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ABSTRACT

Despite the substantial proliferation of hybrid work, little has been done to reconcile extant individual- and team-level perspec-

tives. This is problematic because it does not acknowledge how individuals' hybrid work practices constrain team-level interac-

tions and subsequent outcomes. Specifically, the extant literature does not yet capture the complex configurations that result

from team members alternating between co-located and remote forms of collaboration and how these may provoke the formation

of subgroups within the team. In this conceptual paper, we introduce the construct co-location imbalance, which we define as

the disparity in co-location between different combinations of team members, as a way of capturing geographic configurations

in hybrid teams. Through illustrative hybrid teamwork archetypes, we demonstrate the meaning and implications of co-location

imbalance on subgroup formation. We then map out a nomological network surrounding co-location imbalance and derive test-

able propositions on its temporal dynamics and antecedents. Our paper concludes with a discussion of our research's theoretical

and practical contributions and directions to advance future research on hybrid teamwork.

Before the Covid-19 pandemic, under one fifth of European
workers and even fewer American workers had access to of-
ficial telecommuting arrangements, meaning that they were
allowed to spend some portion of their work time away from
their central organizational workplace (U.S. Department of
Labor 2019; Eurofund 2020). After the forced switch to fully
remote work during the pandemic, current polls indicate that
most workers prefer a mix of office and remote work now and
in the future (Aksoy et al. 2023; Buffer 2023; Wigert, Harter,
and Agrawal 2023). Previously primarily subsumed under the
umbrella term “telecommuting” (alternatively: telework, remote
work, working from home), these hybrid work practices have
recently received significant attention in both the academic
and non-academic press (e.g., Gratton 2020, 2021; Hilberath
et al. 2020). Specifically, “hybrid work” has emerged as an omni-
bus term for work that is located somewhere along the spectrum
of fully in-person versus fully remote work (e.g., Grzegorczyk
et al. 2021; Hilberath et al. 2020; Sewell and Taskin 2015).

Coupled with rapid technological advances like videoconferenc-
ing tools (e.g., Zoom and MS Teams) or even more immersive
forms of technology-mediated communication (e.g., Metaverse)
to promote working together at a distance, teamwork has also
become increasingly hybrid—ranging from geographically dis-
persed teams who sometimes meet face-to-face to co-located
teams in which individuals adopt more fluid and mixed work
arrangements (e.g., Gibson et al. 2023; Handke et al. 2024).

However, little has been done to integrate individual and
team-level perspectives on hybrid work. This reflects the gen-
eral gap that exists between research clusters focused on vir-
tual work at the individual (i.e., telecommuting) versus team
(i.e., virtual teams) levels of analysis (see Bell, McAlpine, and
Hill 2023; Raghuram et al. 2019). These research clusters are
grounded in different literature streams (as evident through
co-citation analysis, Raghuram et al. 2019), focus on different
outcomes (e.g., individual well-being and productivity versus
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team processes, emergent states, and performance), and have
often been discussed separately in terms of their implications
(e.g., for leadership [Bell, McAlpine, and Hill 2019] or challenges
during the COVID-19 pandemic [Kniffin et al. 2021; Rudolph
et al. 2021]). This is problematic because it does not acknowl-
edge how the nature and extent to which individuals engage in
hybrid work practices shape team-level interactions and subse-
quent outcomes. Furthermore, while hybrid individual work is
frequently defined based on the number of office days, remote
workdays, or the specific conditions or tasks requiring office
presence, conceptualizing collaborative work arrangements re-
quires considering multiple combinations of individual hybrid
work practices. However, the existing literature currently lacks
a comprehensive mapping of these configurations.

In addition, the dynamic nature of hybrid work models implies
that team members working in co-location on one day may differ
from those on a subsequent day (or week or month). This fluidity
of team configuration also means that our existing knowledge of
team geographic configuration in virtual or partially distributed
teams (Where team members work from different sites, but each
member always works from the same site) may not fully extend
to hybrid teams. Specifically, in hybrid teams today, the variabil-
ity in team members' co-location occurs in a much shorter time
period than what we know from prior research. Accordingly,
the questions we need to ask ourselves with regards to hybrid
team functioning will need to revolve not only around who is
co-located with whom but also when and how often.

This paper begins with a depiction of the main challenges around
our current lack of theorizing around hybrid teamwork before
moving on to the role of geographic configurations to understand
hybrid team functioning. We demonstrate that hybrid teams are
at a unique risk for subgroup formation, more so than fully face-
to-face and fully distributed teams. Drawing on earlier work
on configural imbalance (e.g., O'Leary and Cummings 2007;
O'Leary and Mortensen 2010), we present co-location imbal-
ance (which we define as the disparity in co-location between
different combinations of team members) as a way of capturing
geographic configuration in hybrid teams. Through exemplary
hybrid teamwork archetypes, we illustrate the meaning and
implications of co-location imbalance on subgroup formation—
that is, the emergence of subsets of members of the same work
team (see, e.g., Carton and Cummings 2012). We then map out
a nomological network surrounding co-location imbalance and
derive testable propositions on its temporal dynamics and multi-
level antecedents. Finally, we conclude this paper by discussing
our research's theoretical and practical contributions and future
research directions.

1 | Defining Hybrid Teamwork

Virtual work, where employees use technology-mediated
communication to complete their tasks from remote locations
(Raghuram et al. 2019), has become the “new normal.” Before
the Covid-19 pandemic, some organizations offered telecom-
muting to reduce costs (e.g., travel and office space), save time,
and create more opportunities for individuals to improve their
work-life balance and productivity (Shockley and Allen 2012;
Thompson et al. 2021). Research in this area has primarily

focused on what individuals’ work away from a central organiza-
tional workplace does to their well-being, work-related attitudes,
or productivity (Allen, Golden, and Shockley 2015; Gajendran
and Harrison 2007; Raghuram et al. 2019). After the radical
switch to “virtual-first” work models with maximum telecom-
muting levels during the Covid-19 pandemic, many organiza-
tions are now attempting to adopt hybrid work models, hat is, a
combination of individuals working from home and at the office
(e.g., Bell, McAlpine, and Hill 2023; Gratton 2021; Grzegorczyk
et al. 2021). The dominant models that appear to be emerging
involve team members spending roughly half of their workdays
remotely. Large companies like Apple, Google, and Citigroup
require most employees to be in the office three out of 5days a
week, while Microsoft, Uber, and Facebook have 50/50 office/
remote policies (Flex Index 2024). Employees generally support
these policies, with the majority of hybrid workers preferring
to be in the office 2 to 3days a week, on average (e.g., Aksoy
et al. 2023; Wigert, Harter, and Agrawal 2023).

With organizations increasingly adopting these hybrid work
models, teamwork has also become more hybrid, meaning
that many teams now operate somewhere on the spectrum of
“never vs. always meeting face-to-face” (Cousins, Robey, and
Zigurs 2007, 461). Although this could technically also extend
to teams that span several (globally) distributed office sites
but schedule occasional in-person meetings (such as those fre-
quently addressed in the prior literature on virtual and hybrid
teams, e.g., Griffith and Neale 2001; Fiol and O'Connor 2005),
we will concentrate our theorizing on teams where members are
geographically distributed but come together much frequently,
within any given week. These teams typically have a shared of-
fice space (meaning that they could be fully co-located) but con-
sist of members who regularly engage in hybrid work practices.
In this paper, we thus define hybrid teams as teams that regularly
switch between different combinations of members working in co-
location or remotely, ranging from having all members co-located
to all members working remotely (see, e.g., Bell, McAlpine, and
Hill 2023; Handke et al. 2024).

