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Abstract. The demands of the global world increasingly dictate that people 
travel in order to conduct work. Oftentimes, this means that team members are 
neither strictly here nor there. Teams such as these are hybrids, where 
members alternate between co-located and distributed contexts. The pervasive 
nature of information and communication technologies, however, continues to 
impose an expectation of availability on the team members even as they travel. 
In this paper, we take a reflexive research stance to inform our understanding 
of the complexities of accomplishing knowledge work within a hybrid team 
configuration. An illustrative case highlights issues and outcomes associated 
with member availability that arose during the writing of a research paper. 
Categorical reasons for member unavailability are identified and contrasted 
with the expectation of availability. We suggest that the issues and conflict we 
experienced may be traced to the ambiguous nature of the task and the early 
project phase requiring problem formulation. 

1 Introduction 

Advances in information and communication technology (ICT) have changed the 
way that teams collaborate. ICT enables work to be accomplished by virtual teams – 
teams that conduct work predominantly via computer-mediated communication 
(CMC) [1]. Thus, teams can be composed of members distributed across space and 
time. 
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However, ICT has also impacted the way that co-located teams conduct work. 
While continuing to meet in the traditional face-to-face (FtF) manner, ICT allows 
members who share the same physical work location to also collaborate 
electronically. Arguably, there are few traditional teams that work strictly via FtF 
interaction. While there is a wealth of research focused on traditional teams, and a 
growing body of research focused on virtual teams [2-4], there is a need to 
understand the collaboration complexities of teams that straddle both domains, where 
both traditional FtF and virtual contexts prevail. We will refer to teams operating 
with this mixed configuration as hybrid teams. 

Knowledge work involves “accessing data, using knowledge, employing mental 
models, and applying significant concentration and attention” [5]. In this paper, we 
begin with the premise that the efforts of conceptualizing and crafting a research 
manuscript constitute knowledge work. Informed by research on virtual teams and 
knowledge work, we take a reflexive research stance [6-8] to examine our 
experiences in working as a hybrid team to write a research paper. 

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents an account of knowledge 
work by a hybrid team writing a research paper (the authors of this paper). In section 
3, a retrospective analysis of key issues relating to team member availability and 
unavailability are identified. Reflections on availability are discussed in section 4, 
informed by the literature on virtual teams and knowledge work. The paper 
culminates with conclusions in section 5. 

2 An Account of Knowledge Work in a Hybrid Team 

We use our own experiences, in a manner similar to Mathiassen and Purao [8] 
and Naur [6], drawing on the account of a specific case that consists of a series of 
episodes. A retrospective analysis of the case follows along with a comparison of 
surface-level findings against those derived from prior research. 

2.1 Illustrative Case 

We describe the activities of a hybrid team and individual members of the team 
as it engaged in the process of formulating a research paper. Table 1 includes a 
timeline of the key events. 

The four authors of this paper, whom we will refer to as A, B, C and D, were 
colleagues in the same department in the same university in the same country (U.S.). 
They decided to collaborate on a research paper for an upcoming conference. While 
A, B, and C had worked together for many months and were an established team, D 
was a relative newcomer to the group. However, over the course of the three months 
prior to this undertaking, the four individuals had various face-to-face (FtF) 
meetings, ranging from the entire group to different combinations of triads and 
dyads, to discuss potential research activities. Additionally, all had exchanged 
numerous emails with one another. In short, the group had an established working 
rapport. 
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For this specific manuscript, the group met for an initial FtF meeting to 
brainstorm. After actively exchanging and discussing ideas, they agreed on a 
direction and core message of the paper. The topic for the manuscript would be at the 
intersection of global software development (GSD) and ubiquitous organizations. As 
they began to plan their work, it became evident that two members would be 
traveling during the time period leading up to the submission deadline. First, B 
would travel to Asia to attend a research conference, and before B returned, A would 
travel to Australia to give a keynote address at a research conference and to conduct 
field research. 

