The Convergence of Culture and Virtual Collaboration: Unpacking the Dynamics of Global Teams

Abstract
The increasing globalization and technological advancements have led to greater involvement of global virtual teams (GVTs) in the workplace, imposing a substantial organisational transformation. These teams typically consist of members who are dispersed geographically and have diverse cultural backgrounds. The purpose of this study is to conduct a thorough examination of the current literature on the role of cultural diversity in GVTs. The methods involve using a topic modelling tool and a systematic literature review tool to identify major areas of research, gaps, and the most important topics. A developed theoretical model provides a systematic overview of the topic, emphasizes a central role of cultural intelligence (CQ) and guides future research, which should focus on investigating the relationships between these variables and examining the complex impact of cultural differences on GVTs using non-linear models.  
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INTRODUCTION

In today's globalized business landscape, the influence of physical distance on international team formation has evolved significantly. The rise of technologically mediated communication has transformed global business leadership, enabling the selection of top talents worldwide, thus giving rise to Global Virtual Teams (GVTs) (Gilson et al., 2015; Presbitero, 2016). These teams, often described as geographically and temporally dispersed, operate across cultural and national boundaries, leveraging telecommunication tools to bridge distances (Scott & Wildman, 2015).
GVTs navigate complexities arising from virtual communication and cultural diversity (Presbitero, 2020), with their effectiveness often challenged by geographical dispersion and language diversity. Recent scholarship has shifted focus towards the nuanced dynamics of cross-cultural collaboration within GVTs, recognizing cultural diversity as a pivotal factor influencing their functionality (Han & Beyerlein, 2016; Scott & Wildman, 2015). The integration of diverse cultural insights in GVTs is instrumental in fostering organizational transformation, enabling companies to address and surmount key cultural challenges effectively (Stahl & Maznevski, 2021). By leveraging a broad range of diverse perspectives, organizations can induce innovative problem-solving and drive transformative change, aligning with broader objectives of social good.
The double-edged nature of cultural diversity in teams is well-documented, presenting both challenges and opportunities for innovation and team effectiveness (Jimenez et al., 2017; Stahl et al., 2010). Innovative solutions and enhanced performance are potential benefits, as diverse teams bring varied perspectives and skills (Shachaf, 2008; Stahl et al., 2017). Yet, multicultural assemblies don't guarantee superior performance or innovation automatically (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006). Theories, such as similarity attraction theory and social identity theory highlight the natural gravitation towards similarity, potentially leading to sub-group formations and conflicts within GVTs, further complicated by varied cultural values and communication styles (Magnusson, Schuster, & Taras, 2014; Taras et al., 2019). These internal dynamics can significantly impact the trust, integration, and overall success of GVTs.
While the literature extensively covers the virtual aspects of GVTs and the broad implications of cultural diversity in teams, a focused examination on how these elements intersect within GVTs remains scant (Connaughton & Shuffler, 2007; Gilson et al., 2014). This study aims to fill that gap, providing a current synthesis of research, particularly in the context of recent global shifts like the COVID-19 pandemic, which has accentuated the reliance on digital collaboration, thereby intensifying the interplay between virtual teamwork and cultural diversity. This comprehensive review distinguishes itself by utilizing topic modeling to analyze existing literature deeply, thus uncovering nuanced insights and identifying emerging trends within the domain of GVTs and cultural diversity. It contributes to the international management and organizational behavior literature by updating the knowledge base considering recent global changes and offering a theoretical model to understand the impact of cultural differences on GVT processes and outcomes.
The recent pivot to digitalization, hastened by the pandemic, has underscored the versatility and potential of virtual work arrangements, integrating a wider array of global talents and emphasizing the significance of cultural diversity in virtual settings (Narayanamurthy & Tortorella, 2021; Neto et al., 2020). This extensive organizational transformation ensures companies stay competitive and relevant, particularly through effective management and understanding of cultural diversity. By adeptly navigating this diversity, organizations can maintain their market position and relevance, while also promoting the well-being of their employees and fostering significant organizational change. This paper not only revisits the existing paradigms in light of these developments but also introduces a methodologically innovative approach to dissecting the literature, ensuring a rigorous and comprehensive exploration of the subject matter.

METHOD (limited section due to the word count)

The present study employs a robust two-step methodological framework tailored for an exhaustive exploration of research domains, particularly underutilized within the management sphere. This innovative approach synergizes topic modeling with systematic literature review techniques, previously illustrated as potent tools for dissecting extensive datasets into categorized themes, thereby facilitating targeted, in-depth analyses of pertinent scholarly articles (Wang et al., 2016). A notable methodology, the Smart Literature Review proposed by Asmussen & Møller (2019), serves as this study's foundational blueprint, showcasing the utility of topic modeling in orchestrating an explorative literature review, subsequently deepened through a comprehensive review process.
This methodological protocol is applied to a curated dataset, extracted from premier databases, enabling researchers to unveil thematic clusters and identify seminal papers through topic modeling (Benita, 2021). This is complemented by an intensive literature review phase, aimed at encapsulating existing scholarly discourse and pinpointing future research trajectories (Tranfield, Denyer, & Smart, 2003). The interplay of these methods fortifies the study's analytical rigor, ensuring a nuanced understanding of the field and enhancing the validity of the findings.
The data collection phase adhered to the PRISMA 2020 guidelines (Page et al., 2021), ensuring a systematic and reproducible search across major databases, culminating in a comprehensive dataset pivotal for subsequent analysis (Figure 1). The 361 records from WoS were merged with the 571 records from Scopus, duplicates and non-relevant records were then eliminated to reach the final dataset adopted for the analysis consisting of 166 records, from 2000 until 2021. This dataset, refined through expert consultations and stringent relevance criteria, forms the backbone of the topic modeling phase, an endeavour grounded in Bayesian statistical principles (Grimmer, 2010). Topic modeling emerges as a transformative tool, dissecting the corpus into distinct themes and enabling the elucidation of the research field's multifaceted nature.
The chosen topic modeling tool, Mallet, employs the Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) algorithm, renowned for its proficiency in identifying thematic structures within large textual corpora (Blei et al., 2003). This phase's outcome is a coherent thematic representation of the dataset, paving the way for the systematic literature review. Each identified topic, represented through a constellation of terms, undergoes a meticulous review to ascertain its relevance and alignment with the overarching research focus.
Subsequently, the systematic literature review delves into each thematic cluster, identifying the most salient articles to distil key insights and thematic nuances. This review not only solidifies the topic modeling findings but also enriches the research landscape by providing a granular understanding of each identified theme. Through this dual-faceted methodological lens, the study unveils a textured tapestry of the research domain, bridging gaps in the literature and illuminating pathways for future inquiry.

