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6th January 2021 
 
Dear Longqi, 
 
Thank you once again for your manuscript, entitled "The Effects of Remote Work on Collaboration 
Among Information Workers", and for your patience during the peer review process. 
 
Your Article has now been evaluated by 3 referees. You will see from their comments copied below 
that, although they find your work of potential interest, they have raised quite substantial concerns. In 
light of these comments, we cannot accept the manuscript for publication, but would be interested in 
considering a revised version if you are willing and able to fully address reviewer and editorial 
concerns. 
 
We hope you will find the referees' comments useful as you decide how to proceed. If you wish to 
submit a substantially revised manuscript, please bear in mind that we will be reluctant to approach 
the referees again in the absence of major revisions. We are committed to providing a fair and 
constructive peer-review process. Do not hesitate to contact us if there are specific requests from the 
reviewers that you believe are technically impossible or unlikely to yield a meaningful outcome. 
 
To guide the scope of the revisions, the editors discuss the referee reports in detail within the team, 
including with the chief editor, with a view to (1) identifying key priorities that should be addressed in 
revision and (2) overruling referee requests that are deemed beyond the scope of the current study. 
We hope that you will find the prioritised set of referee points to be useful when revising your study. 
Please do not hesitate to get in touch if you would like to discuss these issues further. 
 
You will see from their comments that the reviewers are somewhat divided in their views of the 
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contribution your manuscript makes. From an editorial standpoint, we feel that your study has the 
potential to offer an evidence-based advance by bringing a large-scale dataset to bear on an existing 
question, provided that it can be strengthened with additional analyses and evidence. Specifically, in 
order for us to consider your study further on this basis, your revision must address the following (as 
well as all other reviewer comments): 
 
1. Carry out the additional analyses requested by Reviewer 3 to demonstrate impacts on work 
outcomes, including new data to the extent possible. 
 
2. Address Reviewer 3’s concerns about the clarity and validity of your causal identification strategy. 
 
3. Ensure that claims are fully supported. Reviewer 3 highlights several ways in which more evidence 
is needed, including the need for further justification of variables, explanation of the data, and 
consideration of alternative operationalizations and measures. 
 
4. Ensure that the context and limitations of your study are thoroughly discussed, including the 
limitations on generalizability highlighted by the reviewers. 
 
5. More fully situate your study within existing literature, as requested by both Reviewers 2 and 3. 
 
Finally, your revised manuscript must comply fully with our editorial policies and formatting 
requirements. Failure to do so will result in your manuscript being returned to you, which will delay its 
consideration. To assist you in this process, I have attached a checklist that lists all of our 
requirements. I have also attached a template manuscript file that exemplifies our policies and 
formatting requirements. If you have any questions about any of our policies or formatting, please 
don't hesitate to contact me. 
 
If you wish to submit a suitably revised manuscript we would hope to receive it within 6 months. We 
understand that the COVID-19 pandemic is causing significant disruptions which may prevent you 
from carrying out the additional work required for resubmission of your manuscript within this 
timeframe. If you are unable to submit your revised manuscript within 6 months, please let us know. 
We will be happy to extend the submission date to enable you to complete your work on the revision. 
 
With your revision, please: 
 
• Include a “Response to the editors and reviewers” document detailing, point-by-point, how you 
addressed each editor and referee comment. If no action was taken to address a point, you must 
provide a compelling argument. This response will be used by the editors to evaluate your revision 
and sent back to the reviewers along with the revised manuscript. 
 
• Highlight all changes made to your manuscript or provide us with a version that tracks changes. 
 
Please use the link below to submit your revised manuscript and related files: 
 
[REDACTED] 
 
<strong>Note:</strong> This URL links to your confidential home page and associated information 
about manuscripts you may have submitted, or that you are reviewing for us. If you wish to forward 
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this email to co-authors, please delete the link to your homepage. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review your work. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have 
any questions or would like to discuss the required revisions further. 
 