Realizing that they would not be able to meet FtF very often before the deadline, 
the group developed an action plan and assigned responsibilities to members. By the 
close of the meeting, they felt good about their efforts; they had a productive meeting 
and were off to a good start on this project. 

A, C and D remained co-located while B traveled to Asia. The three co-located 
members conducted electronic brainstorming, in an effort to include B, as the next 
step in the development of the paper. A drafted a rough outline of the paper and 
emailed it to the group, stating that A would reconnect with the group in early 
December (2 ½ weeks later). Several days later, just prior to B’s return, B sent an 
email to the group with some modifications to the paper outline. This was the only 
communication from B during B’s trip to Asia. 

B returned a few days after A’s departure. B and D had several impromptu FtF 
meetings, after which B, C, and D had a scheduled FtF meeting. In this meeting, new 
concerns and issues surfaced. The ensuing discussion resulted in a key revision of 
the paper’s core message. B devised a high-level outline for the paper and D agreed 
to write an initial draft given the revised core message. Over the next two weeks, the 
draft went through four written iterations, as B and D took turns developing it. 
During this period, D notified the group, via email, of this change in direction. 
Neither A nor C responded (A was in Australia; C was co-located with B and D). 

B continued to work on the paper and sent a second iteration of the revised core 
message during the Thanksgiving holiday break. At the end of the holiday weekend, 
A established contact with the group via email. However, neither C nor D responded. 
After the holiday break, D emailed the group, explaining that a family emergency 
was the reason for D’s lack of contact. A group meeting was scheduled for later in 
the week. Meanwhile, C updated A on the group’s progress during A’s absence. 

A few days later, A, B, and D had an impromptu hallway encounter where A 
expressed confusion over the change in the direction of the paper. Also, A was 
concerned as to whether they could meet the deadline for paper submission. While B 
and D were under the impression that the group had the next six weeks to work on 
the paper (submission deadline was mid January), A expressed availability over the 
next ten days and a desire to complete the paper before the end of the semester (mid-
December). 

Over the next two days, B and D sent out two more iterations of the revised core 
message. Later that week, the group scheduled its second FtF meeting, where all 
members were available to meet FtF. But, as luck would have it, B’s child became 
ill, requiring participation in the meeting via a conference call. 
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Table 1. Timeline of key events 

Date Players Key Events Activity 

10/30 All 
FtF Kick-off 

Meeting 

brainstorm ideas for paper; agree on core 

message of paper; availability of individual 

members discussed and order of authors 

determined 

11/6 B leaves for Asia attends research conference 

11/8 A email to group 
attaches outline of paper; will re-connect 

with group in early December 

11/10 C & D meeting 
discuss paper; divide responsibilities for 

paper sections  

11/11 B 
email group 

from Asia 

connection very slow; adds some content to 

A's outline 

11/12 A 
leaves for 

Australia 

keynote speaker at research conference; 

conducts field research 

11/15 B & D 
FtF informal 

encounter 
status update 

11/15 C & D FtF meeting give feedback on each other's drafted sections 

11/16 C & D FtF meeting give feedback on each other's drafted sections 

11/19 B, C & D FtF meeting 

agree that core message 'not working'; agree 

to revise core message of paper; prepare 

outline for paper 

11/22 D email to group 

attaches draft of revised core  message; 

specifically draws to A's attention that core 

message has been revised; asks A to 

acknowledge 

11/22 B & D 
FtF informal 

encounter 

B gives feedback to D; they discuss some 

ideas in-depth; they are in agreement on 

revised core message 

11/25  
Thanksgiving 

Holiday 
  

11/26 B email to group 
attaches 2nd iteration of revised core 

message 

11/28 A email to group first contact since 11/11 

11/29 D email to group 
D explains that was out of contact for several 

days due to family emergency 

11/29 B & D 
FtF informal 

encounter 

group will hold off on next FtF meeting until 

D can catch up  

11/30 A & C FtF meeting C updates A on status of paper 

12/1 A, B & D 
FtF informal 

encounter 

A confused over core message; concerned 

whether group can meet deadline; A 

available to work on paper over next 10 days; 