Figure 1. Protocol Of Data Collection And Filtering Process
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RESULTS

Cluster “Language and Cultural Difference in GVTs” 
The evolving landscape of GVTs has sparked significant research interest in the role of language due to their intensive cross-cultural interactions (Braender & Naples, 2013; Jimenez et al., 2017). Communication proficiency is increasingly recognized as crucial for GVTs' effectiveness, marking a shift from earlier underrepresentation in literature to a burgeoning area of scholarly focus (Privalova et al., 2019; Steyaert et al., 2011; Barner-Rasmussen & Aarnio, 2011; Brannen et al., 2017).
The adoption of a common language, particularly English, has been identified as a key strategy in international business, serving as a lingua franca to bridge communicative divides in GVTs (Crowne, 2020). This strategy aims to cultivate a unified linguistic culture within teams, facilitating knowledge transfer and diminishing the impact of cultural discrepancies (Varhelahti & Turnquist, 2021; Barner-Rasmussen & Björkman, 2005). However, the reliance on a universal language doesn't fully address the nuanced challenges within the diverse, virtual settings of GVTs. The interaction within such teams might amplify social categorization processes, and the varying levels of English proficiency among team members can lead to miscommunications and information loss, often privileging native speakers (Klitmøller et al., 2015; Schomaker & Zaheer, 2014).
Linguistic diversity within GVTs introduces barriers that can affect team dynamics, member participation, and knowledge-processing activities, potentially leading to foreign language anxiety, which poses a significant cognitive hurdle affecting performance (Tenzer et al., 2014; Tenzer & Pudelko, 2015; Presbitero, 2020). Addressing this anxiety through enhanced language skills and bolstering cultural intelligence (CQ) can mitigate its adverse effects on task performance, leveraging CQ's capability to navigate culturally diverse situations effectively (Earley & Ang, 2003).
Language competencies are also pivotal in shaping team performance and facilitating knowledge exchange. Linguistic relatedness—a measure of language commonality—has been shown to correlate positively with knowledge communication but negatively with understanding, highlighting the complex interplay between language and knowledge transfer in GVTs (Schomaker & Zaheer, 2014; Klitmøller & Lauring, 2013).
The intersection of language skills with media tool selection is crucial for virtual collaborations. While digital communication platforms can lessen the challenges posed by linguistic and cultural differences, the effectiveness of these tools is contingent on the team's language proficiency and the appropriateness of the media chosen for the task at hand (Harzing & Pudelko, 2013; Tenzer & Pudelko, 2016). This complexity is further nuanced by the implication that varying English proficiency levels among team members might impact communication clarity, influenced significantly by the selected media channels. Contrarily, while rich media can facilitate detailed knowledge sharing, it may also exacerbate misunderstandings and reinforce stereotypical perceptions (Dennis et al., 2008; Klitmøller & Lauring, 2013).
Exploring language within the context of cultural differences highlights its dual nature as both a component of cultural diversity and a distinct challenge in GVTs. The relationship between language and culture, although intertwined, involves unique dynamics where linguistic and cultural distances can have divergent effects on communication and team cohesion (Kankanhalli et al., 2006; Ambos & Ambos, 2009).
In summary, the multifaceted role of language in GVTs encapsulates not only the challenges of communication and knowledge sharing but also the broader implications for team dynamics, performance, and the overarching virtual team culture. As GVTs continue to rise in prevalence, understanding the nuanced impacts of language diversity, coupled with strategic language and CQ training, remains imperative for enhancing team collaboration, reducing anxiety, and ensuring successful cross-cultural interactions.

Cluster “Conflicts and Cultural Difference in GVTs”
The literature presents mixed views on whether cultural differences escalate or mitigate conflicts in GVTs, with various studies offering contradictory findings (Dube & Paré, 2001; Mahalingam & Levitt, 2007; Orr & Scott, 2008; Stahl et al., 2010). The social identity and similarity attraction theories suggest that cultural diversity could fuel conflict in virtual teams, leading to issues rooted in cultural misalignments (Kankanhalli et al., 2006). Research indicates that cultural diversity might instigate relationship conflicts within physically distributed teams, contributing to misunderstandings and prejudicial behaviors (Gibson et al., 2014; Kankanhalli et al., 2006), amplifying challenges of conflict resolution in virtual settings.
Conversely, some studies argue that geographical distribution can soften the impact of cultural diversity on team conflicts, suggesting that virtual environments might diminish the visibility of cultural differences, potentially reducing conflict occurrences (Stahl et al., 2010; Staples & Zhao, 2006). This perspective posits that limited interaction in GVTs can lead to a reduction in conflict instances or a more cautious approach to cultural differences, thereby preventing negative conflict outcomes.
Yet, the relationship between cultural diversity, virtuality, and conflict is complex. Conflict's impact varies depending on several factors, including the nature of the conflict, the context, and the effectiveness of conflict resolution strategies employed (Caputo et al., 2022; Iorio & Taylor, 2014). Effective conflict management is crucial for enhancing productivity and achieving positive outcomes in virtual settings, where conflicts might have amplified negative effects due to the challenges associated with remote conflict resolution (Paul, Samarah, Seetharaman, & Mykytyn, 2004a; Paul, Seetharaman, Samarah, & Mykytyn, 2004b).
Research further reveals that strategic use of conflict management techniques and understanding the multidimensional nature of conflict can significantly impact GVTs' functionality, with high motivational Cultural Intelligence (CQ) in teams enhancing conflict management efficacy (Magnusson et al., 2014). Therefore, recognizing and adeptly managing the intricate interplay of cultural diversity and conflict within GVTs is essential for leveraging the benefits of multicultural team composition and ensuring effective team collaboration and performance.

