
453

Organizational Distance Also Matters: How Organizational
Distance Among Industrial Research Teams Affect Their
Research Productivity

DAKUO WANG, IBM Research, Northeastern University, USA
MICHAEL MULLER, IBM Research, USA
QIAN YANG, Cornell University, USA
ZIJUN WANG, IBM Research, USA
MING TAN, IBM, USA
STACY HOBSON, IBM Research, USA

Geographically distributed teams often face challenges in coordination and collaboration, lowering their
productivity. Understanding the relationship between team dispersion and productivity is critical for supporting
such teams. Extensive prior research has studied these relations in lab settings or using qualitative measures.
This paper extends prior work by contributing an empirical case study in a real-world organization, using
quantitative measures. We studied 117 new research project teams from the same discipline within an industrial
research lab for 6 months. During this time, all teams shared one goal: submitting research papers to the same
target conference. We analyzed these teams’ dispersion-related characteristics as well as team productivity.
Interestingly, we found little statistical evidence that geographic and time differences relate to team productivity.
However, organizational and functional distances are predictive of the productivity of the dispersed teams
we studied. We discuss the open research questions these findings revealed and their implications for future
research.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Distributed teams – teams in which people work toward a shared goal from more-than-one ge-
ographic locations – are becoming increasingly common in companies and industries [6]. The
geographically distributed characteristic is only one facet of today’s dispersed team. Prior research
has identified many dimensions of dispersion beyond geographically distributed team characteristic
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that have an impact on team productivity [6, 36, 40, 41, 49, 57] For example, functional distance
(team members having different expertise and job roles) and organizational distance (hierarchical
and peer relations among team members) could both negatively influence teamwork, as the com-
munication barrier is higher across different expertise and different organizational units [41]. And
on top of that temporal and geographical distances could substantially exacerbate these influences
[20]. These dimensions, among others, together can add burdens to communication, coordination,
and collaboration, thereby hindering productivity [34, 41].

Examining the relationship between various dimensions of team dispersion1 and team productiv-
ity is critical for understanding and supporting dispersed teamwork [18, 53]. Olson and Olson have
provided an influential list of these dimensions in 2000 [41], which has since become a fruitful line
of Computer Supported Cooperative Work (CSCW) research (e.g., [2, 7–9, 23, 30, 43, 55, 57]).

Despite this rich body of work, establishing relationships between team dispersion and produc-
tivity remains challenging in real-world organizational contexts. It requires researchers to closely
track multiple comparable teams that are working toward similar goals. Collecting such a dataset
is not easy in real-world settings, where project teams typically take shape at different times, work
towards different goals, adhere to their respective timelines, and the dataset may not be accessible
to researchers. As a result, CSCW researchers more often studied temporarily-formed teams in lab
settings [51, 57], or self-organized teams on online crowd-sourcing or MOOC platforms instead
(e.g., [53, 59]). However, the dispersion-related relationship within these temporarily-formed teams
may be different from those in real-world organizations. When researchers did gain access to
observe real-world teams, many measured proxies of team productivity (such as the effectiveness
of within-team communication) rather than team outcome itself [14, 41].

Building upon and extending prior work, we wanted to quantitatively examine the relationship
between team dispersion and productivity in a real-world organizational setting. Specifically, we
ask:Whether and how are the following quantitativemeasures of teamdispersion related
to team productivity?

• Geographic distance (whether team members share the same office location)
• Temporal distance (how far away are each pairs of team members in terms of the time zone
they work from)

• Functional distance (whether team members share the same job roles e.g. engineers, re-
searchers, managers)

• Organizational distance (how far away are each pairs of team members on the organizational
hierarchy chart)

In 2018, we encountered a rare opportunity to investigate these questions: we gained access to a
large, multinational company to study its 117 newly-formed research teams. These teams consisted
of employees of different job roles, working from different geographic locations and time zones. All
shared the same goal of submitting a publication to the same prestigious research conference. All
had six months to accomplish this goal until the paper deadline arrives. The fact that these teams
differed in the aforementioned dispersion-related characteristics, yet all shared the same clearly
defined and measurable/observable goal (i.e. paper submission) uniquely allowed us to study the
relationships between team dispersion and productivity.
This paper starts with a review of prior examinations of these relationships, most of which

were based on controlled lab studies, studies of self-organized online teams, and qualitative on-
site studies. We then report the data we collected from our research site and the quantitative
dispersion and productivity measures we derived. Our analysis did not reveal significant effects
of temporal or geographical dispersion on team productivity; this can seem at tension with the
1In this paper, we use team dispersion and team distance interchangeably.
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common assumption that the most thorny challenge of geographically dispersed teamwork is
geographic differences [6]. In contrast, less organizational dispersion of a team is significantly
related to (and in fact, predicts) higher productivity. We discuss how our results echo or contradict
prior research findings, identifying issues that merit further research as well as implications for
supporting dispersed teamwork in organizations.
This paper makes two major contributions: First, it synthesizes prior work and identifies a set