Despite the strong interest and proliferation of hybrid work mod-
els, scant academic attention has been paid to what individuals’
hybrid work means on a team level. Individual-level studies have
considered the effect that individuals' hybrid work/telecommut-
ing has on interaction quality with co-workers (e.g., Collins,
Hislop, and Cartwright 2016; Gajendran and Harrison 2007;
Windeler, Chudoba, and Sundrup 2017), co-worker attitudes
(Golden 2007), or individuals' perceptions of group belong-
ingness (Bennett et al. 2021). However, to date, most studies
appear to neglect team-level implications. A few team-level
studies have found considerable changes in social networks (Wu
et al. 2021) and effects on team performance (Van der Lippe and
Lippényi 2020) when employees work remotely. Specifically, Wu
et al. (2021) analyzed how the change to remote work during the
Covid-19 pandemic was associated with team members creat-
ing, dissolving, or renewing both intra-team and inter-team ties
(operationalized through the number of virtual meetings with
other individuals). Van der Lippe and Lippényi (2020), in turn,
found significantly lower manager-evaluated team performance
ratings as the team-level average of remote work exceeded 8h
a week. Yet even these two exceptions did not consider the
psychological mechanisms or dynamics associated with these

20f 16

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 2025

85U80| 7 SUOLIIOD BAIea1D) 3|cedldde ay) Aq peusienob e sajole O ‘88N 4O Sa|nJ 10} Afeiq|8UIUO AB]IA UO (SUORIPUD-PUR-SWLBHLIOD A8 |IM"Ale1d 1 |BUI|UO//SANL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiS 1 8U} 885 *[520z/70/20] Uo Areiqiauliuo A3|im ‘efnuiod aueiyooD Ad G/82°G0I/200T 0T/10p/wioo A3 | imAkeiqijuljuoy/sdny wiouy papeojumod ‘0 ‘6LET660T



shifts, such as how these would influence team members’ per-
ceptions of or relationships with one another. In general, we still
lack knowledge on how highly dynamic, that is, weekly or daily
shifts in work location impact team functioning because this
form of teamwork is, frankly, a new phenomenon (at least on the
large scale in which it is playing out post-COVID-19).

While extensive research on “traditional” in-person team-
work provides valuable insights applicable to highly co-located
teams (e.g., Hackman and Morris 1975; McGrath 1991; Marks,
Mathieu, and Zaccaro 2001), research on virtual teams (e.g.,
Dulebohn and Hoch 2017; Gilson et al. 2015, 2021) offers rele-
vant insights for teams with minimal co-location who largely
coordinate their interactions via communication technologies.
However, unlike these scenarios of very high or very low co-
location, where team members predominantly work co-located
or remotely, hybrid teams have moderate degrees of co-location
with a mix of team members working co-located and remote for
varying durations. This means that team dynamics become sub-
stantially more complicated in the hybrid space “in-between,”
the fully co-located and fully remote.

As illustrated in Figure 1, there are many possible geographic
configurations and member combinations in hybrid teams, and
the complexity of this rises significantly as the number of team
members increases. As such, the fundamental question to un-
derstanding hybrid team dynamics is no longer “Is the team
co-located?” but “Which team members are co-located - and
when?”. In the following sections, we thus give an overview of
extant knowledge on the effects of team geographic configura-
tions and discuss how this knowledge extends to hybrid team-
work. Specifically, we begin by summarizing prior theorizing
on how geographic configurations contribute to subgroup for-
mation through social categorization processes. We then probe

into the nature of subgroup membership given the dynamic geo-
graphic configurations characteristic to hybrid teams and dis-
cuss the role of hybrid team members' co-location for subgroup
membership and formation.

2 | Subgroup Formation in Geographically
Dispersed Teams

Although little research has considered team virtuality from a
configurational perspective, evidence suggests that patterns of
intra-team dispersion over different sites (i.e., team geographic
configuration) bear important implications for team function-
ing. Specifically, team geographic dispersion is assumed to
impact team functioning through its potential for subgroup
formation, that is the emergence of subsets of members of the
same work team (e.g., O'Leary and Cummings 2007; O'Leary
and Mortensen 2010).

Research on subgroups is typically grounded in the social iden-
tity approach (Hogg and Turner 1985; Tajfel and Turner 1979;
Turner et al. 1987), which posits that individuals categorize
themselves and others into social groups, leading to a sense
of shared identity with members of the same social group (in-
group) and differentiation from those in others (out-groups). To
the extent that individuals' identities are tied to group member-
ship, they tend to hold more favorable opinions of members of
the same social group (in-group favoritism) and more negative
views of those in others (out-group discrimination). When these
categorization processes occur within a work team, the team
may split up into subgroups, whereby team members will be
more likely to identify with the smaller group (i.e., subgroup)
than with the superordinate group (i.e., team), thus fragment-
ing the team as a whole (Carton and Cummings 2012). The

Fully remote/

Fully co-located/

. Hybrid Teamwork ...
virtual teamwork y "traditional”
teamwork
No co-located 2 co-located 3 co-located 4 co-located 5 co-located
members members members members members
1 possible 10 possible 10 possible 5 possible 1 possible
combination: combinations: combinations: combinations: combination:
A|B|C|D|E AB, AC, AD, AE, BC, ABC, ABD, ABE, ACD, ABCD, ABCE, ABDE, ABCDE
BD, BE, CD, CE, DE ACE, ADE, BCD, BCE, BCDE, ACDE
BDE, CDE

0%

Co-location

100%

FIGURE1 | Geographic configuration in an exemplary five-person team. Note: Gray circles symbolize team members A-E. Dashed lines indicate

work sites, with several gray circles surrounded by the same dashed line representing co-location at the office.
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fragmentation of teams into subgroups has been tied to a range
of adverse team-level effects, such as on team cohesion, con-
flict, coordination, learning, and performance (e.g., Lau and
Murnighan 2005; Meyer et al. 2014; Thatcher and Patel 2012;
O'Leary and Mortensen 2010).

Subgroup formation has been most notably discussed within
the literature on team faultlines (e.g., Lau and Murnighan 1998;
Meyer and Glenz 2013), that is, “hypothetical lines [that] may
split a group into subgroups based on one or more attributes”
(Lau and Murnighan 1998, 328). Studies on faultlines and sub-
groups have primarily concentrated on the team level (Meyer
et al. 2014), showing their influence on outcomes such as con-
flict, satisfaction, and performance (for a meta-analysis, see
Thatcher et al. 2024). Limited research exists at the individual
level, with exceptions such as Maltarich et al. (2021), who ex-
amined the multilevel impact of perceived faultlines, revealing
that faultline perception evolves based on relationship con-
flict expectations and group consensus about those perceived
faultlines.