Cluster “Leadership and Cultural Differences and in GVTs”
Research highlights the variance in leadership preferences across different cultural contexts, emphasizing the crucial role of leadership style in the effectiveness of culturally diverse GVTs (Mockaitis, 2005; Lauring & Jonasson, 2018). The complexity of leadership in GVTs is exacerbated by challenges in maintaining high-quality communication due to cultural biases, coordination issues, and the physical dispersion of team members, complicating the management of cultural differences (Kayworth & Leidner, 2000; Gajendran & Joshi, 2012). The interplay between leadership effectiveness and cultural diversity in virtual teams is intricate, necessitating leaders to adeptly navigate and integrate varied cultural perspectives, while also adapting their leadership strategies to overcome the unique challenges posed by virtual communication and coordination.
While some scholars argue that physical distance and virtual settings might not adversely affect team dynamics (Kirkman & Mathieu, 2005), others contend that combining virtuality with cultural differences can intensify leadership challenges, affecting conflict resolution and problem-solving (Zander et al., 2013). Effective leadership strategies in such settings involve clear goal-setting and rule-establishment, though these are complicated by the virtual team’s limited interactions (Tenzer & Pudelko, 2015; Varhelahti & Turnquist, 2021; Harvey et al., 2004).
The literature suggests gauging cultural diversity levels within GVTs to tailor leadership approaches effectively, advocating for a balance in diversity to leverage its benefits while minimizing potential conflicts (Stahl & Maznevski, 2021; Han et al., 2020). The interplay of individualist-collectivist cultural spectrums and power distance is crucial in determining leadership effectiveness in GVTs (House et al., 2002).
Lisak and Erez (2015) propose a global leadership approach, encouraging leaders to embrace cultural diversity and foster a unified team culture, despite differing cultural backgrounds. This global perspective is supported by findings that inspirational motivation can bridge cultural gaps and foster team cohesion (Lauring & Jonasson, 2018).
The concept of shared leadership is particularly relevant in GVTs, given their inherent diversity. However, its effectiveness is contingent upon the team's openness to this approach and the coordination among team members. Properly implemented, shared leadership can mitigate coordination issues and increase satisfaction; however, without effective coordination, it might lead to reduced team effectiveness, as diverse cultural backgrounds can lead to varying leadership expectations and behaviors (Herbert et al., 2014; Nordbäck & Espinosa, 2019; Zander & Butler, 2010).
In conclusion, the interrelation of cultural diversity, virtuality, and leadership in GVTs is complex and multifaceted. Leadership in such teams demands a nuanced understanding of cultural differences, an adeptness at virtual communication, and the flexibility to adapt leadership styles to the team’s cultural composition. The strategic application of leadership theories, alongside an awareness of the cultural dimensions influencing team dynamics, is vital for enhancing GVT effectiveness and navigating the challenges posed by cultural diversity and virtual collaboration.

Cluster “Cultural Intelligence, Team Performance and Cultural Differences in GVTs”
Cultural diversity has commonly a diverse effect on various team settings, functions and processes, and its impact on performance is not an exception (Hardin et al, 2007). In the circumstances of remote and multicultural workgroups, cultural diversity potentially boosts team performance (Hardin et al., 2007). However, at the same time, task performance could be endangered by language barriers, cultural differences, and dissimilarities in perception. One crucial determinant of this dynamic is CQ – the capability to function successfully in culturally diverse situations (Earley & Ang, 2003; Thomas, 2008). In face-to-face teams, CQ is proven to facilitate the regularizing processes of cultural diversity, subsequently enhancing team performance (Ang et al., 2007; Moon, 2013), and for this reason, its influence in GVTs is also inquired.
Task performance may be problematic also in the virtual environment, considering the combination of the geographical dispersion and cultural diversity of the GVTs (Kankanhalli et al., 2007). In this context, a four-faceted (cognitive, metacognitive, behavioral and motivational facets) CQ also emerges as a valuable tool. Through its cognitive and metacognitive facets, CQ can enhance understanding and acceptance of cultural diversity (Van Dyne et al., 2012). Meanwhile, its motivational and behavioural facets are responsible for a person’s interest to be engaged in cross-cultural work dynamics and adjust their behaviour to the particular cultural context(s) (Henderson, Stackman, & Lindekilde, 2018). Consequently, CQ may be a significant asset in managing the cultural diversity of GVTs and its impact on task performance and effectiveness (Presbitero & Toledano, 2018; Presbitero, 2016, 2019, 2021; Richter et al., 2021).
On an individual level, CQ was shown as an influential variable in interactions characterized by multiculturality and virtuality (Presbitero, 2016). For instance, individual task performance was found to be impacted by an improved level of CQ, although it is necessary to reach a certain contact intensity to further leverage cultural diversity (Presbitero & Toledano, 2018). This intensified communication helps team members understand and accept each other’s cultural differences, crucial for successful task performance. Moreover, even in scenarios with high perceived cultural dissimilarity, elevated levels of CQ in both (or either) team members and team leaders can weaken the negative effect on team performance (Presbitero, 2019). In particular, considering motivational CQ, it was discovered that a team member with a higher CQ can counterbalance a virtual colleague with a lower CQ indicator (Richter et al., 2021).  
From a team perspective, a higher CQ tends to play a pivotal role in delivering team outcomes, enhancing employee engagement along with team trust, and intensifying team members’ openness to other cultures, securing the shift towards team identity over national culture (Shaik et al., 2021). Research by Taras et al. (2019) demonstrated that diverse levels of CQ, along with other personal diversity measures, tend to improve task performance, and more significantly, psychological outcomes. Additionally, with limited non-verbal communication, CQ level can modulate foreign language anxiety, thereby mitigating its adverse effects on individual task performance. Further addressing CQ’s role, Richter et al. (2021) pinpointed motivational CQ as a critical element for team members’ social integration and performance by mitigating negative consequences of social categorization and boosting positive outcomes of cultural diversity. Another study by Henderson et al. (2018) developed a theoretical framework where the motivational facet of CQ positively influenced how role clarity mediates the connection between communication habits and both job performance and satisfaction. In contrast, at the dyadic level, a low CQ of one team member can set the tone for collaboration processes and psychological outcomes (Li, Rau, Li, & Maedche, 2017).