of quantitative measures of team dispersion characteristics. This provides a first step towards
systematically and quantitatively examining team dispersion characteristics. Second, this paper
offers a rare quantitative analysis of how characteristics of team dispersion impact team productivity
in a real-world organizational setting. This surfaced intriguing insights, some of which can seem
at tension with findings from prior qualitative research, therefore, merit more explicit debate and
discussion.

2 RELATEDWORK
To contextualize our work, we first review the dimensions of team dispersion and the ways in which
prior work quantified them. Our study design heavily referenced these quantification methods.
We then describe the relationship between team dispersion and productivity according to existing
literature.

2.1 Measuring Dimensions of Team Dispersion
Teams are groups of people who are tasked with a shared goal. Geographically dispersed teams –
also known as distributed or virtual teams – are teams in which members come from different
geographic locations, usually with heavy reliance on computer-mediated communication [34].
Various characteristics of dispersed teams can impact their productivity [6, 10, 16, 40, 44]. These
characteristics include and are limited to:

• Geographic distances among team members. Geographical distance (proximity) is the physical
distance between teammembers. Studies have shown that employees working 30 meters apart
are similar to the employees working remotely [3, 29]. Thus, in our paper we approximate
the team members as collocated if they work in the same building, otherwise we consider
them as distributed.

• Temporal distances among team members. Temporal distance is a closely related to geographi-
cal distances among team members. Teams distributed across time zones could face additional
challenges of communication and coordination [41];

• Functional distances between team members: Functional distance refers the extent to which
team members share the expertise and serve the same job roles (e.g. researchers, designers,
etc.). Functional distance between team members affect how they share knowledge and
expertise, thereby influencing teamwork.

• Socio-demographic differences among teammembers: This includes both differences in personal
traits and demographic backgrounds. For example, gender and age composition [1, 45],
personal traits [32], cultural background [27], social media usage of team members [15, 24]
are known to have a considerable impact on teamwork.

• Organizational distance among team members: That is, how far away each pairs of team
members are on their organizations’ hierarchy chart, a diagram that lays out the reporting
structure (who reports to whom) as well as peer relations (who report to the same manager)
within the organization (Figure 1).
We noticed two different ways of conceptualizing organizational relations in prior research.
First is a strict hierarchical (SH) approach, which considers the organization as a strictly
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Fig. 1. An example organizational hierarchy chart. It annotates hierarchical and peer relations
among employees.

hierarchical network [28]. This approach emphasizes the hierarchical/power relations and
does not consider links between peer team members. The second approach is a strict hierar-
chical with peers (SHP) approach, which considers organization primarily as a social network
[58]. This approach highlights the importance of peer relations in teamwork, in addition to
hierarchical ones.
These two ways of conceptualizing organizational relations lead to two ways of quantifying
organizational distance. Consider a team of manager A and employees B, C, and D. Figure 2
illustrates its organizational hierarchy chart. Through the SH lens, the organizational distance
between each pair of employees is 2 (highlighted in gray in Figure 2 left). In contrast, the
SHP approach also considers peer relations, therefore the organizational distance between
each pair of employees is 1 (Figure 2 right). These different approaches in quantifying
organizational distance have great implications for organizational research, for example, in
understanding how technologies can enable information to most effectively flow across the
organization, thereby facilitating teamwork.
As an example, in an organization chart, everyone is connected with everyone else. So if
a project team has two members from the same organizational team, the project team’s
organizational distance will be 1; if the new project team has two members from two different
organizational teams, but their managers report to the same upper manager, then the new
project team’s organizational distance will be 3.

Fig. 2. The difference between a strict hierarchical (SH) approach [58] and a strict hierarchical
with peers (SHP) approach [28] to calculating organizational distance between team members.
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2.2 Dimensions of Team Dispersion and Productivity
Decade-long research has investigated how each dimension of team dispersion impacts team
productivity. Consensus has started to emerge on some of these dimensions. For example with
regard to socio-demographic differences, studies have repeatedly shown that demographically-diverse
and personality-wise-balanced teams are more productive than the less diverse or less balanced ones
[15, 31, 32]; that “diversity improves creativity" [5, 32]. On other team-dispersion dimensions, prior
research has produced mixed results. For example with regard to organizational distance, some have
argued that peer relations are stronger than manager-peer relations therefore can improve team
outcomes [35, 38], while other studies showing that strong manager-peer relations reduce delays
and team member conflicts [17, 21, 22]. A more comprehensive review of this body of research can
be found elsewhere [19, 41].