B&D thought everyone available until paper 

deadline in mid January 
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Table 1 Continued: Timeline of key events 

Date Players Key Events Activity 

12/2 D email to group attaches 3rd iteration of revised core message 

12/3 B email to group attaches 4th iteration of revised core message 

12/3 
All 

FtF and phone 
Discuss draft of revised core message; revise 

work-plan 

12/9 A email to group attaches 5th iteration of revised core message 

12/9 D email to group Suggests need to address struggle/conflict 

12/19 
All 

FtF meeting 
Second FtF meeting of all four members; 

discuss paper 

 
At the meeting, as D tried to explain the chain of events leading to the morphing 

of the paper’s core message, A and C relayed ideas from their meeting earlier in the 
week. Clearly, the group was not ‘on the same page’–two different 

conceptualizations were being developed. B had to disconnect from the conference 
call early, due to parenting needs. The climate became uneasy as the three FtF group 
members attempted to reach an understanding regarding the focus of the paper. 

The meeting ended with a newly revised work-plan; A volunteered to take the 
lead in writing the next draft of the paper. Although the three-some tried to repair the 
meeting and end on a positive note, there was an unspoken distance between them as 
they left the meeting room. Six days later, A distributed the draft of the research 
paper via email and asked members for feedback, especially in terms of ‘holes or 
issues that were not identified,’ preferably before their scheduled FtF meeting the 
next day. Within several hours, D sent an email with the following message: 

 
As I've been thinking about what has transpired since our initial FtF meeting, I believe we 

need to address the struggle/conflict we've experienced in reaching a shared understanding 

on the message of this paper . . . .While people traveled and found themselves unavailable 

(technology infrastructure not much help; mentally focusing on other work), others met 

FtF and also shared work electronically. The message of the paper developed, as deadlines 

required. However, when we all found ourselves back in the same location, we evidenced 

a division in direction. 

 
Within moments, A responded electronically, asking D to revise the draft to 

incorporate these thoughts. By that evening, D distributed a modified draft of the 
research paper. B and C were not heard from during this exchange. The following 
day the four members gathered for what was the second meeting where all members 
were actually present. The atmosphere in the room was quite tense as the meeting 
began. 

3 The Multi-faceted Nature of Availability and Unavailability 

A surface analysis of the account above showed that the group experienced 
several key issues that exist in virtual teams, including member unavailability, 
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expectations of member availability, difficulty maintaining a shared understanding, 
and group conflict. 

3.1 Unavailability 

The group experienced difficulties associated with members’ availability to work 
on the paper. Below, five reasons pertaining to unavailability are identified. 

1. ICT Unavailability: While B was at a conference in Asia, the difficulty 
related to connecting with the group was traced to the slowness and 
intermittent nature of the Internet connection. From the conference, Internet 
access to people and websites within that country was superb; the problem 
was Internet access to the rest of the world due to legal and/or regulatory 
barriers. 

2. Social Unavailability: A was a keynote speaker at the conference in 
Australia. After the speech, discussions with interested colleagues clearly 
took precedence over getting to the bank of computers for email. Thus, the 
availability of the technological infrastructure was hindered by the need to 
be socially present with conference attendees. 

3. Physical Unavailability: Sometimes, even when the underlying 
technological infrastructure could be navigated, time differences across the 
globe made team members physically unavailable. For example, when B was 
overseas, significant time differences (close to eleven hours) made 
synchronous collaboration impossible. Furthermore, receipt of asynchronous 
communication was delayed, as emails sent from the U.S. were ‘received’ 
when B was asleep, and sent by B when the other team members were 
asleep. 