While research on faultlines has primarily focused on demo-
graphic attributes (e.g., age, gender, ethnicity; Meyer et al. 2014;
Thatcher and Patel 2012), the lack of physical presence in virtual
teams may invoke categorization based on less visible factors,
such as communication styles, media preferences, and language
proficiency. For instance, Klitmeller, Schneider, and Jonsen
(2015) found that global virtual teams often experience social
categorization due to differences in language proficiency and
communication media choices (verbal versus written). Similarly,
Cheng and Guo (2015) demonstrated that in virtual communi-
ties, where physical interaction is absent, social identity is fre-
quently formed based on the member's knowledge contribution
and social interaction.

In hybrid teamwork, however, members' interactions will vary
as a function of team members' co-location (see e.g., Blanchard
and Allen 2023; Handke et al. 2024), leading to categoriza-
tion processes that are likely to differ from fully virtual teams.
Related research on partially distributed teams has shown that
members' geographic location can act as a salient attribute invok-
ing subgroup formation (e.g., Cramton and Hinds 2005; Polzer
et al. 2006). Specifically, team members may categorize them-
selves and others based on their geographic location, resulting
in geographic subgroups (i.e., at least two team members who are
co-located at the same site, see O'Leary and Mortensen 2010).
Accordingly, team members will attribute an in-group status to
those who share the same location and an outgroup status to
team members at other locations. Through this categorization
process, team members are more likely to identify with their
co-located subgroup than the entire team, reducing their desire
to exchange knowledge and cooperate with “outgroup” mem-
bers. As a result, geographic subgroups have been linked to a
range of impairments in crucial team processes and states (see
also Carton and Cummings 2013; Cramton 2001; Cramton and
Hinds 2005; O'Leary and Mortensen 2010). For instance, Polzer
et al. (2006) found that team members experienced less trust
and more conflict with remote than with co-located teammates.
O'Leary and Mortensen (2010), in turn, showed that geographic
subgroups negatively affected not only overall team identifica-
tion but also transactive memory, conflict, and coordination.

3 | Subgroup Formation in Hybrid Teams

Although findings on geographic subgroups align with the gen-
eral subgroup and team faultlines literature, it is unclear if and
how the underlying categorization processes triggering sub-
group formation also extend to hybrid teams. Unlike fully virtual
teams or partially distributed teams, hybrid teams often have a
shared office space. However, unlike fully face-to-face teams,
members of hybrid teams will not always use this shared office
space to work in full co-location. For example, consider a team
with five members: Alex, Blair, Casey, Dana, and Evan. Alex,
Blair, and Casey may work together in the office on Monday,
Dana may join them on Tuesday, Evan on Wednesday, and all
team members may work remotely on Thursday and Friday.
Hybrid teams are thus characterized by different patterns of
“who is together with whom,” which affects how the team is
configured across space and time. Accordingly, a distinguishing
feature between virtual/partially distributed and hybrid teams
is their temporal dispersion (i.e., degree to which members work
at the same site at different times).!

What is lacking is theory on how team temporal dispersion—
the key distinguishing feature between virtual/partially distrib-
uted and hybrid teams—is tied to subgroup formation. Similar
to other attributes considered in the context of team faultlines,
prior research has typically treated geographic location as static.
From this perspective, for instance, Alex and Blair may always
work together at site X, while Casey, Dana, and Evan all work
together at site Y. In these cases, a team member's membership
in a geographic subgroup is very clear. However, the temporal
dispersion that characterizes hybrid teams means that loca-
tion is something that will differ not only interindividually
(with members being at different sites) but also intraindivid-
ually (with individual team members sometimes being at one
site and sometimes at another). As it thus becomes increasingly
difficult to categorize members based on shared or different lo-
cations, hybrid team members’ membership in any geographic
subgroup can be considered fuzzy. This idea is closely linked
to the mathematical rationale of fuzzy sets (Li 1989; Smithson
and Verkuilen 2006; Zadeh 1965), whereby elements (here: team
members) do not strictly have to belong to a set (here: subgroup)
but can have degrees of membership in a given set, ranging from
0 (fully outside of the set, i.e., no membership) to 1 (fully inside
the set, i.e., full membership). 2

Considering the dynamic geographic configurations that can re-
sult from team members' hybrid work practices, a hybrid team
member could thus identify with multiple geographic subgroups
to varying degrees, depending on whom they work with in co-
location. Accordingly, rather than considering location as a sta-
ble attribute that can invoke subgroup formation through very
clear and discrete social categories (e.g., subgroup at location X
vs. subgroup at location Y), subgroup formation in hybrid teams
will operate via more dynamic relational identities. Unlike col-
lective identities, which focus on shared characteristics of a so-
cial entity (e.g., “we all work at location X”), relational identities
are shaped by individuals' relationships to others (see Methot,
Rosado-Solomon, and Allen 2018; Sluss and Ashforth 2007).
This means that the degree to which hybrid team members will
identify with a given geographic subgroup depends on their rela-
tionship with the other members.
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3.1 | Co-Location and Relationship Strength

The extent to which individuals define themselves in terms of
their relationships with others depends on how close these re-
lationships are (see Zhang et al. 2014). Accordingly, subgroup
formation in hybrid teams may arise as a function of the rela-
tionship strength, meaning that team members are more likely
to identify with a subgroup that consists of members who they
have close relationships with. As relationships are formed and
strengthened through interactions and shared experiences
(e.g., Jong et al. 2015; Rossignac-Milon et al. 2021; Sluss and
Ashforth 2007), opportunities that allow for interaction and/or
shared experiences will be essential in determining relationship
strength. The opportunities are notably created through team
members' co-location.

First, co-located work has been related to more co-worker in-
teractions (Emanuel, Harrington, and Pallais 2023; Fonner and
Roloff 2010; Windeler, Chudoba, and Sundrup 2017; Wéhrmann
and Ebner 2021) and further appears to provide more opportu-
nities for spontaneous informal conversations, which are par-
ticularly important for establishing (close) relationships (Fayard
and Weeks 2007; Kraut et al. 1990; Methot, Rosado-Solomon,
and Allen 2018; Methot et al. 2021; Zhang et al. 2014). The rea-
son that co-location increases (informal) interactions can be
explained through physical proximity. The likelihood that we
interact with others depends on the effort involved to initiate
these interactions (see Allen 1984; Festinger, Schachter, and
Back 1950). As opposed to making a call or writing an email,
physical proximity increases the chance of spontaneous, effort-
less encounters (e.g., running into each other on the way to the
coffee machine or walking past the other's desk). Moreover,
physical proximity makes it not only easier to ascertain others'
availability to communicate (because we can see whether they
are immersed in work/do not want to be disturbed) but also
encourages conversation merely out of social convention (e.g.,
Kraut et al. 1990; Sarbaugh-Thompson and Feldman 1998).
Findings by Charpignon et al. (2023) further show that hybrid
workers with open, shared office spaces were more likely to
synchronize their office attendance with teammates and man-
agers than those with closed office spaces, suggesting that indi-
viduals intentionally leverage the benefits of physical proximity
for increased interaction. As posited by the proximity principle
(Festinger, Schachter, and Back 1950), it is thus through (re-
peated) interactions that physical proximity increases the like-
lihood of forming and maintaining relationships. Furthermore,
recent neuroscientific research has shown that inter-brain syn-
chrony is higher in face-to-face versus technology-mediated
interactions, suggesting that face-to-face interactions are the
superior mode of communication for strengthening interper-
sonal connections (Schwartz et al. 2024) In sum, it is through
increased (face-to-face) interaction that hybrid team members
are likely to have stronger relationships with co-located com-
pared to remote members.