O’Leary and Cummings’ landmarkwork, in particular, argued for conceptualizing team dispersion
as a “multidimensional construct”; that each dimension is theoretically linked with different team
outcomes and they simultaneously influence a team’s productivity[39]. Among these dimensions,
prior research suggested that geographical and temporal dimensions are particularly important
[20, 41, 42]. Empirical studies showed that dispersed teams often devise workarounds to minimize
the temporal distance among team members (e.g. by meeting synchronously across many different
time zones) even at the cost of sacrificing personal time [48].

Noteworthily, the above findings about the causal relations between dispersion and productivity
more often come from controlled lab studies rather than investigations of real-world organizations
(with valuable exceptions, more on this later). For studies of real-world teams and organizations, it
is often difficult to control or manipulate certain dimensions of team dispersion while controlling
others and then compare team outcomes. Therefore, instead of real-world settings, researchers
often prefer research methods such as controlled lab studies [56], ran simulation [58], or online
groups on crowd-sourcing and MOOC platforms [33, 53, 60]. For example, Muller et al. [37] studied
a crowdfunding platform within a company. They measured team outcomes by comparing the funds
each crowd-funding team received. They analyzed three dimensions of team dispersion: whether
crowd-funding team members are in the same country (a proxy for geographic dispersion), belong
to the same department (organizational dispersion), and work for the same globally organized
project team (functional dispersion). They found that teams that shared at least one out of the
three “same-ness” are more likely to receive crowdfunding investments, and the effects of the
three types of “same-ness” were approximately additive. This finding offers valuable empirical
backings to Olson and Olson’s argument that team dispersion is a multi-dimensional construct [41];
that geographic and temporal distances function together with the socio-demographic, functional,
and organizational differences among team members and impact team outcome. That said, crowd-
funding teams can be quite different from real-world project teams, especially in terms of power
dynamics and peer relations [38].

Some prior research did study dispersed teams in real-world organizational contexts. McDonald
et al. conducted a longitudinal study of co-authoring over distances and studied the relationship
between each co-author’s perspectives on their shared writing task and their writing outcomes
[11]. Grinter, Herbsleb, & Perry explored geographically distributed software development teams
and revealed many approaches the teams had taken to coordinate distributed work [17]. Overall,
this body of work tends to take a qualitative approach. Due to the aforementioned pragmatic
reasons, researchers tend to focus on one or a few dimensions of dispersion rather than the "multi-
dimensional construct". They tend to analyze team outcomes using proxies (e.g. communication
effectiveness, influence flow, participation, etc,) rather than direct measures [28, 37].
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In this paper, we bridge these two threads of work by examining teams in real-world organiza-
tional contexts, using quantitative measures of multiple team dispersion dimensions.

3 METHOD
The goal of this study is to quantitatively examine the relationship between dimensions of team
dispersion and team productivity. And we focus on the follow four measurements:

• Geographic distance within teams
• Temporal distance within teams
• Functional distance within teams
• Organizational distance within teams

We did not study social-demographic distance because the company considered those personal
attributes to be “sensitive personal information,” and could not make those attributes available to
us for study.

3.1 Organization Background and Team Overview
In November 2017, our study site started a research intuitive that pushes for more research work
within the company and more research publications at a top-tier engineering research conference.
As part of this initiative, 490 researchers, 43 engineers, and 66 managers from offices across the globe
stopped their existing projects, re-organized, and formed 117 new research teams (597 employees
in total; each team on average had 6.68 members, SD=4.88.).

These new research project teams were self-organized: any employee could freely write a project
proposal or idea and submit it to an executive review committee; once the proposal was approved,
members across departments could freely create teams to work on an approved idea; researchers,
engineers, and managers could team up together despite they may not usually work together (or
form a team without any managers). These teams all had the overarching goal of writing up their
research projects and submitting them to targeted academic conferences before May 2018, though
the specific project goals are up to each team. Each of the teams was given a Slack group chat
channel as the primary communication channel, a Box folder as the primary file sharing space,
and an internal Github repository as the primary space for organizing code. Teams needed to
periodically report their results in a short report to the executive committee, and the executive
committee had a dashboard to monitor these teams’ progress and performance at a scale. Because
this initiative was supposed to encourage cross-team interdisciplinary collaboration, many project
teams consist with members from different part of the company. And depends on the natural of the
project idea, some of the teams may need more engineering help, but some others may be primarily
carried out by a few researchers. Eventually, these six-month project teams eventually produced
146 submissions. 79 out of the 117 project teams submitted at least one paper to the designated
conference.