4. Mental Unavailability: When in Australia, A found it necessary to focus on 
conducting field research and could not devote the mental energies needed to 
collaborate with the team during that time. Competing demands on time 
meant C could also not be mentally available to the group for extended 
periods. Thus, the problem of mental availability was unconstrained by 
location–distant team members, as well as co-located members, required 
periods of uninterrupted time. 

5. Emotional Unavailability: When the group was once again co-located and 
attempted a FtF meeting, parenting duties and a sick child made B 
emotionally unavailable to the group. Furthermore, due to cultural 
observances, while half of the group celebrated a national (U.S.) holiday, 
they were emotionally unavailable as they took time off from work to spend 
with family and friends. 

3.2 Expectations of Availability 

Although members discussed their travel schedules at the initial FtF team 
meeting, no explicit mention was made regarding members’ lack of availability. 
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There was an unspoken expectation that individuals would remain available to the 
group. 

ICT Availability: Due to the pervasiveness of ICT, distant members were 
expected to remain in contact with the group. During both A and B’s travels, co-
located members emailed both and anticipated a response. Co-located members also 
used email to communicate with each other, even though they worked in very close 
proximity (some within 20 feet of each other), and expected a response. 

Physical Availability: Expectations of the physical availability of co-located 
members were high. For example, A, C and D scheduled a FtF meeting while B was 
traveling, and B and D had a series of FtF meetings while A was traveling. Meetings 
of the entire group were schedule when all members were co-located. 

Mental Availability: Due to their shared work experience, it was tacit knowledge 
that group members were working on other projects as well. However, no one made 
their work commitments explicit. The implicit expectation of other work 
commitments did not supersede the expectation that members would devote the 
mental energy required to remain aware of and responsive to developments in the 
group’s paper. For example, when the paper’s direction changed as a result of 
interaction between B and D, A was performing field research in Australia. D sent an 
email to A describing the changes, expecting that A would remain up-to-date as the 
paper developed. 

Emotional Availability: When members were co-located, they were expected to 
be available to meet during normal business hours, within the usual confines of work 
schedules. However, B, who was unable to attend a critical FtF meeting due to an 
unforeseen family situation, was expected to participate anyway.  

 

3.3 Consequences of Mismatch Between Availability and Unavailability 

Difficulty maintaining a shared understanding: Even though the group 
established a direction for the paper at their initial meeting, they experienced 
difficulty maintaining a shared understanding. The core message of the paper 
evolved as different dyads and triads of co-located members worked on it. Over time, 
the core message fractured such that two conceptualizations were pursued in tandem. 

Group conflict: As the weeks passed and the paper deadline approached, the 
elusiveness of developing a single core message led to increased levels of tension 
and conflict within the group. What began as a concerted effort by four motivated 
colleagues resulted in a less-than-satisfying group outcome. 

4 Reflections Informed by Prior Research 

Based on the key problems identified, in this section we reflect upon and 
interpret the group’s experiences informed by the literature on virtual teams and 
knowledge work. 
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4.1 Awareness and Availability 

It is commonly accepted that working in a virtual team is difficult [2-4]. 
Research suggests that establishing and maintaining an awareness of members is 
important to the success of virtual teams [10, 11]. Awareness refers to an 
understanding of others’ activities and provides a context to interpret behavior [12, 
13]. Weisband [10] describes five types of group awareness: self awareness is 
information about another’s activity at a specified time; activity awareness is 
knowledge of others’ project-related activities; process awareness is knowing what 
tasks fall within project phases; social awareness is knowledge about others outside 
the context of work; and availability awareness is knowing whether others are 
available to meet or participate in an activity. To date, activity awareness has 
received the most attention  [14].  

However, Panteli [15] draws attention to the importance of availability. She 
articulates three states of availability: present availability, absent unavailability, and 
silenced availability. Present availability refers to an individual’s time availability 
and commitment during a project. Absent unavailability refers to an individual’s 
temporary unavailability for project work due to non-work related reasons. Silenced 
availability refers to an individual keeping silent when participation is expected.  