Sincerely, 
Aisha 
 
Aisha Bradshaw 
Editor 
Nature Human Behaviour 
 
 
 
Reviewer expertise: 
 
Reviewer #1: labour economics, workplace productivity 
 
Reviewer #2: remote work 
 
Reviewer #3: remote work, team effectiveness 
 
 
 
REVIEWER COMMENTS: 
 
Reviewer #1: 
Remarks to the Author: 
This is a truly great paper - really fantastic. Amazing data, completely believable results and well 
executed. Indeed, I would love to cite this when it's published and learned a lot. A few minor points: 
 
- Entropy is (for economics) a strange concept. Is there some easier to explain measure - 
concentration for example? 
- Figure 2 might look nicer (or better anyway) with CI bars on it (or maybe that is not Nature house 
style)? At least for economics journals it would be normal to have CI bars around each point. 
- It was very odd for me reading Figure 3 before seeing the estimating equation and data. It felt like a 
"trust me" moment, but again I think that's maybe Nature style (put the details at the back)? Ideally I 
would want to know the data and approach underlying any results in advance as it helps to interpret 
them. 
- Figure 4 would seem better in a Figure 3 set-up (coefficients with standard-errors). I don't think the 
time series for these is particularly important, but I do think CIs are so I can see what is (or is not) 
significant (versus noise)? 
- Figures 7, 8 etc were hard to read (I physically printed the paper to read it first actually) as one of 
the colors was very light. I would personally make both darker so it's easy to see. 
- On terminology what you call "Hybrid WFH" is normally called "Mixed-mode", which is some people 
in the office and some at home. What you call "some teams come in on some days..." is usually called 
"Hybrid", for example the Google 3-2-2 model. I am aware this terminology is not standardized, but 
from talking to a lot of CEOs, execs and journalists this seems to be the most common way to define 
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these terms. 
- Finally, i fully agree with the sentiment of the conclusion. If people are in a hybrid situation with the 
entire team coming in 3 days and WFH for 2 days that is probably the best of both worlds. Enough 
time in the office to bridge and bond and enough time at home to work quietly and save on commute. 
And yes Mixed-mode is typically seen as an absolute disaster - i have yet to talk to a single manager 
who likes it (and I've probably spoken to maybe 200 to 300 managers since March 2020). 
 
 
 
Reviewer #2: 
Remarks to the Author: 
The paper is timely because it addresses some critical issues relating to working from home versus 
working in the office. It is well written with some minor suggestions for improvement: 
1. This is a US-centric paper with only data collected in the United States. There should be a 
justification for why you chose the US because working from home and during COVID-19 is an issue 
across the globe. Are the lessons or insights for other countries? 
2. What was Microsoft’s policy on working from home prior to the pandemic? I understand some 
employees already worked from home; however, what was the prevalence of this mode of working? 
Were there metrics in place to measure the effectiveness of working from home pre-COVID (including 
collaboration and communication)? 
3. It would be useful to include that point in the background that some organisations in the technology 
sector (for example, Yahoo and IBM) required employees to be in the office for the very reasons the 
authors are suggesting are problematic (collaboration and communication). That is, not all 
organisations in the tech sector or elsewhere are necessarily going to find working from home or even 
a hybrid model suitable (or were unsuccessful in previous years). I suggest including this point 
because it shows that this mode of working has been tried before – what will be different this time? 
4. Developing relationships with new contacts can only occur if there is a mechanism of some kind to 
bring new people together (for example, working on a new project with new colleagues). Otherwise, 
there are no opportunities for workers to meet new colleagues. That is why we have face to face 
meetings and social gatherings. This is very difficult to replicate online and can be very stressful for 
some employees. How can new and existing employees have opportunities to meet and develop 
relationships? The finding that people tended to rely on existing networks and relationships makes 
sense in this context. 
5. The Microsoft experience is likely to be very different from other organisations such as those in the 
Finance sector, Education, Transport, Tourism and Government workers. This is one case study and 
the data is very specific to Microsoft. This point should be emphasised. 
6. The method to collect data provides some good insights into how workers communicated and 
collaborated but only during the pandemic. It is important to stress that this way of working was 
mandated and employees and their managers had no choice but to adjust. 
7. The statement ‘The most effective way to determine the benefits and downsides of different hybrid 
work approaches will be through randomized field experiments” is not supported by any literature. 
Why have the authors suggested this is the most effective way? The statement needs to be justified. 
The emphasis appears to be on quantitative methods . 
8. To be able to understand how the employees felt about this way of working and if they prefer 
working from home, how productive they felt they were and whether the technology they used to 
communicate and collaborate was effective (for the purposes of their ability to achieve the outcomes 
they need to achieve) aligns with qualitative methods. We would need to have a better understanding 
from the perspective of managers and their employees on the most effective mode of working will be 
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post-COVID-19 in addition to measuring outcomes. 
 