Second, co-located team members have more opportunities for
sharing similar experiences (e.g., the same meal selection at the
cafeteria, the same office décor and furniture, the same con-
struction site next door) and will have access to the same situ-
ational information (e.g., Evan came into the office late, Casey
seems to be getting a cold), considering that they share the same

physical environment. Accordingly, working in co-location
means sharing both the experience of the work environment it-
self as well as the of events that take place in this environment,
which are not observable to remote working team members (or
at least only to a limited extent). It is through these shared ex-
periences that co-location can contribute to more favorable at-
tributions about one another (e.g., understanding that negative
behavior could be the result of a difficult situation rather than
bad intentions) and closer interpersonal bonds (Armstrong and
Cole 2002; Cramton 2002; Cramton, Orvis, and Wilson 2007;
Hinds and Mortensen 2005; Kiesler and Cummings 2002).
Accordingly, through shared experience, hybrid team members
are likely to have stronger relationships with co-located com-
pared to remote members.

3.1.1 | Co-Location as an
Predictor of Subgroup Membership

With location being a dynamic attribute in hybrid teams, all
team members can show varying degrees of membership in
all theoretically existent geographic subgroups. To illustrate
how temporal dispersion relates to (theoretical) geographic
subgroups in hybrid teams, we draw on the prior definition of
a geographic subgroup as at least two co-located members (see
O'Leary and Mortensen 2010). As any two members could be co-
located in a hybrid team, there are n!/k!*(n—k)! possible dyadic
team member combinations (i.e., geographic subgroups), with
“n” being the total number of team members and “k” being the
number of members in a geographic subgroup (i.e., two). For in-
stance, in a team of five members (Alex, Blair, Casey, Dana, and
Evan), there could be 5!/2!*(5—2)! =10 possible combinations of
two members: Alex/Blair, Alex/Casey, Alex/Dana, Alex/Evan,
Blair/Casey, Blair/Dana, Blair/Evan, Casey/Dana, Casey/Evan,
and Dana/Evan (see Figure 1). From a relational perspective,
the degree of membership in a subgroup depends on the rela-
tionship strength between the members forming any of these
given subgroups. As elaborated above, we argue that co-location
generally (though clearly not always) strengthens the relation-
ship between team members. Accordingly, the greater any given
pair of team members' co-location extent,? the greater also their
relationship strength. We thereby propose that

P1. The degree of membership in a geographic subgroup de-
pends on the extent of co-location with the other member(s) of this
subgroup.

3.2 | Team-Level Differences in Co-Location

However, the likelihood of subgroup formation in teams depends
not only on in-group but also on out-group categorizations. This
means that a subgroup can only emerge under the premise that
there are members who are not part of this subgroup. In the
fuzzy set terms we apply to hybrid teams, subgroup formation is
contingent on differences in the degree of subgroup membership.
This means that subgroups form when hybrid team members
show a stronger degree of membership in one subgroup and a
weaker one in another/others. As suggested by the literature
on team boundary blurring (Mortensen 2014; Mortensen and
Haas 2018), when different patterns of interaction arise within
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a team (such as through different locations), team members are
less likely to agree on team boundaries (i.e., who is a member
of the team and who is not) and will instead divide into smaller
subgroups. While frequent, high-quality interactions among
certain members may allow the development of stronger con-
nections, they can also create feelings of isolation for other team
members not included in these interactions. If some team mem-
bers are consistently co-located and engaging with one another,
those with limited interaction may feel marginalized, impacting
their sense of belonging and contribution to the team. In sum, we
argue that subgroups emerge as a function of intrateam differ-
ences in co-location, as the extent of team members' co-location
predicts their degree of membership in the same subgroup.

Staying with the example of a five-member team (which results in
51/21%(5—-2)!=10 dyadic combinations) and a standard five-day
workweek, there are 10° (100000) different combinations of co-
located team member dyads across the week. Such a high vari-
ability considerably reduces the likelihood of recurring identical
configurations by chance, thereby diminishing the potential for-
mation of stable geographic subgroups such as those indicated by
previous research. In reality, however, team members' co-location
will not occur completely by chance, such that some combina-
tions of co-located team members will occur more often than oth-
ers (as we will discuss in a later section), leading to a structural
co-location imbalance within the team. As more stable configu-
rations arise, the resulting dynamics may also isolate some team
members who are less frequently included, creating a situation
in which cohesion within dominant subgroups is achieved at the
expense of overall team inclusion and engagement.

In the following section, we discuss how different patterns of
team members' co-location contribute toward co-location im-
balance, defined as the disparity in co-location between differ-
ent combinations of team members. By accounting for changes
in team members' (co-)location, co-location imbalance differs
from extant, static conceptualizations of team geographic con-
figuration (see, e.g., O'Leary and Cummings 2007; O'Leary and
Mortensen 2010) and is thus uniquely suited to the context of
hybrid teamwork. In the following, we illustrate the meaning
and relevance of co-location imbalance through four exemplary
archetypes of hybrid teamwork, showing how co-location im-
balance impacts the risk of subgroup formation in hybrid teams.

3.3 | Archetypes of Hybrid Teamwork

All four archetypes of hybrid teamwork described here represent
standard examples of team geographic configurations emerging
from different temporal dispersions of office attendance. For the
sake of simplicity, all four archetypes refer to a team of five mem-
bers and a 5-day workweek, with the same average proportion of
office days (60%, i.e., 3days/week) at the team level. We further
control for prototypical organizational constraints, resulting in
two exemplary scenarios: (1) fixed number of days: Each member
has to be in the office for (any) three work days a week; and (2)
fixed number of team members: (any) three team members need
to be in the office on each of the five work days. Both scenarios
are representative of typical constraints in many organizations.
For example, in software development teams, where work can
easily be performed remotely but there is also a high degree of

interdependence between team members, there may be the need
to fix some minimal days in which members must be present at
the office (i.e., scenario “fixed number of days”). On the other
hand, in customer support teams, a minimum number of team
members available on-site each day to support clients is often
necessary (i.e., scenario “fixed number of team members”). We
present the four archetypes in order of increasing co-location
imbalance.

Figure 2 shows these archetypes in terms of their office atten-
dance in an exemplary week, the co-location extent for each pos-
sible combination of team members, and a graph visualization
that reflects the distribution of members' co-location extent at the
team level. Specifically, while the nodes in these graphs represent
the five exemplary team members (Alex, Blair, Casey, Dana, and
Evan), the lines connecting these nodes represent the number of
days these members have spent in co-location, with thicker lines
representing a higher co-location extent (i.e., more days).

3.3.1 | All for One and One for All

In this hybrid team archetype, all team members are at the of-
fice for 3days (e.g., Tuesday to Thursday) and work remotely on
the remaining days (e.g., Monday and Friday). Therefore, this
team functions as a traditional, face-to-face team on three work
days and as a fully virtual team on two work days, experienc-
ing a conventional face-to-face environment and a fully remote
workspace within a single work week. Mathematically, all 10
combinations of co-location possible in a five-person team are
represented by a co-location extent of three: All dyads are collo-
cated on 3 out of 5days. Accordingly, this archetype exhibits no
co-location imbalance, as there are no differences in co-location
extent between the different combinations of team members.
This archetype would thus appear to be the least problematic
concerning subgroup formation, given that all team members
have the same opportunities to interact face-to-face or virtually.