Awareness in virtual teams is conceptualized from the perspective of the group, 
usually in terms of how information regarding members pertains the to team’s 
progress and performance. However, the illustrative case demonstrates the 
importance of viewing availability awareness from the perspective of individual 
members. ICT can have dual effects: the supportive and intrusive effects of 
anywhere/anytime communication, and knowledge sharing [16, 17]. Schwarz, et al. 
[18] use the term ‘work boundary’ to refer to ‘the increased need but also increased 
difficulty to create, maintain, negotiate, and manage boundaries, both at work and 
between work’ in virtual environments. They suggest that knowledge workers need 
to constantly negotiate their position within the sphere of work (how active, 
reachable, and available one wants to be at different times), in order to maintain an 
uninterrupted space to be able to effectively manage and balance between various 
work responsibilities [18]. In our case, during the trip to Australia, A set up 
boundaries to protect high priority work activities from interruptions from other 
activities. Such uninterrupted space is critical for the individual knowledge worker. 
First, it serves as a reflective space to enable the individual to be more concentrated 
on the priority tasks at hand. Second, such boundaries are constantly negotiated and 
reset to reflect the organizational needs and one’s own needs.  

Schwarz, et al. [18] point out that it is the shift in social and cultural expectations 
about speed in response and availability that can convert the technical potential of 
advanced ICT into social requirements. For example, when working under a 
deadline, interruptions are inevitable, necessary or even urgent. Therefore, 
sometimes there are conflicts between individual needs and social requirements.  
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4.2 Managing Competing Demands: the Expectation of Availability vs. the 

Need to Hide-out 

The collaboration of knowledge workers is often characterized by the portion of 
individual work that team members conduct. While some part of this work may 
require interactions with others, other parts of the work may require uninterrupted 
time to think, reflect, and reconfigure. This time for reflection can become a casualty 
of expectations about electronic availability brought on by the availability of ICT. A 
team member may find herself constantly interrupted by email messages or phone 
calls requiring immediate responses, which can take her away from the reflection in 
which she was engaged. After responding to the interruption, she may not be able to 
get back into her earlier ‘flow.’ The solution to this predicament, for the knowledge 
worker, is to ‘get away from it all.’ This form of remoteness has been termed ‘hiding 
out’ [16] or ‘islanding’ [18] and necessitates cutting off interruptions from people, 
technology (cell phones, emails) and other potential disturbances. 

4.3 Dialectic Progress in Hybrid Teams 

Dialectic refers to the notion of conflict [19] among team members and the 
manner in which this conflict is resolved to reach a higher level of shared 
understanding that can facilitate progress towards the project objective. In the 
account provided, it was necessary that the group reach a common understanding 
regarding the direction and focus of the paper. 

Typically, for co-located teams, a series of FtF meetings occurs in order to reach 
a shared understanding of the problem to be solved. In this manner, the problem is 
formulated and reformulated as new knowledge is shared and ideas explored [20]. 
For virtual teams that cannot engage in a series of FtF interactions, reaching such 
understanding can prove to be a difficult proposition. In practice, a series of FtF 
meetings is often impractical or impossible if team members are distributed across 
substantial distances, or, as in the case study group, if member availability does not 
permit. Purportedly, the next best solution is to have a single FtF kick-off meeting, 
where the group can establish enough common ground [21] to carry it forward after 
it is dispersed. The imperative of the initial meeting is not only to reach an agreed 
upon understanding and direction to guide the group’s work, but also to deal with 
logistical concerns such as establishing group processes, member roles and 
responsibilities, and communication norms. For most groups, this is not readily 
achievable in a single meeting. 

In theory, hybrid teams have the ability to meet regularly–at least more than 
once. However, availability issues can make it difficult for all members to meet. As 
highlighted by the case, although all members were available some of the time, rare 
was the case when all were available at the same time. 