We gained rare access to the teamwork data of these teams. Furthermore, the formation and setup
of these teams provided a unique condition for us to study team dispersion and productivity: Team
members work from locations across many time zones, allowing us to measure and study temporal
and geographical dispersion. During these six-month research projects, team members still belong
to their original organizational hierarchy; They still need to report to their managers on issues not
related to the research project. However, when working on the research projects, members of all
functional roles (researchers, managers, engineers) are all equal. This setup uniquely allowed us
to measure and study organizational dispersion and functional dispersion separately (Figure 3).
Finally, all teams share a clearly defined and observable goal – i.e. paper submission, allowing us to
quantitatively analyze the effects of dispersion on team productivity. Paper submission (rather than
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Fig. 3. An illustration of research member relations. During these six-month research projects, team members
still belong to their original organizational hierarchy (i.e. They still need to report to their managers on issues
not related to the research project). However, when working on the research projects, all members (researchers,
managers, engineers) are equal. This setup uniquely allowed us tomeasure and study organizational dispersion
and functional dispersion separately.

paper acceptance) has been a common proxy for measuring research-oriented teamwork [13, 47];
it provides an observable and comparable measure for creative teams that differ substantially
otherwise (in terms of project subject, team progress, measures of success, among others).

3.2 Data Collection
We collected data mainly from three data sources: project team information, organizational hierar-
chical chart, and paper submission record. Project team information includes team members and
project proposals team members collaboratively wrote at the time of team formation. The organi-
zational hierarchical chart includes all employees’ job functions (researcher/engineer/manager),
office location (office building number, city, country), organizational relationships (i.e. who are
their managers and peers). Paper submission records showed us the number of papers each team
submitted.

We aggregated these three datasets using team member information (i.e. email address) only as a
unique index key and then anonymized the data before starting data analysis. The aggregated
dataset is released together with this paper.

3.3 Calculating Measures of Team Dispersion
Next, we derived team dispersion measures from the data we collected. For each measure, we first
computed the distance between each pair of team members:

• Pairwise geographic dispersion score (geo-distance, integer score) For any given pair
of teammembers, we define their geo-distance as 1 if they are from two different buildings; and
0 if their offices are at the same building. This simplification of geo-distance is inspired by the
research findings [3, 29] that when two employees work 30 meters apart, their communicate
behaviors are similar to the ones working remotely. Our geo-distance variable is to indicate
whether they are collocated or remote, thus we design a binary variable.
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• Temporal dispersion score (integer score)We derived the time zone each employee is in
from their location data. We then computed temporal distance for each pair of project team
members. For example, for a team of three, two of them work from San Francisco (GMT-7)
and another from Boston (GMT-4), the pairwise temporal distances between team members
are 0, 3, and 3.

• Pairwise functional dispersion (binary) For each pair of project team members who had
the same job role (i.e. both are engineers, researchers, or managers), the functional distance
between the two is 0. For those who had different job roles, the functional distance is 1.

• Pairwise organizational distance (integer score)We took a strict hierarchical with peers
(SHP) approach [58] when calculating the pair-wise organizational distances among team
members. As described in 2.1, this approach considers both the hierarchical and peer relations
in teamwork, and gives equal weights to these relations. We chose this approach rather than
a strictly hierarchical one because we consider peer relations important in this particular
research teamwork setting: Within each research team, members typically do not work with
the managers they usually directly report to (Figure 3 right), therefore the peer relations here
are equally if not more important than the power/hierarchical distance.

Next, we computed team dispersion scores by averaging all pair-wise distances among team
members. For example, for a team of three members each work from a different building, their
pairwise geo-distances are 1, 1, and 1, and the team’s geographic dispersion score is 1. The use
of mean to accumulate group scores is a fairly common practice in various group collaboration
studies in CSCW [42, 57].
In addition to team dispersion characteristics, we also calculated the following descriptive

statistics. These measures can additionally impact team performance. We used them in our later
data analyses and modeling in order to monitor and eliminate noises.

• Team Size (integer);
• Team Motivation (binary): During data analysis, we noticed that in project proposals teams
can specify whether or not the publication is their primary team goal (the other option is
product). We suspect this measure can serve as a proxy for team motivation, an important
moderator of team productivity. We, therefore, included it in our analysis;

• Same Org Team (binary): Finally, we analyzed whether each team includes team members
exclusively from the same company department. If so, the members are more familiar with
each other, which can in turn influence team productivity.