3.3.2 | Divide to Conquer

In this hybrid team archetype, three members are at the office
daily. However, unlike the archetype described above, three
of the five members (Alex, Blair, and Casey) are co-located on
2days, and each of these three is co-located with the remain-
ing two (Dana and Evan) on the other 3 days. Accordingly, Alex,
Blair, and Casey are co-located alone as a triad (ABC), and Dana
and Evan are co-located (DE), yet always in conjunction with
one of the other members. The—still relatively modest—co-
location imbalance that is reflected in these differences in co-
location extent between the ABC triad and the DE dyad would
suggest that there is a risk of these forming a subgroup.

3.3.3 | Power Dyad

In this hybrid team archetype, Casey, Dana, and Evan never
share the same office days, while Alex and Blair are co-located on
all five weekdays. This could be seen, for example, in a customer
support team that always has the same two people at the store,
while the remaining three rotate between work at the store and
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FIGURE 2 | Exemplary hybrid teamwork archetypes at a 60% team co-location ratio. Note: M=Monday, Tu=Tuesday, W=Wednesday,

Th=Thursday, F=Friday. A, B, C, D, E=Exemplary team members. Scenario 1: Each member has to be in the office for (any) three work days a

week. Scenario 2: (Any) three team members need to be in the office on each of the five work days.

remotely in non-equivalent ways (Evan is only at the store 1day
a week, whereas Casey and Dana are there for 2days a week).
Therefore, even though the overall differences in co-location ex-
tent are moderate compared to the previous archetype, the two
store members exhibit a substantially higher co-location extent
than any other combination of team members. This reflects a
moderate degree of co-location imbalance, and the power dyad
(i.e., Alex and Blair) would likely form a strong subgroup.

3.3.4 | Us Versus Them

In this hybrid team archetype, Alex, Blair, and Casey are at the
office every single workday, while Dana and Evan work fully
remotely (i.e., on all workdays). Here, three team members in-
teract face-to-face daily, whereas the other two work remotely,
maintaining a constant count of three on-site employees. An ex-
ample could be a customer support team at a retail store. In this
team, some team members are always physically present, while
two others handle digital channels for customer interaction
remotely. In this archetype, there is a substantial co-location
imbalance, with the emergence of a very clear co-located sub-
group (i.e., maximal co-location extent) and two isolated remote
members (i.e., minimal co-location extent). Accordingly, there
is a high risk of subgroup formation for the co-located triad (i.e.,
Alex, Blair, and Casey).

3.4 | Co-Location Imbalance and Subgroup
Formation

As illustrated in the four exemplary archetypes, co-location
imbalance captures structural stability versus fragmentation

within the team. Specifically, co-location imbalance impacts
how individuals perceive the relational structure of the group,
thereby introducing perceived faultlines that have the po-
tential to break the group up into subgroups (see Maltarich
et al. 2021). Co-location imbalance can thus be seen as a rele-
vant structural force behind subgroup formation. Accordingly,
and as depicted in Figure 3, we propose that with an increased
imbalance in co-location between the different possible com-
binations of team members comes a higher likelihood of sub-
group formation:

P2. The higher the team's co-location imbalance, the higher the
likelihood of subgroup formation.

4 | Reconfiguring: Temporal Dynamics in
Imbalance and Subgroup Formation

In the preceding section, we described co-location imbalance
as a structural force driving subgroup formation. However, it is
important to note that archetypes do not necessarily refer to dif-
ferent teams but can also describe states of the same team at dif-
ferent points in time. Specifically, teams can alternate between
different geographic configurations depending on various orga-
nizational, team, or individual factors. As a result, co-location
imbalance can be considered as a state that can change over
time. According to Ilgen et al.'s (2005) input-mediator-output-
input (IMOI) model, team effectiveness functions through
causal feedback loops, in which outcomes from previous team
performance episodes become inputs for future team processes
and emergent states. Building on this, we propose that within
hybrid teams in any given week, the impact of a team's current
co-location imbalance on the likelihood of subgroup formation
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FIGURE3 | Nomological network depicting and temporal dynamics and antecedents of subgroup formation. Note: The dashed box represents the

temporal dynamics in the relationship between co-location imbalance and subgroup formation, showing that prior levels of co-location imbalance

also influence the relationship between the two.

is contingent on the team's prior levels of co-location imbalance
(see Figure 3).

Suppose there is little change in the team's geographic configura-
tion (and thus co-location imbalance). In that case, existing ties
are typically reinforced and will likely lead to subgroup forma-
tion similar to what can be found in stable, partially distributed
teams. However, because hybrid team members are not bound to
geographic locations like virtual team members are, a hybrid team
could manifest the same archetype over subsequent weeks. Yet,
the member composition of the archetype could vary over time.

If we consider the Us versus Them archetype, there would typ-
ically be a strong likelihood of subgroup formation for the ABC
triad, as these members are always co-located. However, if we now
imagine that this hybrid team is still in the same configuration
the following week, but now Blair and Casey work remotely while
Dana and Evan work in the office, this would weaken the strong
ABC subgroup, as Alex is now colocated with Dana and Evan.
This demonstrates that it is not simply which archetype is mani-
fested by a hybrid team, but also which members a configuration
is composed of. Accordingly, the impact of co-location imbalance
on subgroup formation depends on the compositional stability of
member configurations. Specifically, the higher the compositional
stability—meaning that the same members occupy the same po-
sition in the relational structure of the team—the more this will
reinforce emerging subgroups. We thus propose that

P3. Stability in the composition of member configurations in-
creases the positive effect of co-location imbalance on subgroup
formation over time.

5 | Organizational Antecedents of Co-Location
Imbalance

If high co-location imbalance is likely to produce subgroups in hy-
brid teams—with detrimental effects on their processes and per-
formance—why would it emerge, and what could we do to avoid
it? In the following, we outline organizational antecedents of team

co-location imbalance. Specifically, we consider factors that con-
strain team members' office attendance patterns and, as a result,
influence hybrid team configurations. We note that this is not an
exhaustive taxonomy. Still, we offer these factors to spur initial re-
search into the antecedents of hybrid team co-location configura-
tions and their concomitant co-location imbalance.

We focus on two structural constraints that are typically grounded
in organizational telecommuting policies and/or arrangements
between team members and their managers: (1) number of of-
fice days and (2) “Anchor days,” that is, specific days where all
team members must be present (see e.g., Bloom 2023; Trevor and
Holweg 2022). These represent standard organizational mandates
constraining employees’ choices regarding whether and when to
work on-site or remotely. It is important to note that our model
assumes a moderate degree of task interdependence. Highly in-
terdependent tasks demand significant coordination, which is
often more effortful in virtual settings (see Handke et al. 2020).
Therefore, our model is focused on teams where interdependence is
moderate; team members require coordination but also have tasks
they can work on individually (e.g., knowledge worker teams). As
explained further in our discussion, future research should further
explore the effects of varying levels of task interdependence.

5.1 | Number of Office Days

As discussed earlier, many organizations mandate a minimum
number of days employees are expected to be at the office.
The number of days employees work at the office influences a
team's co-location imbalance through the constraints it puts on
the number of possible configurations that arise through team
members' office attendance patterns. Specifically, the number of
possible configurations depends on (a) the number of possible
office attendance patterns per team member across the week
and (b) the alignment of these individual office attendance pat-
terns at the team level.