As our illustrative case shows, the members of the group found themselves in a 
conflict situation, even though they conducted an initial FtF meeting and seemingly 
reached a shared understanding on the direction of the paper. Furthermore, they 



128     Ocker et al. 

 

mapped out responsibilities and a work schedule with milestones. However, although 
they discussed their pending travels, they did not foresee the availability problems 
they would encounter partly because members found themselves unexpectedly 
without the technology to communicate with their group. This was partly due to non-
ICT related availability reasons and partly due to different expectations concerning 
member availability. With the paper deadline fast approaching, the group needed to 
resolve their conflict situation. Although the four members had never worked 
together as a group, they had built up some social capital over the previous months. 
Their trust of, and mutual respect for, each other helped to mitigate the conflict. 
Electronic communication proved helpful in providing the distance and precision in 
words to surface the conflict (for example, D’s email to the group) while a FtF 
meeting of all group members proved essential for working through differences. 

5 Conclusions 

If the group had adhered to the direction and core message of the paper as 
originally conceptualized in its kick-off FtF meeting, perhaps many of the problems 
stemming from availability could have been avoided. However, this is not a realistic 
expectation, particularly for groups engaged in the early, problem formulation stage 
of problem solving activities. For non-routine problems, problem formulation is an 
unstructured and ambiguous activity that consists of both divergent and convergent 
thought processes [22], and as such provides a rich opportunity for creativity [23-
25]. 

Problem formulation evolves over time into a stable conceptualization. Due to 
these characteristics, knowledge work occurring at the front-end of problem solving 
can be quite challenging. Performing this knowledge work in a hybrid team, where 
members were not continually available, hindered the group’s ability to maintain a 
shared understanding of the direction of the paper. Researchers suggest managerial 
strategies such as front loading projects with FtF kick-off meetings and scheduling 
intermittent face-to-face meetings in an effort to build and maintain a shared 
understanding among team members [26-28]. However, our experience indicates that 
even with established relationships that include mutual trust and respect, 
accomplishing ambiguous work in a hybrid team is quite difficult. 

ICT provides the means to conduct work virtually. However, as our illustrative 
case indicates, a social structure that sanctions such communication still needs to be 
cultivated and maintained [28-32]. Advancements in technology will, no doubt, 
address issues such as ICT availability and the richness of electronic communication. 
However, our experience indicates that much of the promise of ICT to support 
ambiguous, unstructured knowledge work may remain largely unrealized. Even with 
increases in the availability of ICT, the social, physical, mental, and emotional 
availability of knowledge workers is, and may well remain, a dilemma. Add to this 
the conflict and its effective resolution that is prevalent in, and important to, 
realizing the creative benefits of teams working on unstructured problems, and the 
stumbling block resembles more of a boulder. 
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 There is a real need to focus research efforts on the study of issues of 
availability, especially in terms of the softer, social aspects. Understanding these 
issues in terms of the complex reality of hybrid teams is a fruitful area for future 
research. 

References 

1. J. Lipnack and J. Stamps, Virtual Teams: Reaching Across Space, Time and 

Organizations with Technology (John Wiley & Sons, New York, 1997). 

2. L.L. Martins, L. L. Gilson, and M. T. Maynard, Virtual Teams: What Do We Know and 

Where Do We Go from Here? Journal of Management 30(6), 805-835 (2004).  

3. A. Pinsonneault and O. Caya, Virtual Teams: What We Know, What We Don't Know, 

International Journal of e-Collaboration 1(3), 1-16 (2005).  

4. A. Powell, G. Piccoli, and B. Ives, Virtual Teams: A Review of Current Literature and 

Directions for Future Research, The DATA BASE for Advances in Information Systems 

35(1), 6-36 (2004). 

5. G.B. Davis, A Research Perspective for Information Systems and Example of Emerging 

Area of Research, Information System Frontiers 1(3), 95-203 (1999). 