3.4 Statistical Analysis and Modeling
With all the team dispersion and productivity measures ready, we then started to conduct statistical
analysis. We conducted both a descriptive comparison analysis and a round of regression analysis.

3.4.1 Comparison Analysis. We conducted a comparison analysis as a first step to gather some
insights for our first research question – Does each of the quantitative dispersion measures
make a difference on team productivity? To do so, we first divided the 117 research project
teams into those who did and did not produce a paper before the submission deadline (We will
refer to the former as the more productive teams and the latter less productive teams.) All
team-level dispersion scores are continuous independent variables. We therefore first tested the
Equality of Variances assumption, then performed independent sample t-tests and Chi-Square tests,
comparing the means of dispersion measures between more productive and less productive teams.
For additional categorical independent variables (e.g. team motivation, same org team), we created
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a two-dimensional table and used the Pearson Chi-Square test to see whether the different groups
had disproportionate counts.

3.4.2 Regression Analysis. We conducted regression analysis in order to answer our second research
question – Does each of the following measures have an impact on team productivity?
First, we checked the assumption for linearity of the logistic and multicollinearity (VIF). We found
no interaction effect of independent variables in any of the reported logistic regressions, and we will
report VIF next to each model in the Results section. Next, we generate a logistic regression model
for each of the dispersion measures respectively, in order to examine whether and to what extent
each measure correlates with the team productivity with control variables (e.g., Team Size). We
chose logistic regression modeling to explore the relationship between each independent variable
the dependent variable because our dependent variable is binary (i.e. teams being more productive
or less productive), and there are various control variables need to take into account[12].

Finally, we wanted to compare the predictive power of different dispersion dimensions. To do so,
we built a comprehensive full model using all independent variables available, including the four
team-dispersion measures and the three additional team characteristics described in 3.3.

4 STUDY RESULTS
In total, there are 490 researchers, 43 engineers, and 66 managers from offices across the globe
stopped their existing projects, re-organized, and formed 117 new research teams (597 employees
in total; each team on average had 6.68 members, SD=4.88.). The overall statistics are presented in
Table 1.

4.1 The Difference of Team Dispersion Measures between Less Productive and More
Productive Teams

Our analyses revealed that research teams that are more functionally and organizationally disperse
were more likely to have successfully produced a research publication in time. Teams that work
across different time zones or geographic locations are not necessarily less (or more) productive.

• Geographical dispersion: More productive and less productive teams are similar in geograph-
ical dispersion (t(115)=0.15, p>0.05);

• Temporal dispersion: More productive teams have larger temporal dispersion than less
productive teams, though the difference is not significant (t(95.98)=-1.46, p>0.05);

• Functional dispersion: More productive teams have members of less diverse job roles, in
comparison to less productive teams (t(68.20)=2.55, p<0.05);

• Organizational dispersion: More productive teams have a significantly higher mean organi-
zational dispersion score (SHP) of 4.12, in comparison to less productive teams which have a
mean SHP of 2.98 (t(115)=2.7, p<0.01). In other words, research project teams with members
further away from each other in the organizational hierarchy chart were more likely to have
successfully produced a publication in time.

In addition to dispersion dimensions, we also examined whether other team characteristics
influenced productivity. We found that higher team productivity (whether the team eventually
produced a publication) is related to team motivation (whether the team has highlighted publication
as their primary project goal at the time of formation). We did not observe a difference in team
size or team member’s original team affiliation between more and less productive teams. Table 1
summarizes the results of our comparison analysis. With these insights, we further build regression
models to answer our research questions.
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Team Less Productive More Productive
Characteristics Teams (N=38) Teams (N=79)

Team Motivation** 12/38 46/79
Average Team Size 6.66 (SE=1.13) 6.68 (SE=0.40)
Same Org Team 4 out of 38 teams (10.53%) 5 out of 79 teams (6.31%)

Geographic Dispersion Score 0.32 (SE=0.05) 0.31 (SE=0.03)
Temporal Dispersion Score 0.83 (SE=0.26) 1.36 (SE=0.25)

Functional Dispersion Score** 0.44 (SE=0.05) 0.30 (SE=0.03)
Organizational Distance Score** 2.98 (SE=0.32) 4.12 (SE=0.25)

Table 1. Team Characteristics and Diversity and Distance Scores Summary in Teams With Submission (N=79)
and Teams Without Submissions (N=38). ** indicates difference level is significant p<0.01. Note for continuous
variables independent sample t-tests are performed, for discrete variables Chi-Square tests are performed.