First, office days directly impact the number of office atten-
dance patterns for individual employees, such that there are

8 of 16

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 2025

85U80| 7 SUOLIIOD BAIea1D) 3|cedldde ay) Aq peusienob e sajole O ‘88N 4O Sa|nJ 10} Afeiq|8UIUO AB]IA UO (SUORIPUD-PUR-SWLBHLIOD A8 |IM"Ale1d 1 |BUI|UO//SANL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiS 1 8U} 885 *[520z/70/20] Uo Areiqiauliuo A3|im ‘efnuiod aueiyooD Ad G/82°G0I/200T 0T/10p/wioo A3 | imAkeiqijuljuoy/sdny wiouy papeojumod ‘0 ‘6LET660T



n!/(k!*(n—k)!) possible combinations of office days per in-
dividual, with “n” being the number of work days per week
(i.e., 5) and “k” being the number of days spent at the office.
For instance, the possible combinations if employees were to
work at the office for only 1day a week is 5!//(1!*(5—1)!)=5
(i.e., an employee may work at the office on Monday, Tuesday,
Wednesday, Thursday, or Friday). However, for two office
days a week, there are already twice as many different of-
fice attendance patterns per individual across the week:
51/(2!*(5—-2)!)=10. The same is true for three office days a
week (5!/(3! *(5 - 3)!) = 10), while the number goes down again
at four office days a week (reflecting the same number of pos-
sible patterns as for one office day a week). And clearly, there
is only one possible attendance pattern for employees who
work either fully on-site or remotely.

Second, to obtain the number of possible team-level configu-
rations, the number of possible individual office attendance
patterns is raised to the power of the number of team mem-
bers. For instance, given one office day a week,* there are
53=125 possible configurations in a three-person team, that
is, combinations of individual team members' office atten-
dance patterns at the team level. Assuming two office days
a week, there are already 103=1000 possible configurations
per week. However, the higher the number of overall possible
configurations, the higher also the number of configurations
where only a portion of the team (instead of all or no members)
is co-located. Figure 4 illustrates the relationship between the
number of office days and the likelihood of partial co-location
(i.e., only some team members working in co-location), which
reflects an inverted U-shape, with the highest imbalance oc-
curring at three office days per week.’P4a. There is a higher
risk for subgroup formation at a moderate number of office days
than at a higher or lower number of office days because—on
average—a moderate number of office days leads to higher co-
location imbalance.

o 7 3
08 r R
07 2\

06

Partial co-location likelihood

No. of office days/week

FIGURE 4 | Likelihood of partial team co-location as a function of
office days and team size. Note: The figure shows the likelihood of par-
tial co-location (i.e., a minimum of two co-located team members and
a maximum of all but one co-located team members) as a function of
office days for 3, 5, 7, 10, and 20-person teams. Partial co-location like-
lihood is calculated by adding the likelihood of all possible subgroup
combinations for a given number of office days.

5.2 | Anchor Days

A commonly discussed practice to constrain the uncertainty
for teams and their managers imposed by idiosyncratic hy-
brid work practices is “anchor days” (Baird 2021; Bloom 2023;
Colla 2022; Trevor and Holweg 2022). Anchor days reflect spe-
cific days where a group of employees (in the same organiza-
tion, department, or team) commit to coming into the office
simultaneously, which can be imposed through organizational
policies or at managerial discretion. Many organizations and/or
managers define specific days where all team members should
be at the office together to have team strategic meetings, build
relationships, and preserve organizational culture. For example,
in 2024, Starbucks® required its corporate employees to work on-
site 3days per week (number of office days), as well as to work
on-site on Tuesdays (anchor day).

Anchor days naturally constrain the number of office days. For
example, Canon® required most of its corporate employees to be
in the office on Tuesdays and Wednesdays in 2024 but did not
specify minimum office days. The minimum number of office
days at Canon was thus 2 out of 5days, but employees could
work at the office more than that. Thus, although the min-
imum office days and anchor days are partially dependent on
each other, they are not identical. Both influence the likelihood
of (full) team member co-location and, thus, co-location imbal-
ance. However, as opposed to the number of office days, full
team member co-location is no longer subject to chance but will
be a given. Specifically, the more anchor days, the more the team
will be fully co-located, thus lowering its co-location imbalance.
Therefore, we propose that

P4b. There is a lower risk for subgroup formation at a higher
number of anchor days because—on average—more anchor days
lead to lower co-location imbalance.

6 | Discussion

Existing team research has primarily focused on teams where
members work at the same location (fully co-located), at two or
more sites (partially distributed), or entirely remotely (for re-
views, see Gilson et al. 2015; Raghuram et al. 2019). However,
these scenarios fall short in capturing the inherent complexities
of contemporary hybrid teams with members working both on-
site and remotely, even when they have a shared office space,
and who frequently switch between these modalities for varying
durations (e.g., a team member working 2days in the office and
3days working from home and another one working 1 day in the
office and 4 days from home). In this paper, we develop a concep-
tual framework that accounts for the complexities of individu-
als' office attendance patterns and their consequences for hybrid
teamwork. We focus on team geographic configuration (de-
fined by co-location imbalance) and the formation of subgroups
within hybrid teams. This approach allows us to comprehen-
sively explore the complexities of hybrid teamwork, its temporal
dynamics, and its consequences. By investigating these unique
hybrid team dynamics and their implications, our conceptual
framework advances research in several ways. Below, we high-
light the theoretical contributions, future research directions,
and practical implications of this work.

90f 16

85U80| 7 SUOLIIOD BAIea1D) 3|cedldde ay) Aq peusienob e sajole O ‘88N 4O Sa|nJ 10} Afeiq|8UIUO AB]IA UO (SUORIPUD-PUR-SWLBHLIOD A8 |IM"Ale1d 1 |BUI|UO//SANL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiS 1 8U} 885 *[520z/70/20] Uo Areiqiauliuo A3|im ‘efnuiod aueiyooD Ad G/82°G0I/200T 0T/10p/wioo A3 | imAkeiqijuljuoy/sdny wiouy papeojumod ‘0 ‘6LET660T



6.1 | Theoretical Contributions

6.1.1 | A Dynamic Perspective on Team Geographic
Configuration

Prior research has generally considered team geographic con-
figuration to negatively impact team functioning through the
formation of geographic subgroups (Cramton and Hinds 2005;
O'Leary and Mortensen 2010; Polzer et al. 2006). This paper
expands existing team research by considering the dynamics of
team geographic configuration and subgroup formation, which
emerge as team members individually alternate between co-
located and remote work. Adopting a configural perspective,
we introduce the concept of co-location imbalance, defined as
the disparity in co-location between different combinations of
team members, to capture the structural forces that drive sub-
group formation in hybrid teams. This novel lens allows for a
more thorough exploration of the unique structural properties
and dynamics of hybrid teams.

Specifically, the inherent assumption of temporally stable geo-
graphic subgroups that underlies prior research (e.g., O'Leary
and Mortensen 2010; Polzer et al. 2006) is unlikely to hold in
hybrid teams, given the day-to-day variability in employees’ pre-
ferred work locations. Consequently, our conceptual framework
represents the first attempt to theorize and capture the temporal
dynamics of subgroup formation within hybrid teams. We not
only theorize about the immediate impact of co-location imbal-
ance on subgroup formation but also explore how changes in
co-location imbalance influence subgroup formation in subse-
quent episodes. By emphasizing these temporal dynamics, we
highlight the urgent need to focus on how team members' of-
fice attendance patterns play together and how this can change
over time.