6. P. Naur, Software Development, Lecture Notes in Computer Science, edited by H. Ehrig, 

et al (Springer Verlag, Berlin, 1985), pp. 60–79. 

7. L. Mathiassen, Reflective Systems Development, Scandinavian Journal of Information 

Systems 10(1), 67–118 (1999). 

8. L. Mathiassen and S. Purao. Educating Reflective Systems Developers, Information 

Systems Journal (12), 81-102 (2002). 

9. U. Schultze, A Confessional Account of Ethnography About Knowledge Work, MIS 

Quarterly 24(1), 1-39 (2000). 

10. S. Weisband, in: Distributed Work, edited by P. Hinds and S. Kiesler, (The MIT Press, 

Cambridge, 2002), pp. 311-334. 

11. C.D. Cramton, The Mutual Knowledge Problem and Its Consequences for Dispersed 

Collaboration, Organization Science 12(3), 346-371 (2001). 

12. P. Dourish and V. Bellotti, Awareness and Coordination in Shared Workspaces, 

Proceedings of the ACM Conference on Computer-Supported Cooperative Work 

CSCW'92 (Toronto, Ontario), 107-114, (1992).  

13. A. Gutwin, S. Greenberg, and M. Roseman, Workspace Awareness in Real-time 

Distributed Groupware: Framework, Widgets, & Evaluation, Proceedings of the HCI’96, 

281-298 (1996). 

14. J.M. Carroll, D.C. Neale, P.L. Isenhour, M.B. Rosson, and D.S. McCrickard, Notification 

and Awareness: Synchronizing Task-oriented Collaborative Activity, International 

Journal of Human-Computer Studies (58), 605-632 (2003). 

15. N. Panteli, Discursive Articulations of Presence in Virtual Organizing, Information & 

Organization 14(1), 59-81 (2004). 

16. G.B. Davis, Anytime/Anyplace Computing and the Future of Knowledge Work, 

Communications of the ACM 45(12), 67-73 (2002). 



130     Ocker et al. 

 

17. L.M. Jessup and D. Robey, The Relevance of Social Issues in Ubiquitous Computing 

Environments, Communications of the ACM 45(12), 88-91 (2002). 

18. H. Schwarz, B. Nardi and S. Whittaker, The Hidden Work in Virtual Work, International 

Conference on Critical Management Studies (Manchester, UK), (1999). 

19. K.A. Jehn, A Mulitmethod Examination of the Benefits and Detriments of Intragroup 

conflict, Administrative Science Quarterly (40), 256-282 (1995).  

20. A. Malhotra, A. Majchrzak, R. Carman, and V. Lott, Radical Innovation Without 

Collocation: A Case Study at Boeing-Rocketdyne, MIS Quarterly 25(2), 229-249 (2001). 

21. H. Clark, Using Language, (Cambridge University Press, New York, 1996). 

22. F. Niederman and G. DeSanctis, The Impact of a Structured-argument Approach on 

Group Problem Formulation, Decision Sciences 26(4), 451-475 (1995). 

23. J.P. Guilford, Varieties of Divergent Production, Journal of Creative Behavior 18(1), 1-

10 (1984). 

24. J.D. Couger, L.F. Higgins, and S.C. McIntyre, (Un)structured Creativity in Information 

Systems Organizations, MIS Quarterly December, 375-397 (1993). 

25. R.J. Ocker, Influences on Creativity in Asynchronous Virtual Teams: A Qualitative 

Analysis of Experimental Teams, IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication 

48(1), 22-39 (2005). 

26. E. Carmel, Global Software Development Teams: Collaborating Across Borders and 

Time Zones, (Prentice Hall PTR, Upper Saddle River, 1999). 

27. J.D. Herbsleb and R.E. Grinter, Splitting the Organization and Integrating the Code: 

Conway's Law Revisited, Proceedings of the 21st International Conference on Software 

Engineering (Los Alamitos, CA), 85-95 (1999). 