4.2 The Relationship Between Team Dispersion Measures And Productivity
To examine whether and to what extent each team dispersion measure correlate with team pro-
ductivity outcome, we built regression models for each dispersion measure. The reason why we
chose to use regression model instead of a correlation analysis to explore the relationship between
each dispersion measure and the outcome is because we want to take the control variables into the
equation [12]. Below we report these regression results to reveal the relationship between each
independent variable and our dependent variable.

Larger Temporal Dispersion Correlate with Higher Team Productivity The Temporal Dis-
persion Model (Table 2) shows that a higher temporal dispersion score correlates with a higher
team productivity; team members working from further away time zones were more likely to
successfully produce a paper publication. When the time differences among team members on
average increase by one hour, the team is 1.23 times more likely to produce a paper submission.
However, the p-value (0.09) suggests the relationship is marginal.

B S.E. p Exp(B) VIF

Temporal Dispersion Score 0.21 0.12 0.09 1.23 1.03
Team Motivation(Control) 1.27 0.43 <.01** 3.57 1.03

Team Size(Control) -0.02 0.04 0.71 0.98 1.03
Same Org Team(Control) -0.51 0.76 0.09 1.23 1.03

Constant 0.09 0.43 0.83 1.10

Table 2. The Temporal Dispersion Model. Higher temporal dispersion score corre-
lates with higher team productivity. 𝑅2 = 0.13

No evidence of geographical dispersion’s correlation with team performance power. The
geographic dispersion model (Table 3) does not reveal meaningful correlation.We found no evidence
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to support or reject the hypothesis that the geographic dispersion score of a team correlates with
its productivity.

B S.E. p Exp(B) VIF

Geographic Dispersion Score 0.19 0.69 0.79 1.20 1.04
Team Motivation**(Control) 1.15 0.43 <.01 3.15 1.04

Team Size(Control) -0.00 0.05 0.95 1.00 1.04
Same Org Team(Control) -0.65 0.76 0.39 0.52 1.04

Constant 0.23 0.46 0.62 1.26

Table 3. The geographic dispersionmodel. It shows no evidence to support or reject
the geographical dispersion score’s relationship to team productivity.𝑅2 = 0.10

B S.E. p Exp(B) VIF

Functional Dispersion Score* -2.10 0.84 <.05 0.12 1.04
Team Motivation*(Control) 1.00 0.43 <.05 2.71 1.04

Team Size(Control) -0.03 0.04 0.51 0.97 1.04
Same Org Team(Control) -1.39 0.61 0.10 0.25 1.04

Constant* 1.39 0.61 <.05 3.99

Table 4. The functional dispersion model shows that higher functional distance
among team members correlates with a team’s productivity.𝑅2 = 0.17

Bigger functional dispersion correlates with a lower team productivity The functional
dispersion model (Table 4) shows that functional distance among team members is correlated with
the team’s productivity. If members of a team have more than one job role, the team is significantly
less likely (12% likelihood) to have a paper submission, in comparison to teams of all the same role
(e.g., all researchers). In other words, functionally diverse research teams might be less productive
than homogeneous teams. Most of the homogeneous teams are researcher-only teams (i.e., no
managers, no engineers), so it seems the more researchers in a team, the more likely the team has a
paper submission as the outcome.

Organizational dispersion correlates with team productivity.Our organizational dispersion
model (Table 5) shows that organizational distance among teammembers is also positively correlated
with the team’s productivity. On average, when a team’s organizational dispersion score increases
by 1, the team is 1.36 times more likely to successfully produce a research paper. To illustrate this
result, let us consider this example: Considering a project team that has two researchers, if they are
reporting to two different managers and their managers report to the same upper manager, this
project team is almost five times more likely to have a paper submission v.s. the case that these two
researchers are reporting to the same manager in the same organizational team.
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B S.E. p Exp(B) VIF

Org Distance Score** (SHP) 0.31 0.11 <.01 1.36 1.00
Team Motivation**(Control) 1.21 0.44 <.01 3.35 1.00

Team Size(Control) -0.03 0.05 0.51 0.97 1.00
Same Org Team(Control) 0.05 0.80 0.95 1.05 1.00

Constant -0.69 0.55 0.21 0.50

Table 5. The organizational dispersion model shows that higher organizational dis-
tances among team members significantly predicts higher team productivity.𝑅2 =
0.18

4.3 Comprehensive Full Regression Model
To compare the predictive power of different dispersion dimensions, we built a “comprehensive” re-
gression model. The resulting model (Table 6) suggests that functional dispersion (p=0.05) and team
motivation (p<0.05) are the strongest predictors of team productivity. Organizational dispersion is
also predictive, yet did not achieve statistical significance (p=0.10).