6.1.2 | Organizational Antecedents of Team Geographic
Configuration

Our conceptual framework also emphasizes the importance of
examining organizational antecedents contributing to hybrid
teams' geographic configuration. Specifically, we focus on the
organizational factors that constrain team members' office at-
tendance patterns and, therefore, influence team geographic
configuration (i.e., co-location imbalance). We integrate insights
from the telecommuting literature regarding individual and or-
ganizational constraints with knowledge of team geographic
configuration and subgroup formation. In addressing these
aspects, we respond to recent calls (Handke et al. 2020, 2024;
Raghuram et al. 2019) for a more integrated understanding of
virtual and hybrid work and teams, bridging the gap between
the two domains.

6.2 | Future Research Directions

Based on the conceptual work presented in this paper, we
identify several avenues for future investigation that schol-
ars should explore for a profounder understanding of hybrid
teams. We encourage future research to examine antecedents

of co-location imbalance at multiple levels, as well as to con-
sider temporal, technological, and compositional factors that
interact with co-location imbalance and its impact on sub-
group formation.

6.2.1 | Multilevel Antecedents
of Co-Location Imbalance

In addition to organizational antecedents of co-location im-
balance, we believe that there could also be several notewor-
thy predictors of co-location imbalance at the team/task or
individual level. At the team level, this could include task
requirements necessitating physical presence at the office
(e.g., because of specific equipment or in-person interactions).
For instance, a research and development team may need to
conduct some of their tasks in the lab, and teams in the de-
sign department may construct complex models that require
a computational capacity that their laptop computers cannot
meet. Hybrid teams like these may need one or more mem-
bers on-site to access these tools. Accordingly, these presence
requirements can increase co-location imbalance because
while they require some team members to be on-site to per-
form a task, they typically do not need all team members to be
on-site together (see also Scenario 2 in the section on hybrid
team archetypes). At the individual level, team members' so-
cial preferences (i.e., friendship/liking between certain team
members) may be a decisive factor for some team members'
co-location (i.e., individuals will be more likely to go to the
office if people they like are also there)—yet not others'—
thereby promoting co-location imbalance.

Moreover, antecedents at different levels may also interact in
their effect on co-location imbalance. For instance, a moder-
ate number of office days (organizational level) could have
even more harmful effects when considering team members’
agency in choosing which days to come in, based on, for ex-
ample, their social preferences (individual level). For in-
stance, Charpignon et al. (2023) clearly showed that hybrid
workers based their own office attendance on others’ office
attendance. Conversely, individuals' preferences (individual
level) will have less impact when restrained by, for example,
anchor days (organizational level) or presence requirements
(team/task level). Moreover, it is important to consider that
team members' agency is not only restricted by organiza-
tional or team/task-level factors but also by individual-level
constraints, such as family obligations or means of transpor-
tation. Future research should thus consider the interplay of
these (and further) antecedent factors and consider the de-
gree of team members' agency in their office attendance at
different levels. Methodologically, extending the diary study
designs, which have previously been used in telecommuting
research to account for the differential effects of remote ver-
sus office-based work as telecommuters alternate between
these two locations (e.g., Anderson, Kaplan, and Vega 2015;
Delanoeije, Verbruggen, and Germeys 2019; Delanoeije and
Verbruggen 2020), to the team level would allow researchers
to capture antecedent and moderating factors at various levels
and relate this to the alignment of team members’ work loca-
tion and resulting team processes, states, and outcomes.
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6.2.2 | Temporal Factors

Our conceptual framework provides a basis for conducting lon-
gitudinal studies that can offer valuable insights into the dy-
namic nature of hybrid teams, facilitating a deeper exploration
of the factors that influence subgroup formation. In terms of
temporal factors, the link between co-location imbalance and
subgroup formation may change over the life cycle of a team,
with the team being more able to cope with imbalance at later
stages of team development. For instance, experience in work-
ing with one another can enable team members to overcome
barriers in relationship building and task performance even
at a distance (e.g., Carlson and Zmud 1999; van der Kleij et al.
2009; Walther 1992), thus weakening the relationship between
co-location imbalance and subgroup formation.

Moreover, it could be interesting to look at the impact of changes
in the co-location extent between team members. For instance,
a change from no co-location to one co-located day may have
a stronger impact on the relationship between team members
than an increase from three to four co-located days. Whereas in
the first situation adding a co-located day qualitatively changes
the potential for interpersonal exchanges, in the latter scenario,
it is unlikely that an additional co-located day will greatly im-
pact the established relationship developed through the pre-
vious three co-located days. Furthermore, stipulations on the
number of office or anchor days may not apply to all teams and
not all the time. For the sake of clarity, we illustrated co-location
imbalance based on a fixed number of days per week/fixed num-
ber of members per day, but naturally, organizations will show
variation in office days, leading to an even higher number of
possible configurations that could be interesting (but also very
complex) to explore. Generally, research in this area would need
to go beyond simple cross-sectional designs. Capturing what is
happening with hybrid teams at any one point in time is less illu-
minating than measuring how their configurations change over
time and, thus, will require longitudinal or time-series designs.

6.2.3 | Socio-Technical Factors

How technologies are used in teams’ communicative practices
can also influence the relationship between co-location imbal-
ance and subgroup formation. From a socio-material perspec-
tive, a technology's affordance (i.e., its functional and relational
aspects that determine the user's possibilities for action; Evans
et al. 2017) depends on the way people use it to meet their own
goals and desires (e.g., Leonardi 2012; Orlikowski 1992). This
means that team members may use technologies in very different
ways and with very different (intended or unintended) outcomes,
which can (but does not have to) be beneficial in counteracting
co-location imbalance. For example, the effects of co-location
imbalance on subgroup formation would be lower when team
members use technology to mitigate the social distance between
members at different locations (for example, sharing social in-
formation via instant messaging software). However, technol-
ogy could also increase the gap between co-located and remote
individuals because some information could, for instance, only
be shared among the ones working remotely. Conversely, just
because members are co-located does not mean they necessarily
engage in effective face-to-face communication (even though it

is more likely) and the quality of co-location interactions will
play an important role alongside team members' technology use.

Assuch, gaining closer insights into the specific communication
practices enacted in hybrid teams could enable a more nuanced
understanding of the relationship between co-location imbal-
ance and subgroup formation. Research in this area could in-
volve assessing metadata of the communications between team
members to assess who communicates with whom and how
this differs depending on the team's co-location configuration.
Finally, exploring the complex role of diverse communication
technologies was outside the scope of this paper. From the use of
MS Teams to virtual meetings in a virtual reality environment,
there is potentially another stream of research that will feed into
our understanding of hybrid teams.