 
 
Reviewer #3: 
Remarks to the Author: 
Key Results 
Data on collaboration patterns and communication technology use were collected from nearly 62,000 
US Microsoft employees (9,727 managers and 52,135 non-managerial positions) from February 2020 
to June 2020. During this time, all employees had to shift to work-at-home (WAH – or WFH work from 
home) work (early March) due to COVID. This context provided a natural experimental setting. 
 
Analyses was done to compare February collaboration patterns and communication media use (pre-
treatment/shift to WAH/WFH). The results indicated no significant change in the number of 
connections made (i.e., people collaborated with); however, fewer “new” connections were made and 
less time was spent with the “new” connections (new was defined as someone who was not contacted 
the previous month). More time was spent with existing connections (presumably defined as people 
with whom one communicated with twice in the previous month). There was also a negative pattern 
with the number of groups interacted with. The analyses of the use of communication media found 
that the number of unscheduled calls (audio or video using Microsoft Teams) and the number of 
instant messages sent increased dramatically. 
 
 
Validity 
When I was invited to review this paper and provided with the abstract, the final sentence of the 
abstract interested me, as it suggested important findings (especially given the large data set). It 
says: “Our results suggest that firm-wide remote work may lead to communication patterns that 
hinder the collaborative production of high-quality knowledge work…”. After reviewing the paper 
carefully, I was disappointed in the support for this suggestion, and for many of the suggestions in the 
paper about the effect of remote work on collaboration. Given what was measured, there is no 
empirical evidence to allow the authors to determine if the communication patterns did affect the 
collaborative production of high-quality knowledge work. 
 
The theory presented for the possible effect of collaboration on information work is the need for 
structurally diverse networks (both strong and weak ties) so one has access to novel ideas to 
stimulate innovation. As I read through the introduction and this logic, it led me to possibly expect 
network analyses and some relevant outcome such as novel ideas/information shared. However, the 
data and results presented were limited to communication and collaboration patterns, as outlined 
above. Also, beyond splitting the respondents by managerial versus non, there is no data on the type 
of work done, which could affect the need for information and innovation. Having access to diverse 
ideas is important for some types of work, but less in others. And the interdependence of activities can 
affect how much one person relies and needs to interact with others to get their job done well. 
 
So overall, while it appears the analyses presented were validly done (see my comments below about 
my limited ability to assess this), the more general implications for the results lack much validity. 
 
 
Originality and Significance 
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The volume of longitudinal data during the shift to work at home presents a significant opportunity to 
gain insights regarding the effect of this shift. My invitation to review listed several categories of 
acceptable manuscripts. As far as I can tell, there is no methodological or conceptual novelty (i.e., 
there is no theoretical contribution). The category that the paper might fit into is an evidence-based 
advance. This is defined as acceptable “if its scale and/or rigour supersede the existing literature and 
significantly strengthen confidence in a scientific finding or convincingly falsify it. 
 
The scale of the data collected and analysed is impressive. While I cannot claim to know every study 
on remote work, I can’t recall ever seeing a study have such a large number of respondents. So do 
the results also significantly strength confidence in previous findings (or falsify them? 
 
Moving everyone to work at home stopped their ability to meet face-to-face (F2F) – for formal 
meetings, ad-hoc interactions, etc. The work continued so they adapted to use the communication 
channels they had available to interact (once they were forced to WAH). Therefore, it is not surprising 
that the number of communications via text and Teams (audio and/or video) increased. It would have 
been very surprising (and worrying) if it had not. The Information Systems field (and others) have 
studied the use and characteristics (e.g., richness) of various types of communication media for 
decades in various contexts. Having to rely more on electronic communication tools when separated 
virtually is well understood. Therefore, I would suggest that the originality and significance of the 
findings with respect to the communication media use is quite low. 
 