Cluster “Knowledge Sharing and Cultural Differences in GVTs”
Effective knowledge sharing is an essential aspect of the company/team success, especially when working virtually (Killingsworth et al., 2016). Unlike face-to-face teams,  relationships between GVT members cannot be built on nonverbal cues (Kayworth & Leidner, 2000) and unintentional informal communication, such as “watercooler” chats (Hoch & Dulebohn, 2017; Sarker, Nicholson, & Joshi, 2005). Such interactions usually enhance trust, team effectiveness and knowledge-sharing processes (Gressgård, 2011; Pauleen, 2003). Hence, GVTs face unique challenges due to the lack of face-to-face interactions. 
The general approach taken by the literature is seeing geographical dispersion as a constraint necessary to be addressed for prosperous knowledge sharing (Cramton, 2001; Zakaria et al., 2004). This perspective positions virtuality as a ‘problem’ within GVTs’ dynamics, for instance, that GVTs might have a limited knowledge sharing culture in comparison to face-to-face teams (Schmidtke & Cummings, 2017). 
Beyond the hurdle of virtuality, national culture was also identified as one of the influencers affecting knowledge sharing practices (Li, 2010; Sarker et al., 2005; Zhang, 2011). Simonin (1999) and Walsham (2001) posit that cultural diversity among participants can hinder knowledge transfer as the perceptions and approaches to knowledge sharing behaviours, culture and expectations are likely to vary. 
However, cultural diversity is not solely a challenge, as cultural differences pave the way towards diverse knowledge and a larger quantity of innovative solutions, generated by international team participants (Williams & O’Reilly III, 1998). In regard to the knowledge sharing in GVTs, cultural differences were considered as a constraint to the team’s effectiveness, but they can be moderated. Strategies such as adopting rich media that give greater opportunity to share equivocal knowledge (Klitmøller & Lauring, 2013), fostering motivation, and cultivating the appropriate team environment can balance the scales (Zhang, 2011). In particular, three types of cultural differences seem to have a significant impact on the online cross-cultural knowledge-sharing aspect, i.e., language, different thinking logic and different levels of perceived credibility of voluntarily shared knowledge (Li, 2010). Interestingly, while some researchers highlight the reservation of collectivistic cultures in knowledge sharing, others highlight the contrary (Xi Zhang, De Pablos, & Xu, 2014). This underpins the recommendation of recruiting professionals with collectivist traits and values in order to enhance a productive GVT knowledge-sharing process (Sarker et al., 2005). However, the presence of culturally intelligent multicultural brokers can mitigate the negative impact of cultural differences among team members by recognising the identity threats and bridging across the subgroups (Eisenberg & Mattarelli, 2017).
A significant number of researchers emphasised the role of cross-cultural settings in international knowledge sharing, and in particular, the impact of national cultural differences on the knowledge-sharing process (Bhagat et al., 2002). The theoretical framework to interpret the national cultures most used is that of Hofstede (2001) to explain how cultural differences influence knowledge sharing between team representatives of diverse cultures (Bhagat et al., 2002). Other researchers prefer to adopt alternative national cultural theories, often using solely a single dimension of cultural values (e.g., collectivistic-individualistic cultures and Confucian dynamism) to test the hypothesis with subsequent data collection (Sarker et al., 2005; Zhang et al., 2006). A shared thread among these approaches is the reliance on national culture dimensions to understand the knowledge-sharing behavior of multinational team members, often side-lining considerations like cultural subgroups or organizational cultures (W. Li, 2010).

Cluster “Media Choice and Cultural Differences in GVTs”
In GVTs, effective media selection is pivotal for successful knowledge transfer, performance, trust-building, and overall effectiveness, especially amidst the complexities introduced by cross-cultural dynamics (Grosse, 2002; Shachaf, 2008; Shachaf & Hara, 2007; Maznevski & DiStefano, 2000; Watson-Manheim & Bélanger, 2007). The Media Richness Theory (MRT) posits that the appropriateness of media varies based on its capacity for immediate feedback, multiple cues, language variety, and personal focus, influencing GVTs’ media selection relative to task requirements and team composition (Daft & Lengel, 1986; Sheer & Chen, 2004; Adamovic, 2018; Klitmøller & Lauring, 2013). Hence, the strategic selection of communication media is crucial for building a supportive, rather than impeding, communication infrastructure for virtual collaboration and cultural interplay.
The choice between rich and lean media can significantly impact the management of cultural differences within GVTs. Lean media, which offer fewer cues, can reduce the likelihood of misinterpretations attributed to cultural variances, aiding in clearer, more focused communication (Downey & Bedard, 2019; Shachaf, 2008; Stahl et al., 2010; Walther, 1996). These media facilitate reflective thinking and can be particularly effective in asynchronous formats like emails, accommodating diverse time zones and work schedules, thus preventing hasty exchanges and potential errors (Klitmøller & Lauring, 2013; Ward & Given, 2019; Grosse, 2002).
Conversely, the absence of rich media might lead to misunderstandings and conflicts, hampering the development of a unified team culture and effective communication, particularly in cross-cultural contexts (Andres, 2002; He et al., 2017; Massey & Montoya-Weiss, 2006; Klitmøller & Lauring, 2013; Kankanhalli et al., 2007). Rich media, offering a range of verbal and non-verbal cues, are suggested for complex tasks requiring nuanced understanding and immediate feedback, whereas lean media are suited for straightforward information sharing and routine updates (Andres, 2002; Maznevski & Chudoba, 2000; Adamovic, 2018; Klitmøller & Lauring, 2013).
Adopting a strategic mix of media, as proposed by the Behavioral Complexity Theory, can optimize GVT functioning by aligning media choices with the nuances of the tasks, team dynamics, and situational contexts (Shachaf & Hara, 2007; Watson-Manheim & Bélanger, 2007). This balanced approach, integrating both synchronous and asynchronous communication tools, can enhance the GVT’s effectiveness and member satisfaction, leveraging the strengths of various media types to accommodate the diverse needs of team members and tasks (Adamovic, 2018; Shachaf, 2008).
The interplay between task characteristics and media choice is crucial for GVTs, enabling team members to navigate cultural differences effectively and mitigate associated stress (Massey et al., 2001; Zhang et al., 2014). However, the challenge lies in determining the ideal mix of media tools, which can be supported by HRM interventions, training in communication technologies, and fostering cross-cultural awareness, thereby enhancing team cohesion, preventing information overload, and improving overall team well-being (Massey et al., 2001; Munkvold, 2005; Tenzer & Pudelko, 2016; He et al., 2017; Kankanhalli et al., 2007).
Integrating such strategies can be instrumental in addressing the complexities of cross-cultural communication within GVTs, facilitating a smoother collaboration process, and fostering an environment conducive to high team performance and satisfaction. Developing intercultural competence, along with the strategic selection of communication media, can thus play a key role in the success of GVTs, ensuring that the teams are well-equipped to tackle the challenges posed by cultural diversity and geographical dispersion.