B S.E. p Exp(B) VIF

Geographic Dispersion Score -0.86 0.84 0.31 0.42 1.04
Temporal Dispersion Score 0.06 0.18 0.76 1.06 1.03
Org Distance Score (SHP) 0.28 0.17 0.10 1.33 1.05

Functional Dispersion Score -1.72 0.89 0.05 0.18 1.08
Team Motivation*(Control) 1.07 0.45 <.05 2.92 1.04

Team Size(Control) -0.05 0.05 0.32 0.95 1.04
Same Org Team(Control) -0.64 0.90 0.48 0.53 1.04

Constant 0.49 0.82 0.55 1.63

Table 6. The comprehensive full regression model. 𝑅2 = 0.23

5 DISCUSSION
Geographically dispersed teams are becoming increasingly common in recent years. These teams can
face distinctive challenges in communication, coordination, and collaboration, thereby hindering
productivity. Understanding these dimensions of team dispersion and their relationship with
team productivity is critical for understanding and supporting dispersed teamwork. Extensive
prior research has already studied these relations, though often in lab or online settings or using
predominantly qualitative measures. This body of work contributed valuable insights into how
geographic and temporal distances function together with the socio-demographic, functional, and
organizational differences among team members and impact team outcomes.
This paper adds to this body of work by contributing an empirical case study of dispersed

teamwork in a real-world organizational setting, using quantitative measures. We studied 117
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newly-formed research project teams in a multinational company. During the six months following
the team formation, these teams had a shared goal: To produce a research submission to a prestigious
conference.

Interestingly, we found that geographic and time differences are only weakly if at all related to
team productivity. However, organizational and functional distances are highly predictive of the
productivity of the dispersed teams we studied. These findings can seem surprising since prior work
has more often considered geographic and temporal dispersion rather than organizational distance
as major challenges in dispersed teamwork. In what follows, we first discuss these findings in
relation to prior knowledge of dispersed teamwork, providing possible explanations, and identifying
open research questions that merit further study. We then discuss implications for remote work
technology design.

5.1 Towards the Optimal Design of Dispersed Teams
5.1.1 Geographical and Temporal Dispersion. Our results suggest that research teams across mul-
tiple time zones are more likely to have higher productivity in paper submission. In view of the
well-accepted findings of Olson and Olson [41], this finding can seem counter-intuitive: We would
expect that the more time zone differences in a team, the less productive the team is, as time
differences can hinder team coordination and collaboration. We speculate that the specific context
of the research paper writing task and the unique nature of these research-driven organizational
teams could explain this surprising finding.
While taking all the specific contextual limitations and task uniqueness into consideration, we

argue this is still an insightful finding for an organization’s remote team formation strategy. Many
employees and employers are hesitant to form teams with members coming from different time
zones, as such timezone difference imposes lots of challenges on people’s schedules and commu-
nications [31]. However, we found that such a timezone difference can also have benefits. If the
organization is a multinational industrial organization, it is inevitable to have people working with
others from different time zones. Especially during the COVID-19 like pandemic time, cross-border
travel is severely restricted, thus the temporally distributed teams are new for many organizations.
Our result can ease the anxiety for these organizations and the team members involved – at least,
such cross-timezone collaboration may help with the team productivity if the team is actively
working on paper writing or similar tasks.

5.1.2 Functional Dispersion. Prior studies had suggested that “diversity encourage[s] creativity"
[5, 32]; that more diverse teams are better at creative tasks [50]. However, our results seem to
contradict this view.Within the research teamswe studied, higher functional dispersion significantly
predicts lower team productivity. Was it because the research teams were focusing on execution
rather than creativity aspects of research, given that they were tasked with a productivity goal (i.e.
paper submission) rather than a creative one? Was it because the engineers and managers were
less trained in doing research, therefore different teams differ in skill levels? These questions are
beyond the scope of our research questions, and we propose them for future research.

5.1.3 Organizational Distance. Our findings revealed that a higher organizational dispersion score
significantly predicts a higher probability that the team will submit a paper. This result, to some
extent, supports the periodical re-organization practice that happens in many organizations. The
project teams can benefit from members that are far away from each other on the organizational
chart. The employees staying in the same organization team may think too much alike and have
overlaps in access to the organizational resources and social capital, thus can be less productive in
working on a project. Also, various organizations are experimenting with flatter andmore agile ways
of organizing project teams. The employee’s project team is independent of their organizational
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team. Our result provides another evidence (further reading [4, 25]) for this practice and we argue
cross-team project collaboration should be encouraged.

