliar work
environment. /

Last, it is im t in minc virtual teams are the same.

There are ma ams different such as

anonymity, gro ders should understand

This res nitatic at should beconsidered in evaluating
its contribution. Fir signeair this study \ d be completed in one, 150
minutes session. ) f : ask ai y simple, straight-forward,

and could be complet paders might not have the influence

to the team process and task outeome.H pssible that the result may be different

when the team perfoi omplex task. Second, since
the time frr 'ﬁ%::aﬁ:::;ra:;:;:;ﬁ;ﬁ:;ﬁ parii i 150 minutes to finish
their task, the e Lh%s'{han develop social
relationship. TtH;efore, there opportunity o obsewe@ether social behaviors

associated with ?rception about leaders in virtual team or not. Last, the

OKOL1 TRV ok L hav o oo

electﬂic mail or video conference.

ARIAINIAUNNIINYAY
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APPENDIX A
TASK

Working as a team, each team, i reqmred to select any one topic about the

(IT) and then prepares at least 10
ther hardware or software.

slides of PowerPoint presentation.
¢ Name the‘Power - u,,." thls 7 "51 1 Al NO” where “NO”

———

is Group Nu

e Mail the P

ﬂUﬂ’JVIﬂVIiWﬂ’]ﬂi
ﬂW’]ﬂ\‘iﬂimﬁJ‘lﬂ’]'mEJ’lﬂﬂ
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APPENDIX B
QUESTIONNAIRE

Please complete the followmg q

experiment.

Sex: O Male 1T &8
Age: rs, ; A\

2. Undergraduate Egdtication Backgrol d

Degree:
Major:

3. Working Experi

1. Position:
Company: _
Duration:

. Position:

Powﬂ)lnt

eT
. e

Internet (World Wide Web)
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5. How many hours do you spend on a computer?

More than 6 hours a day
3-5 hours a day

1-2 hours a day

3-6 hours a week

1-2 hours a week \\ ,///
Less than 1 how% /
6. How long did msmg OmpuﬁL years ago

7. How would 0 pse-most applicable one)

O OO0 O OO

7 se most applicable one)
|||a ‘in the basic

9. Satisfaction with the process-

How would you describe

L oineftiope 123 g L
' _j_kpirdinated
5 T air

Understandable

YI$ AT

11'-Iow satisfied or dlssatlsfled are you with the quality of your group’s

amﬁimwm eVisag ]!

3. To what extent do you feel committed to the group outcome?
Not at all 1 2 3 4 5  Toavery great extent
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11. How many team members that you can identify who they are?

= Thereis (are) person(s) I can identify.
= There is (are) person(s) | cannot identify.
=  There is (are) person(s) | am not sure.

12. Do you think that the other te .' mbers can identify who you are?
O Yes O No \ ]?///

13. How many teamh& rte‘%n? : ____é
L— , —_—

cansele wic%)
A je
LIC oD

15. Why did you perCeived hifm/as'the team leader?

; ‘ ~ ALV \\‘l\ %, :
A7~ A\
/7 AANNS

/1 27 W\

14. Who is your tea
OA

i
—m

‘~‘ - )T TV DD DDV
n this research

CRERARCRRARGARREYARCRG 2}:91:2}:23:91:5}):23:9} 51 5}

AUINENINYINg
ARIANTANNIINYAY



APPENDIX C
ACTUAL BEHAVIOR FROM LOG FILES

Figure 4: Number of Perceived Factt ]from Log File of Team 1
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Figure 6: Number of Perceived Factors from Log File of Team 3
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Figure 8: Number of Perceived Factors from Log File of Team 5
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Figure 12: Number of Perceived Factors from Log File of Team 9
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Figure 14: Number of Perceived Factors from Log File of Team 11
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