Cluster “Trust and Cultural Differences in GVTs”
Trust is often depicted as the cohesive force in teams, likened to a 'team glue' or necessitating a 'touch' (Clark et al., 2010; Newell et al., 2007; Handy, 1995, p. 46). It represents the belief in the alignment of one’s actions with their words (McAllister, 1995). Trust's role extends beyond enhancing performance; it influences satisfaction, communication, and knowledge dynamics within teams (Bish et al., 2021; Zaharie, 2021; Edwards & Sridhar, 2005; Gibson & Gibbs, 2006). To transcend geographical and cultural boundaries, trust establishment is challenged by the complexities of cultural diversity, rooted in differences between team members’ perceptions, values and beliefs 
The virtual setting complicates trust, as traditional cues from face-to-face interactions are absent, and cultural variances can hinder its formation (Siakas & Siakas, 2008). Trust, intertwined with culture, hinges on shared norms and demographic similarities, which may be absent in geographically and culturally diverse teams (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999; Casey, 2010). High cultural compatibility and team members' cross-cultural skills are pivotal for fostering trust conducive to positive outcomes (Zakaria et al., 2015). Deep-level diversity, encompassing values and attitudes, can impact trust negatively, affecting knowledge sharing (Pinjani & Palvia, 2013).
Misunderstandings can arise from varying national and cultural backgrounds, complicating the perception of motives and abilities within teams (Davison & Ekelund, 2017). Differences in values, communication styles, and trust definitions can exacerbate these challenges (Mockaitis et al., 2012; MacDuffie, 2007). While early research suggested minimal impact of cultural differences on trust in GVTs, subsequent studies, recognizing the nuances brought forth by advanced communication tools, have highlighted the significance of these cultural distinctions in trust-building (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999; Newell et al., 2007).
Given the virtual nature and often short-term projects in GVTs, conventional trust-building, which develops over time, is unfeasible, leading researchers to advocate for 'swift trust' in these settings (Meyerson et al., 1996; Crisp & Jarvenpaa, 2013). Swift trust, formed rapidly at the communication's onset, is prone to being based on stereotypes rather than interpersonal interactions, adding a layer of complexity in culturally diverse teams (Robert, Denis, & Hung, 2009; Zimmermann, 2011).
Leadership plays a crucial role in navigating cultural differences and fostering trust in GVTs. A leader’s cultural intelligence (CQ) and strategies to enhance team members' CQ are instrumental in building trust within such teams (Groves & Feyerherm, 2011; Shaik et al., 2021). Moreover, the role of multicultural brokers and the influence of millennials, who may prioritize a generational culture over national or cultural distinctions, underscore evolving trust dynamics in digital contexts (Eisenberg & Mattarelli, 2017; Hershatter & Epstein, 2010; Gilson et al., 2015).
This evolving paradigm necessitates a deeper understanding of how trust operates in digital, culturally diverse environments. The integration of effective leadership, communication strategies, and an awareness of the unique generational perspectives on trust can provide valuable insights into optimizing team collaboration and performance in the modern workplace. The continuous study of these elements is essential to grasp the multifaceted nature of trust in contemporary GVTs.
Summary
Cultural diversity in GVTs significantly influences organizational transformation and changes in work practices, where it acts as a double-edged sword. Properly leveraged, it can be a powerful enabler, fostering innovative solutions and transformative work practices that drive organizational agility and responsiveness to global market dynamics, thereby enhancing social good through inclusive growth and diverse perspectives (Stahl et al., 2010; Zakaria et al., 2015). Conversely, the barriers posed by cultural diversity, such as miscommunications and conflicting norms, can constrain organizational change, limiting the ability to adapt to new practices and potentially stifling the contribution to social good by perpetuating silos and resistance to change (Gibson & Gibbs, 2006; Shachaf, 2008). Overcoming these barriers is crucial for organizations to harness the full potential of their diverse workforce, thereby enabling a culture of innovation and a transformative approach to evolving work practices.