28. M. Hoegl and L. Proserpio, Team Member Proximity and Teamwork in Innovative 

Projects, Research Policy 33(8), 1153-1165 (2004). 

29. S. Kelly and M. Jones, Groupware and the Social Infrastructure of Communication, 

Communications of the ACM 44(12), 77-79 (2001). 

30. D.E. Damian and D. Zowghi, An Insight into the Interplay Between Culture, Conflict and 

Distance in Globally Distributed Requirements Negotiations, Proceedings of the 36th 

Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (Hawaii), (2003). 

31. N.S. Shami, N. Bos, Z. Wright, S. Hoch, K.Y. Kuan, J. Olson, and G. Olson, An 

Experiment Simulation of Multi-site Software Development, Proceedings of the 2004 

conference of the Centre for Advanced Studies on Collaborative Research (Ontario, 

Canada), 255 – 266 (2004). 

32. C.D. Cramton and S.S. Webber, Relationships Among Geographic Dispersion, Team 

Processes, and Effectiveness in Software Development Work Teams, Journal of Business 

Research 58(6), 758-765 (2005). 

About the Authors 

Rosalie J. Ocker is an Instructor in the College of Information Sciences and Technology 

at the Pennsylvania State University, University Park. Dr. Ocker’s research interests include 

virtual teams, partially distributed teams, and group creativity and innovation. She has studied 

creativity in virtual teams in a series of experiments that spans ten years. Dr. Ocker has 



Expectations of Availability     131 

 

investigated personality, status effects, linguistic content, and interaction influences on virtual 

team creativity. Supported by a grant from the National Science Foundation, her most recent 

research is centered on the study of subgroup dynamics and leadership in partially distributed 

cross-cultural teams. Dr. Ocker has published in various journals and conference proceedings, 

including the Journal of Management Information Systems, IEEE Transactions on 

Professional Communication, Decision and Group Negotiation, Hawaii International 

Conference on System Sciences (HICSS) and Decision Sciences. 

Haiyan Huang is currently a PhD candidate in the College of Information Sciences and 

Technology, at the Pennsylvania State University, University Park. Her research interests 

include global software and information systems development, offshore outsourcing, virtual 

teams, knowledge management, and computer supported cooperative work and learning. She 

has published several articles on the topic of distributed work teams, managing global IT 

workforce, knowledge management, and diversity. She is currently involved in several 

projects related to global information systems development and global IT workforce diversity. 

Eileen M. Trauth is Professor of Information Sciences and Technology and Director of 

the Center for the Information Society at The Pennsylvania State University, University Park. 

Her research is concerned with societal, cultural and organizational influences on information 

technology and the information technology professions with a special focus on the role of 

diversity within the field. As a Fulbright Scholar in Ireland, Dr. Trauth investigated socio-

cultural influences on the emergence of Ireland’s information economy and published. The 

Culture of an Information Economy: Influences and Impacts in the Republic of Ireland. She 

has continued that research by investigating cultural, economic, infrastructure and public 

policy influences on the development of information technology occupational clusters in the 

U.S. In 2000 Dr. Trauth began an investigation of the under representation of women in the 

information technology professions by researching women in Australia and New Zealand. She 

has continued that research with grants from the National Science Foundation, Science 

Foundation Ireland and a Fulbright Distinguished Chair in Gender Studies. She is editor of the 

Encyclopedia of Gender and Information Technology, Associate Editor of Information and 

Organization and serves on the editorial boards of several international journals.  

Sandeep Purao is an Associate Professor in the College of Information Sciences and 

Technology at The Pennsylvania State University, University Park. His research focuses on 

the design and evolution of complex socio-technical systems. His work has been published in 

several journals including Information Systems Research, ACM Computing Surveys and IEEE 

Transactions on Systems, Man & Cybernetics among others. He was the research program co-

chair for IEEE Service-oriented computing conference 2005.  