The work isolation caused by forcing people to work from home did change some of the collaboration 
patterns. There are various terms used in research that are relevant to WAH including telecommuting, 
remote work, virtual work, virtual teams. These various work practices have been studied by different 
disciplines (e.g., Information Systems Organizational Behaviour, Psychology, etc.) for at least 3 
decades, with more emphasis on virtual teams lately. Telecommuting and work at home has existed 
even longer, since this type of work was possible for some roles before communications technology 
evolved/improved (which made the practice possible for a larger number of types of jobs). Certainly 
an important thread of study in all these practices is how to create “effective” communication to 
enable productive work. There are various theoretical perspectives applied and studies that attempt to 
understand the nuances of what effective means and how to enable it (e.g., creating psychological 
safety, avoiding attribution errors, etc.). So, is a large-scale study that confirms that remote work 
changes collaboration patterns a significant contribution? I would lean towards thinking no. However, I 
found it interesting that the number of connections did not significantly decrease (Table S1 – Total 
effect). The main finding is that an individual forced to WAH narrows their focus to existing 
connections, such that “new” connections and the number of groups interacted with decreases. I am 
not surprised by this, at it would be easier to reach out to colleagues that you already have a 
relationship with, and that you have on-going interdependent activities with. 
 
I will leave it to the editors to decide if the paper fits what they feel is an evidence-based advance. 
Certainly the topic is very timely and will be of interest to many people and organizations. 
 
 
Data and Methodology and Analytical Approach 
A key strength of this study is the longitudinal data, subject to the shortcomings and suggestions 
presented below. I would like to have seen more explanation about how the data were collected and 
how the various constructs were conceptually defined, and why they were operationalized the way 
they were. This is explained somewhat in the methods section, but more information would be helpful. 
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What data was measured in February? It is not clear to me if for the people working at a corporate 
office, did the measure of scheduled and unscheduled meetings include non-Teams interaction? At this 
point, likely much of the informal interaction was F2F. On page 13, you suggest that the total 
synchronous communication when down, both on and off Teams. So do you have a measure that 
captured synchronous scheduled and unscheduled meetings, regardless of the communication medium 
used (i.e., it includes F2F, as well as technology-mediated communication)? Also, could you provide 
descriptive information on the characteristics of the participants and their jobs/tasks? This could help 
the reader understand the generalizability of your findings. 
 
 
Suggested Improvements 
 
Experiments have some causal explanatory power because of the use of control groups and random 
assignment. I understand that since this was a natural experiment, there is no random assignment. I 
have limited understanding of the DiD statistical technique; however, the reading I did on it certainly 
emphasized the need for a control group. Do I understand correctly that the control group in your 
analyses is the employees that were working remotely in February? Clarifying this would be helpful for 
readers. Assuming that is the logic, then isn’t there a confounding factor to the analyses that happens 
when a remote worker’s co-workers all are forced to work from home in March? So in one sense, I am 
struggling to see how the February WAH employees can be a control group for the duration of the 
analyses since the “treatment” definitely affected them too. 
 
I was particularly bothered by three things and hope you may be able to find ways to address these. 
1. Your definition of a new connection. This was defined as someone who was not communicated with 
in the previous month (but was in the current month). To me, this does not necessarily equate to a 
weak tie. I could know someone quite well, but maybe our need to interact is sporadic or seasonal, 
based on the tasks that are on-going. Much of the contribution of your paper rests on the ability to 
argue that remote work hurts the ability to create new weak ties, which can hurt one’s ability to 
innovate. Here are two thoughts I have that might help. One, could you provide more analyses to 
show different definitions of “new”, such as the person has never interacted with the individual over 
your data collection period or maybe you have other data available to that you could use to provide 
levels of newness? Two, can you provide more conceptual explanation and background on the 
meaning of weak ties in structural networks and how this has been operationalized in past work? 
 
 
2. Your lack of work outcome variables. Do you have access to any additional data for any of your 
subjects that might allow you to investigate their work outcomes, and explore for the impact of the 
changes in collaboration patterns and use of communication channels? This could be done on a small 
scale (i.e., a sub-set of your data). And/or could you do some network analyses for some of your 
subjects to more closely examine weak ties, strong ties and structural diversity changes? If any of this 
was possible, it would strengthen your potential contribution and lend support to your suggestions, in 
my opinion. 
 
3. Can you clarify the nature of the tasks/work that people were doing? 
Past research has shown that WAH/virtual work fits some types of tasks very well and is more 
challenging for others. Do you have any data that you can add to your analyses to explore if and how 
the patterns changes for different types of roles? Being able to get some understanding for the need 
for interaction would be helpful in understanding your results and possibly providing better guidance 
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for application of your findings. For example, if I am working on a task that I can do mostly by myself, 
being isolated for that work is not going to drive me to create ad-hoc interactions with others (as 
much as it would if I was doing something that relied on others /or they relied on me). 
 