FURTHER RESEARCH AGENDA
The aim of this paper is to systematise the previous knowledge on, identify the main topics of, and detect promising research directions about the role of cultural differences in GVTs. The results of the TM and SLR, presented in the previous sections, provided a path to identify the most important variables in relation to cultural differences. The following step is to interpret them in a framework, disclosing possible connections and potential research questions. Figure 2 shows an interpretive ‘flower’ model to assess the impact of cultural differences in GVTs’ mode. The emergent framework emphasizes the interconnectedness of the different streams of research, in the model identified as petals and the central importance of CQ, in the model identified as pistil. CQ takes the role of unifier, transforming the advantages of the cultural differences to benefit GVT cultural diversity and mitigating and isolating the potential detriments. In the present framework, a CQ implements a filtering function of cultural differences derived from a virtual team’s cultural diversity. Metaphorically speaking, in the buzzing hive of GVTs, cultural differences are the nectar that bees collect from diverse flowers. Like bees, team members with CQ have the ability to identify and appreciate the unique attributes of each flower, or cultural background, and extract the nectar, or advantages, while mitigating the disadvantages that can arise from differences in trust, conflicts, performance, media choice, language, knowledge sharing, and leadership. Just as bees transfer their nectar into honey, team members with CQ are able to transform their understanding of different cultures into a powerful instrument for collaboration and success. 
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By using this ‘honey’, they are able to nourish the team with a deeper understanding of each other’s perspectives and needs, creating a more cohesive environment where trust and performance thrive. By the analogy of a flower, bees must work diligently to gather and transfer their nectar into honey, team members must also actively cultivate their CQ. With persistence and effort, they can turn the challenges of cultural differences into opportunities for growth and learning, just as bees turn the obstacles of distance and weather into sources of nourishment for their hive. In the end, just as honey is a source of sustenance and delight for bees, cultural intelligence is a source of strength and unity for GVTs. With it, team members can overcome the barriers of distance and cultural differences to create a harmonious, high-performing hive that produces sweet success for all.
As called by the previous review on the topic, identifying and investigating moderators between cultural diversity and virtual team processes is essential in order to understand the real impacts of cultural differences, and most importantly, the ways to cultivate its benefits and limit the side effects of categorization processes related to multinationalism and multiculturalism of a GVT (Han & Beyerlein, 2016). Within the present research, three sets of factors were identified: tools (media choice and language), team processes (leadership, trust, knowledge management, conflicts) and outcomes (performance), as well as the central role of CQ as a moderator. Based on the previous research, the present model suggests that team members’ high CQ is able to benefit the cultural diversity of team members without downsides and process losses contributing to high performance. In other words, if GVTs’ members did not undertake training on CQ and possess a low level of it, the inherent cultural differences among individuals would exacerbate the negative impact on the components of GVTs and therefore impact the performance as well. Thus, GVT’s success or underachievement will depend on or/and be impacted by the series of influences of cultural differences related to team tools and processes. Instead, a sufficient level of CQ of GVT’s leader and team members can be capable of mitigating the damaging impact of cultural dissimilarities, not just by avoiding the culture-related issue, but by transforming them to a team’s advantage. 
The interpretive framework on the impact of cultural differences and CQ in GVT is relevant in several ways. First, this framework provides a dynamic and comprehensive outlook on the entangled role of cultural differences in GVT’s processes and performance. The main purpose of the present research is to trace the impact cultural differences may have in the virtual environment. According to the literature, cultural diversity plays a role in the most important team tools, processes and outcomes, hence, the path of its influence is continuous, circular and amplifying. Secondly, our findings emphasise the valuable role of CQ for GVTs, in particular, for task-related processes, tools and outcomes. Indeed, high-level CQ implies the ability of a team member to adjust to cross-cultural settings and perform there effectively, and according to most previous research, the impact remains the same also in virtual settings. Such as changing employee preferences regarding their work (team culture) and non-work (national culture) identity can shift from rejecting configurational challenges of the multicultural environment to aligning to team identity thanks to the impact of cultural intelligence (Shaik et al., 2021). 
The connection between CQ and performance in virtual settings appears to be well-researched. However, special research attention is required to be paid to socioemotional processes in the virtual team environment (Han & Beyerlein, 2016), which still constitutes a major research gap. The impact on social integration (Richter et al., 2021) and employee engagement (Shaik et al., 2021) has been being started to be investigated. However, one of the most prominent and understudied further research directions can be an investigation of whether CQ is also capable of impacting GVT members’ well-being and satisfaction. The research in the field is moving toward individual needs and well-being, as with the wide spread of virtual global mobility, people are not moving to work as much as before, but work moves to people. Hence the potential pool of jobs is larger, the choice for potential employees is greater and providing conditions for employees’ well-being can constitute a great competitive advantage (Selmer et al., 2021). 
Besides the emphasised role of CQ in regard to cultural differences in GVTs, other potential research directions should be taken under consideration for a future research agenda. A comprehensive list of potential exemplary research questions for each cluster, as well as their interrelation with CQ, is detailed in Table 1. In accordance with the identified topics, the conclusions and potential research avenues are provided below.
Language. The main line of the research confirms the blurred but firm distinction between cultural differences and language differences. While team members with advanced language fluency do not necessarily obtain substantial cultural awareness or a high CQ level, these two variables, although distinct, are closely interlinked. Therefore, further exploration is warranted to understand the mechanisms connecting their interrelation in GVTs. Additionally, a potential research avenue could be an investigation of the relationship between a team member’s fluency in the team’s agreed-upon lingua franca and their individual level of CQ. It is imperative to discern how these two measures intertwine with cultural differences and impact on a team and individual level performance and satisfaction. Furthermore, it may be also prosperous to study GVTs’ interactions at a deeper level. For example, issues such as communication breakdowns may be caused by status and individual characteristics (Gibbs, Gibson, Grushina, & Dunlop, 2021), while linguistic and cultural dissimilarities may be only the symptoms (Lockwood, 2015). Hence, a qualitative examination is needed including observations, focus groups and field experiments to differentiate between culture-based, language-based and person-based dynamics, misunderstandings and conflicts. Moreover, along with the language issues, the matter of media choice plays a decisive role when dealing with cultural and linguistic differences in GVTs. Thus, the variables of media choice, language and cultural composition should be studied further.
Conflicts. In the virtual space, cultural differences may not be definitive enough for the international teammates to proceed with the categorization mechanism, as online communication is more task-focused, often lacking the nuances of informal communication. Studying the particular reasons and processes behind it would benefit further research on conflicts in culturally diverse VTs.
The heterogeneous, inconclusive, and sometimes contrasting results within the cluster indicate a necessity for additional inquiry into the impact of cultural diversity on conflicts in GVTs (Caputo, Kargina, & Pellegrini, 2022). More attention should be focused on the motivational side of team members to overcome possible cultural clashes, resulting in destructive conflicts. Additionally, the classification of the possible occurring conflicts and the underpinning causes may contribute to disambiguating the overall positive or negative impact of cultural diversity on conflicts. Further research can also aim to correlate specific types of conflicts with appropriate conflict management strategies, while incorporating various mediators and moderators, building a more detailed and accurate understanding of the topic (Stahl & Maznevski, 2021). 