6.2.4 | Compositional Factors

Regarding compositional factors, future research should move
beyond the exclusive focus on geographic subgroups and con-
sider how they interact with other types of subgroups. In terms
of further identity-based subgroups, there is a possibility of sub-
group divisions or ‘faultlines’ being exacerbated through demo-
graphic characteristics shared by members who are co-located
more frequently than others. Moreover, subgroups emerge not
only on the basis of identity (as in the case of, e.g., location or
demographics) but also based on resources and knowledge
(Carton and Cummings 2012). In fact, knowledge-based sub-
groups could even bridge the gap between members at different
locations if co-located and remote members need access to each
other's knowledge to perform their work, thereby mitigating the
risk of subgroup formation. Therefore, it is crucial to investigate
how team composition, including demographic or informational
diversity, may moderate the impact of co-location imbalance.
This aspect deserves further attention and should be discussed
in future studies to understand the complex dynamics within
hybrid teams comprehensively. Research in this area could ex-
amine configurations of team composition through tools like
fuzzy set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsSQCA). Such tools
would allow team researchers to determine whether multiple
composition factors combine to produce stronger subgroups.

6.3 | Practical Implications

The practical implications of our work revolve around opti-
mizing both the nature and effects of teams’ office attendance
patterns. First, acknowledging the importance of strategic orga-
nizational interventions is crucial when certain team members
are more likely to be co-located than others. In such cases, the
question should be how to incentivize and structure office days
to maximize the benefits of co-location. Practical strategies may
involve scheduling significant tasks, such as meetings, on office
days and organizing shared meals and other social activities to
promote team cohesion. Our conceptual framework specifically
challenges the oversimplified guideline of “three days in the of-
fice, two days out.” Adhering to this pattern without careful con-
sideration may unintentionally exacerbate subgroup formation.
This is particularly relevant given that most hybrid work policies
appear to be based on minimum office days (rather than specific

11 of 16

85U80| 7 SUOLIIOD BAIea1D) 3|cedldde ay) Aq peusienob e sajole O ‘88N 4O Sa|nJ 10} Afeiq|8UIUO AB]IA UO (SUORIPUD-PUR-SWLBHLIOD A8 |IM"Ale1d 1 |BUI|UO//SANL) SUORIPUOD PUe SWiS 1 8U} 885 *[520z/70/20] Uo Areiqiauliuo A3|im ‘efnuiod aueiyooD Ad G/82°G0I/200T 0T/10p/wioo A3 | imAkeiqijuljuoy/sdny wiouy papeojumod ‘0 ‘6LET660T



anchor days). For instance, of the 1275US companies listed in
the Flex Index at the beginning of 2024 (covering information on
workplace flexibility for over 8000 companies worldwide) with
minimum office day requirements, 51% mandated at least 3 days
at the office. Our practical implications, which show that these
types of arrangements are particularly prone to subgroup forma-
tion, thus underscore the necessity of thoughtful deliberation in
designing and implementing hybrid work arrangements. For in-
stance, Charpignon et al. (2023) suggest that companies follow-
ing the “come in in any 3 days per week” rule should attempt to
promote coordination attempts at the team level (i.e., team-level
synchronization of in-office days).

Second, however, optimizing teams' office attendance patterns
could also apply to cases in which organizations may actually
benefit from subgroup formation. For example, organizations
that put together taskforces (i.e., task-based subgroups, see
Carton and Cummings 2012) to deal with time-sensitive issues
may profit from strengthening the relationship between mem-
bers of that taskforce through aligning their office schedules. In
this case, the effect of subgroup formation would be exacerbated
because team members would be tied to one another through
both high task interdependence and co-location. However, this
could ensure that members of this taskforce are quicker at de-
veloping the shared mental models that are necessary to effec-
tively and efficiently coordinate their actions at later stages of
task execution (see Handke et al. 2019). Accordingly, promoting
geographic subgroups could even be functional in some cases,
and altering either the number of office or anchor days to pro-
mote co-location of this subset of team members may represent
a fruitful endeavor.

Managers and team leaders can have a significant role in this
process. They are knowledgeable about whether, how, and which
specific subgroups can be useful for the team in a given perfor-
mance episode, and should be attentive to detrimental interac-
tion patterns which may threaten the team as a whole. Upon
recognizing negative effects of subgroup formation, leaders may
promote a space for the entire team to reflect upon this process
and engage in sensemaking processes (Morgeson, DeRue, and
Karam 2010). Interpreting disruptive events, or patterns, and
feeding this interpretation to the team helps team members cre-
ate a common understanding of how to deal with the impact of
the co-location imbalance at a given time.

Third, another potential implication for teams and team manag-
ers entails the leverage of technology and, more specifically, of
AT, to detect predictors of subgroup formation over time. These
applications can provide useful information to team members
and managers when fed information about “who is at the office
when,” and computing the relational strength between team
members. When realizing that a given dyad or subgroup is be-
coming stronger over time, this can signal the need to reflect
about potential consequences of that subgroup for task and
team-related outcomes.

7 | Conclusion

In conclusion, this paper marks a significant step forward
in understanding hybrid teamwork through considering the

temporal dynamics of team geographic configuration. We inte-
grate individual- and team-level perspectives on hybrid work by
illuminating how individual team members' office attendance
influences the relational structure of a team, laying the ground-
work for a more holistic analysis of hybrid work as a multilevel
phenomenon. Specifically, we show that the interplay of team
members' office attendance patterns can provoke subgroup
formation through team co-location imbalance, thereby shed-
ding light on potentially adverse effects of hybrid work on team
functioning. Our nomological network surrounding co-location
imbalance not only provides a theoretical foundation for future
research but also offers practical implications for organizations
striving to optimize their hybrid work arrangements. By iden-
tifying key antecedents and temporal dynamics related to co-
location imbalance, our work opens up avenues for empirical
investigation and the development of strategies to effectively
manage hybrid teams.
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Endnotes

LAs opposed to the literature on virtual/partially distributed teams,
where temporal dispersion captures the degree to which team mem-
bers work hours overlap (e.g., O'Leary and Cummings 2007) for teams
that span different time zones, we mean temporal dispersion in the
sense that team members work at the same site (i.e., the office) at dif-
ferent times (i.e., week days).

2A substantial body of management research has used the logic of
fuzzy sets through fuzzy set Qualitative Comparative Analysis
(fsQCA; Fiss 2007). Although to date it has primarily been used in
strategy research, fuzzy set logic has recently begun to be used in
organizational behavior research as well (e.g., Frazier, Tupper, and
Fainshmidt 2016; Ong and Johnson 2023; Yong, Mannucci, and
Lander 2020).

3Co-location extent could be measured on any given numeric scale, for
the purpose of this manuscript, we will employ a scale of 0 to 5, sym-
bolizing number of days in a 5-day work week in which team members
could potentially work in co-location.

4For the sake of simplicity, our examples assume that all team members
show the same number of office days per week. However, the num-
ber of office days per week may be differentially spread among team
members, which would simply mean that the formulas above would be
applied directly at the team level, with “n” being the number of team
members X5 (work days/week), and “k” being the number of team
members X the number of office days at the team level.

SPartial co-location likelihood is calculated by adding the likelihood of
all possible subgroup combinations for a given number of office days.
In a team with five members, the likelihood of a specific co-located
subgroup forming at the office on a given day is ((0/5)*(0/5)* (r/5)*(r
/5)*(r/5)), with “o” being the number of office days and “r” being the
number of remote days (i.e., 5—office days).

6These examples are drawn from the Flex Report and depict the status
quo in Q1 2024. They can thus be subject to change. The current ver-
sion of the Flex Report can be accessed here: https://www.flex.scoop
forwork.com/.
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