 
Clarity and Context 
The paper is well written and generally easy to follow. I found the layout of the paper surprising, but 
presumably this fits with journal expectations. My “normal” expectation for most journals I review for 
would be some early discussion of what is known, then theoretical perspectives possibly leading to 
hypotheses to examine, an explanation of the method, then results and discussion of implications and 
limitations. The current paper starts with 4 pages of introduction, then results, then discussion, and 
the method description is at the end. 
 
 
References 
As mentioned above, there is considerable research on working at home/virtually in different 
disciplines. A small amount of this is referenced in the first few pages. The positioning of your work 
within the existing body of knowledge needs to be strengthened. For example, on page 4, you provide 
some references to previous work where you conclude previous research was restricted to two types 
of work, and/or did not examine causation. While I agree the effect of remote work will be moderated 
by the type of task, your summary of past work is very limited. Unfortunately (and somewhat ironic 
given the topic of your paper), I am prepared this review from home and can’t access my office due to 
COVID restrictions. If I could, I could point you to some previous summaries of the literature (e.g., I 
know I have a fairly old book that is a review of past work in the area); however, there have been 
summaries of literature on various related topics published in journals over the years so you should be 
able to strengthen your grounding with some more comprehensive searching. 
 
 
My expertise 
My home discipline is Information Systems, with largely a focus on topics that bridge organizational 
behaviour (i.e., technology-enabled work practices). A major research area of mine for the first 15 
years or so of my career was investigating remote work and remote teamwork (virtual teams). 
Therefore, while I am not totally up to date with the literature, I have a reasonable sense of the 
relevant knowledge base. My knowledge of the statistical techniques used in this paper is definitely 
limited and that is an important limitation the editors should be aware of. I am not very familiar with 
Differences-in-differences modelling. I am comfortable with statistical techniques such as regression, 
SEM, and multi-level modelling (to a limited degree). I interpreted the supplemental tables as I would 
regression results. It is important that someone on the review team can assess the validity of the 
analyses in detail, as I have assumed the various approaches used by the authors meet standard 
expectations (e.g., CEM weighting, etc.). My expertise in terms of research methods includes surveys, 
experiments, case studies (including qualitative data analyses), largely from a soft-positivist view. 
 
 

Author Rebuttal to Initial comments   
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Decision Letter, first revision: 

7th May 2021 
 
Dear Longqi, 
 
RE: "The Effects of Remote Work on Collaboration Among Information Workers" 
 
Thank you for submitting your revised manuscript and for all your work on the revision. I am very 
sorry for the delay in getting in touch with a decision. 
 
Although your manuscript has been revised in response to reviewer comments, it does not fully 
comply with our editorial policies and formatting requirements. In particular, we require at this stage 
that all inferential statistical results be fully reported, including coefficients and/or effect sizes, 
confidence intervals, and p-values. In cases where it would be cumbersome to provide all of this 
information in-text, authors can refer to tables (either in the main text or Supplementary Information) 
that contain full results. However, any tables supporting the main results must include full statistical 
results, including both confidence intervals and exact p-values (i.e. asterisks should not be used to 
denote statistical significance). 
 
Before we can send the manuscript back to our reviewers, we ask that you revise it to ensure that it 
complies fully with our formatting policies regarding statistical reporting. We also ask that as you 
revise, you ensure that your manuscript does not contain footnotes. To assist with this process, I have 
attached another copy of our checklist, which contains details on our formatting requirements. If you 
are uncertain as to how to address any of the points in the checklist, please don't hesitate to contact 
me. 
 
Please use the link below to submit your revised manuscript and related files: 
 
[REDACTED] 
 
<strong>Note:</strong> This URL links to your confidential home page and associated information 
about manuscripts you may have submitted, or that you are reviewing for us. If you wish to forward 
this email to co-authors, please delete the link to your homepage. 
 
Thank you in advance for attending to these requests and I look forward to receiving your revised 
manuscript. 
 