Leadership. Previous research on leadership in GVTs’ settings demonstrates the intricacies when dealing with cultural diversity, requiring leaders to be well-versed in both general and specific aspects of cultural attributes, values and behaviours (Asgary & Thamhain, 2016). The challenge for global leaders amplifies as the size of a GVT increases (Kappagomtula, 2017). In order to support the leadership interventions, it may be beneficial to examine the linkages between leadership practices and varying degrees of cultural diversity within GVTs.
While the primary goal of a GVT leader should be the formation of a shared team culture with an emphasis on similarities and shared goals rather than differences, transforming from the role of a formal leader to a team facilitator is the key (Varhelahti & Turnquist, 2021). This involves maintaining a trust-based climate and displaying adequate levels of cultural sensitivity and CQ (Zaharie, 2021). Thus, it is essential to research a combination of factors, that may impact leadership processes in relation to GVT’s effectiveness. Specifically, it would be valuable to explore how leadership dynamics interact with team performance and satisfaction, as mediated by constructs like trust (in particular swift trust), knowledge sharing and conflict management.
Team performance and CQ. A developed level of CQ is presented as an effective tool to address challenges arising from cultural differences within team members and to enhance task performance both individually and collectively in GVTs (Presbitero, 2021).  The emergence of the cluster with a tight linkage between CQ and performance outcomes – rather than socioemotional outcomes - is already an interesting finding by itself. Yet, limited research on psychological outcomes of the CQ construct in the context of GVTs requires additional studying as employees’ well-being and satisfaction are crucial for positive long-term team performance (Taras et al., 2019). Moreover, the term “performance” in the research often leads to ambiguous, controversial and inconclusive results due to the multifaceted nature of the construct. due to the construct’s multifaceted nature (Taras et al., 2019). In the context of GVTs, it is imperative to have a more precise understanding of what constitutes performance, so as to restrict over-generalizations that might be inapplicable in a virtual context. Even if the major part of the research links CQ directly and linearly to team performance, more studies on the potential moderators and mediators are needed to improve the understanding of the exact mechanisms of such impact, especially in situations complicated by virtual dynamics (Y. Li et al., 2017). Lastly, there is a significant lack of comprehensive understanding of how the presence of cultural dissimilarities affects task performance in GVTs, which needs to be studied further (Presbitero, 2019). 
Knowledge sharing. Recognising and respecting team members’ identities, including inherent cultural differences is essential for prosperous knowledge sharing in GVTs (Eisenberg & Mattarelli, 2017). A lack of cultural sensitivity from a leader and between team members may aggravate outgroup/ingroup dynamics reducing knowledge sharing. This dynamic, in turn, has potential implications for employees’ satisfaction and overall team performance. Allocation of multicultural brokers, selection of appropriate media tools and development of an inclusive trusted team environment may bridge culturally diverse team members, mitigating the negative impact of cultural dissimilarities on the quantity and quality of knowledge sharing.
For a deeper understanding of how cultural differences influence knowledge exchange within GVTs, it may also be useful for further research to explore and adopt more intricate and multi-layer cultural frameworks. These frameworks and theories should factor in considerations such as organizational cultures, industry-specific professional cultures, and cultural subgroups among other pertinent aspects. Moreover, future research may find profitable avenues in the study of expatriates’ knowledge sharing and transfer in GVTs (Vlajcic, Caputo, Marzi, & Dabic, 2019).
Media choice. In the context of GVTs, the main purpose behind the media choice is not only a knowledge exchange but also an opportunity to mitigate the negative impact of cultural differences on GVT’s performance and team members’ well-being. Media choice and cultural differences are reciprocally bounded; while information and communication technology are able to limit the negative influence of cultural diversity on team communication, the very presence of cultural diversity significantly impacts media choice (Lee, 2002; Shachaf, 2008). The earlier research studies stress the necessity of emulating the dynamics and characteristics of collocated teams in GVT settings. In contrast, recent research puts an emphasis on extracting and leveraging the distinct attributes of virtuality and multiculturality inherent to GVTs, without stuffing the selection of communication tools with rich “à la face-to-face” media. In that regard, the advancing research stream warrants an exploration into how HRM and leadership strategies can adeptly curate a media repertoire according to tasks, the cultural backgrounds of a team, linguistic diversity, and prior technical experience. This tailored approach aims to optimize team members’ satisfaction and performance. Besides, given the significant importance of telecommunication tools, a potential avenue for future research might involve discerning whether cultural differences exert fewer detriments to employees’ well-being and task performance when team members are furnished with robust technological training and possess sufficient tech proficiency.
Trust. “Trust is thus pivotal in GVTs in order to bridge the psychological distance between people who are culturally and geographically apart” (Pinjani & Palvia, 2013: 147). Interpersonal communication, facilitated by shared goals and efficacious leadership, could be key to putting aside cultural assumptions and stereotypes, and pivoting instead toward trustworthiness (Pinjani & Palvia, 2013; Zimmermann, 2011). This may be considerably useful for trust formation in GVTs, especially on the occasion of swift trust formation. 
However, in some cases, cross-cultural training was detected as not only fruitless for GVTs’ trust and dynamics but actually as an accelerator for the negative effect of cultural differences (Newell, David, & Chand, 2007).  Certainly, efficient conflict management techniques (Harush, Lisak, & Glikson, 2018; Moe & Šmite, 2008), establishing the emotion-displays norms (Glikson & Erez, 2013), proper and clear use of language (Zaugg & Davies, 2013) and acceptance of cultural diversity (Glikson & Erez, 2013) have all been empirically recognised as trust-enhancing mechanisms in GVTs. 
Trust is possible to be formed in the GVTs, where team members are able to go beyond social categorization by nationality and culture, and recognise trustworthy individuals in their colleagues despite cultural dissimilarities. Bridging the physical and cultural distances may allow building a fertile shared ground for the blooming of trust in GVTs. 
It is imperative to recognise factors that may facilitate trust formation processes among culturally different team members in GVTs. Swift trust, while often touted as a panacea for GVTs, may have varying efficacy across different intercultural configurations. Taking into account some strong indications of the impact of the generational culture (Gilson, Maynard, Young, Vartiainen, & Hakonen, 2015; N Zakaria & Mohd Yusof, 2020), it would also be valuable to study the impact of the convergence of generational and national culture. These and similar research avenues may be helpful in unpacking the consolidation of the concepts of trust and cultural diversity.
CONCLUSION
In the process of conducting a literature review, manually determining classifications and categorising research domains may hinder the revelation of novel insights, limiting the identification of fresh variables and the establishment of new relationships and frameworks (Suominen & Toivanen, 2016; Wang et al., 2016). Instead, unsupervised methods such as TM allow researchers to produce the topics exclusively based on the corpus under analyses, which in this case was obtained by the systematic method, also characterized by methodological rigorousness (Kitchenham et al., 2009). Thus, this study combines the methods of topic modelling and systematic literature review with the following content analysis to provide a rich, qualitative, comprehensive, yet reckoned review of the cultural diversity theme in GVTs. The conducted analyses detected the most important topics in the research on cultural differences in GVTs, such as language, conflicts, leadership, cultural intelligence and performance, knowledge sharing, media choice, and trust, which were found to be important to consider when dealing with multicultural organizations, especially in the light of recent digital transformations. For further research, it is important to investigate the relationships between the identified variables, as well as to examine a convoluted impact of cultural differences on disclosed GVT variables through non-linear models, paying extra attention to the teams’ socioemotional processes.
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Table I. Potential Research Questions
	Research Cluster
	Section
	Exemplary Research Question

