Additional Items: Pre-Analysis Plan

Research Objective:  see the online plan

Hypotheses:  
We aim to test if there are output differences between remote and office workers.  If outside options are more easily accessible to remote workers, it may be the case that the cost of effort is too high, and therefore, they will be less likely to engage in as much work as office workers. On the other hand, if the cost of effort is relatively similar, we should expect no productivity differences between office and remote workers.

We also aim to test if beliefs of partner productivity impact the amount of effort given to remote and office workers. This will be done in two settings – minimum effort coordination games and revenue sharing games.  In both settings, if one believes remote partners are more productive than office partners, one will contribute more to teams with remote partners. Similarly, if one believes office partners are more productive than remote partners, then one would be willing to contribute more to office partners. The last possibility is that no differences in team contributions are observed, indicating that one believes there are limited differences in productivity between the two types of partners. 

Experimental Design: see the online plan for description, treatments, and randomization procedure.

Sample size:  The initial experiments conducted in 2016 (pre-pandemic) were conducted with the minimum effort payment on the team account.  We collected data from 92 participants; 47 were remote, and 45 were office-based (in the laboratory).  This data resulted in statistically significant differences in contributions to the team by office workers. We plan to double this sample and run a similar (full) sample size for the revenue-sharing treatment.

To give a rough idea of whether this sample is likely to be sufficient, we conducted power
calculations based on the initial results (reported in the working version of the paper, which can be found at https://webpages.charlotte.edu/ksaral/remoteteams.pdf )

Specifically, we calculated the sample size necessary for an 80% chance of finding the same difference in two-sample means for the amount shared with remote partners between remote workers and office workers (this estimated difference was 11.18) at the 5% level. The resulting estimated sample size is 84 (42 per group). This is just below the target level of subjects (90) we aim to recruit for the follow-up sample with minimum effort.  Previously, we did not run the revenue-sharing treatment, but we plan to match the data collection for minimum effort based on similar expected differences (target sample 180).  Our target sample completing the experiment should give us sufficient power to detect effects. 



Data Collected:

Gender, age, risk tolerance (survey-based), preferences for flexible work, preferences for group work, round 1 ability measure (output collected in piece-rate 5-minute round of typing the task), total output in all three rounds, contributions to individual account, contributions to team account, beliefs of partner productivity, incentivized beliefs of minimum (average) effort of teammates depending on treatment, earnings for the experiment, date of participation (important for pre-pandemic versus post-pandemic analysis).

Analysis: 

Our earlier results found that productivity (overall) did not vary by whether someone was a remote worker or an office worker. That was before the pandemic and an increasing familiarity with remote work.  But, there was a trend towards less output by remote workers, even though this was not statistically significant at the 5% level.  Our new experiments aim to test whether differences exist post-pandemic.  We also aim to test if there are differences when shifting to a revenue-sharing environment.  Theory predicts that team contributions should be lower on average in a revenue-sharing scheme (since the Nash prediction is to contribute 0 to the team account).

We plan to test overall output differences as an individual and in teams using t-tests and regression analysis. We also plan to test for differences in the absolute and the relative (to total output) amounts contributed to the team based on whether or not one’s partners are remote or office-based.  

We will test for these differences in two environments.  In the minimum effort setting, the prediction is for workers to contribute an amount equal to what they predict the others will give. So, differences in contributions between remote and office partners directly measure beliefs of partner productivity.  In the revenue-sharing setting, the Nash equilibrium prediction is for all players to contribute 0 to the team account. However, if participants are “conditional” cooperators, they should be willing to match the average amount given by the other players. We may also have other altruistic types, and their contributions to the team do not depend on their beliefs about their partners' productivity. This type of play only exists in the revenue-sharing treatment as any effort contributed above the minimum in the minimum effort game does not increase the payment of any player. 

We will test these differences using a combination of t-tests and regression analysis.  We will also use summary statistics to understand the trends better. 

Data collected on demographics (age, gender, ability) and preferences (flexibility, group work, risk) are used as control variables in the regression analysis.