5.2 Design Implications for CSCW Systems to Support Team Formation
Our results also have design implications for collaboration support systems at workplace. For
example, in our study, we collected three independent data sources and bridged them together to
analyze the data. Teams posted their initial project proposal at one place, stored their team member
information at a second place, and tracked the project deliverable and productivity at a third place.
In the future, organizations may want to build and adopt an inter-operational system(s) to help the
organizations and teams to better track project process, thus such system can also provide further
opportunity for early intervention, if a team is doomed to failure [26, 54].

One thing we noticed in the data collection process of this paper is that organizations nowadays
can collect and archive a much richer historical information about the project teams, thanks to
the cloud computing technologies. Now that companies have Google Drive or Box to keep track
of the artifacts generated from a project team, and who contributed to that artifact; also the code
repositories and OverLeaf-like of article drafting systems. The company can leverage these artifacts’
meta-data (not to use the content data to avoid privacy concerns), and enable a new future of
organizational team collaboration research. But in this paper, we did not have access to those data.
The specific findings related to the four types of team dispersion measurements can be incor-

porated into the new designs of expert recommender systems and team formation systems. For
example, the recommender system could suggest team members from farther away organizational
team to increase the organizational distance score of a team for certain types of tasks, which may
actually have benefits.

5.3 Limitations and Future Work
Our study has a few limitations. First, our study site is one singular multinational company, and
the task is academic paper writing. Even for these research teams, “delivering a paper” may not be
the best measure to reflect their productivity, as there are multiple steps behind the production
of a research paper (e.g., data collection or literature preparation). Thus, some of the findings
from this study may or may not apply to other contexts. We call for more CSCW researchers to
follow this thread of work and continue to contribute data points from various other contexts and
organizations. Together we can examine the generalizability of the findings from this work.

The individual difference between an employee’s research and paper writing skills can be another
confounding variable. Especially in our dataset, many of the individuals are engineers and managers,
whose primary job role is not research. However, we are looking at the team-level analysis, and
some of those factors are already reflected in existing variables, such as the job role diversity score.
Another factor we did not consider is the existing familiarity or relationship between the team
members – some of them may have already worked together with each other while some others
may be totally new collaborators. In our log data, we did not have access to those information. In
the future, we hope to develop a survey to collect more qualitative and personalized information
from individual employees to compliment this study. There are many other similar factors that can
be enriched in our study, such as culture background and gender diversity, but due to company’s
policy, such information are not allowed to be collected or stored in this team project database.

We acknowledge that the period of this study is pretty short (only six months), but we argue this
is a good amount of time for the studied teams to complete a computer science research project
and write a paper, and all the studied teams are treated equally, thus we believe the outcomes from
these project teams are still comparable. We collected the data from this fixed time window. This
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method may not be as well designed as a lab experiment, but it has its strength as it provides a
real-world account for the study subjects, as highlighted in [14, 46].
Another limitation is that we used primarily the log data to reflect teams’ composition and

productivity, and there are other forms of log data that we could leverage in the future (e.g. Slack
data [52]). But we did not ask employees’ perceptions or satisfaction of working in their teams. We
acknowledge that the employees’ satisfaction is also an important dimension of the outcome of a
project, and we plan to run user studies to collect qualitative data to reflect the team relationship
and the individual satisfaction perspectives of the team collaboration. Those studies are beyond the
scope of this work. We encourage future qualitative research to further examine and improve the
quantitative findings from this study, revealing fuller insights into team dispersion and productivity.
At a higher level, explicating the relationship between team dispersion and productivity can

inform how we might better design technologies that support dispersed teamwork. For example, the
various dimensions of team dispersion scores can be incorporated into the new designs of expert
recommender systems and team formation systems. Moreover, team formation and recommendation
systems could suggest team members from farther away organizational teams, since increasing
the organizational distance score of a team could potentially improve productivity. Examining
the findings of this study (especially the findings related to the predictive power of dispersion
measures) in the context of Groupware system design should be a critical next step for CSCW
research and design.

6 CONCLUSION
In summary, understanding the relationship between team dispersion and productivity is critical
for supporting such teams. Extensive prior research has studied these relations in lab settings or
using qualitative measures. This paper extends prior work by contributing an empirical case study
in a real-world organization, using quantitative measures. We studied 117 new research project
teams within a company for 6 months. During this time, all teams shared one goal: submitting
a research paper to a conference. We analyzed these teams’ dispersion-related characteristics
as well as team productivity. Interestingly, we found little statistical evidence that geographic
and time differences relate to team productivity. However, organizational distance and functional
dispersion are highly predictive of the productivity of the distributed teams we studied. Based on
these results, we conclude the paper with socio-technical implications for dispersed organizational
team formation strategy and system design as well. We encourage fellow CSCW researchers to
further examine these findings in other research settings and to help improve the productivity and
quality of distributed teamwork.
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