	Language & Cultural Differences in GVTs

	General
	How do varying degrees of language proficiency within GVTs interact with cultural and geographical distances to affect conflict resolution and decision-making processes?

	
	General
	How do linguistic and cultural dissimilarities compound to affect conflict management and trust-building processes in GVTs, and what role does technology-mediated communication play in mitigating these challenges?
What is the impact of possible underlying factors, such as the status, professional and individual characteristics of team members on communication breakdowns in GVTs?

	
	CQ
	How does proficiency in the team's lingua franca interact with varying levels of CQ to influence collaborative problem-solving and innovation in GVTs?
To what extent does the alignment of individual CQ with collective team fluency in the lingua franca predict the adaptability and resilience of GVTs in the face of cross-cultural misunderstandings?


	Conflicts and Cultural Differences in GVTs

	General
	How does the virtual work environment modify the role of cultural diversity in conflict generation process compared to co-located teams?

	
	General
	How does the media choice moderate the impact of cultural diversity on different types of conflicts in GVTs?

	
	General
	How can informal communication channels be optimized in GVTs to manage and resolve cultural conflicts, and what best practices can be derived from successful multicultural virtual team settings?

	
	CQ
	What are the mediating and moderating effects of different conflict types on the relationship between CQ and team performance, as well as team members' satisfaction in GVTs?

	Leadership and Cultural Differences in GVTs

	General
	What mechanisms underpin the influence of shared leadership on team effectiveness and member satisfaction in GVTs, and how do these mechanisms differ in a multicultural versus a monocultural context?

	
	General
	How could various team factors, such as trust (in particular, swift trust), knowledge sharing, and conflicts, moderate the relationship between leadership processes and the effectiveness of GVTs in terms of team performance and satisfaction?

	
	General
	How do the types of leadership practices influence and relate to the level of cultural diversity within GVTs?
What is the possible threshold of a level of cultural diversity for specific leadership interventions?

	
	CQ
	How a leader’s and team members’ levels of CQ can impact the formation of an appropriate leadership style?

	CQ, Performance and Cultural Differences in GVTs
	CQ
	What is the impact of cultural differences on socioemotional processes and GVT members’ satisfaction?
How does cultural intelligence influence team members’ well-being and satisfaction in GVTs, given its established impact on task performance?

	
	CQ
	How does the influence of CQ on task performance differ along the virtual continuum, such as fully remote teams, hybrid teams, etc?

	Knowledge Sharing and Cultural Differences in GVTs
	General
	To what extent do organisational culture, professional culture, cultural subgroups and other cultural modalities influence knowledge sharing behaviours in GVTs?

	
	CQ
	How can CQ and cultural sensitivity among team members and leaders mitigate the negative impacts of cultural differences on knowledge sharing in GVTs?
Does it consequently impact team and individual level satisfaction?


	Media Choice and Cultural Differences in GVTs
	General
	How can HRM interventions help in optimising the combinations of media tools in accordance with the nature of the task, team composition, and situational conditions in GVTs’ context?

	
	General
	How does technological training and level of ream members’ tech skills impact team members’ cultural differences in GVTs?

	
	CQ
	How can the development of intercultural competence and CQ in conjunction with the media choice mitigate the challenges posed by cultural differences on team dynamics in GVTs?

	Trust and Cultural Differences in GVTs
	General
	How could the intersection of generational culture and national culture impact trust and performance in GVTs?

	
	General
	What strategies can leaders employ to effectively mitigate the influence of cultural differences and promote trust within GVTs?

	
	General
	What are additional trust facilitators in GVTs?
Is a swift trust a panacea for GVTs, and is it applicable to every intercultural composition?

	
	CQ
	How does cultural intelligence (CQ) facilitate the formation and maintenance of swift trust in GVTs across diverse cultural backgrounds and communication tools?
How do the dimensions of CQ - cognitive, metacognitive, motivational, and behavioral - individually and collectively influence the rapid development of trust in the initial stages of GVTs?
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