Sincerely, 
Aisha 
 
Aisha Bradshaw 
Editor 
Nature Human Behaviour 
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Decision Letter, second revision:   
Our ref: NATHUMBEHAV-200812368D 
 
13th July 2021 
 
Dear Longqi, 
 
Thank you for submitting your revised manuscript "The Effects of Remote Work on Collaboration 
Among Information Workers" (NATHUMBEHAV-200812368D). It has now been seen by two of the the 
original referees (Reviewers 2 and 3), and their comments are below. Reviewer 1 was unable to return 
to provide a full evaluation of your revision, but in brief remarks to the editors, they indicated their 
support for publication of your study. As you can see, the reviewers find that the paper has improved 
in revision. We will therefore be happy in principle to publish it in Nature Human Behaviour, pending 
minor revisions to comply with our editorial and formatting guidelines. 
 
We are now performing detailed checks on your paper and will send you a checklist detailing our 
editorial and formatting requirements in about a week. Please do not upload the final materials and 
make any revisions until you receive this additional information from us. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Aisha 
 
Aisha Bradshaw, PhD 
Senior Editor 
Nature Human Behaviour 
 
 
Reviewer #2 (Remarks to the Author): 
 
I enjoyed reading this paper and I found that the revisions strengthened the paper considerably. The 
fact that it is still unclear about the effects of remote work on collaboration and communication, as 
well as the impact on relationships (existing and new), requires scholars to examine this issue in new 
ways to deepen our understanding. 
 
 
Reviewer #3 (Remarks to the Author): 
 
I have carefully reviewed the new manuscript and the authors' response document. Thank you for 
writing that document that explains very well how you addressed our concerns and suggestions. 
 
It is clear to me that the authors worked very hard to consider the reviewing team's suggestions and 
did everything reasonable to address them. It was not possible to address everything (due to data 
limitations, etc.) but the authors have reflected the concerns and ideas well in their discussion, 
limitations, and elsewhere. 
 
As before, the authors' have the potential to make an empirical contribution to the existing knowledge 
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of remote work given the large dataset. Improvements I see from the initial version include: 
- The introduction does a stronger job positioning their work in the existing literature and theories. 
- the nature of the data and its limitations are clearer. The analyses is explained more fully. 
- shifting the analysis and reporting to the remote worker's network (using tie strength) makes the 
overall story more compelling. 
- the discussion around the effects of remote work on network structure (and communications) is well 
done including clarity around the ability to identify possible effects on outcomes such as productivity 
and innovation. 
- the discussion section on future research ideas and limitations will be helpful to readers and future 
researchers. 
 
Overall, I have no further specific revisions to suggest and hope to see the article in print soon. 
  
 

Decision letter, final requests: 
** Please ensure you delete the link to your author homepage in this e-mail if you wish to forward it 
to your co-authors. ** 
 
Our ref: NATHUMBEHAV-200812368D 
 
23rd July 2021 
 
Dear Dr. Yang, 
 
Thank you for your patience as we’ve prepared the guidelines for final submission of your Nature 
Human Behaviour manuscript, "The Effects of Remote Work on Collaboration Among Information 
Workers" (NATHUMBEHAV-200812368D). Please carefully follow the step-by-step instructions 
provided in the attached file, and add a response in each row of the table to indicate the changes that 
you have made. Please also check and comment on any additional marked-up edits we have proposed 
within the text. Ensuring that each point is addressed will help to ensure that your revised manuscript 
can be swiftly handed over to our production team. 
 
We would like to start working on your revised paper, with all of the requested files and forms, as 
soon as possible (preferably within two weeks). Please get in contact with us if you anticipate delays. 
 
When you upload your final materials, please include a point-by-point response to any remaining 
reviewer comments. 
 
If you have not done so already, please alert us to any related manuscripts from your group that are 
under consideration or in press at other journals, or are being written up for submission to other 
journals (see: https://www.nature.com/nature-research/editorial-policies/plagiarism#policy-on-
duplicate-publication for details). 
 
Nature Human Behaviour offers a Transparent Peer Review option for new original research 
manuscripts submitted after December 1st, 2019. As part of this initiative, we encourage our authors 
to support increased transparency into the peer review process by agreeing to have the reviewer 
comments, author rebuttal letters, and editorial decision letters published as a Supplementary item. 
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When you submit your final files please clearly state in your cover letter whether or not you would like 
to participate in this initiative. Please note that failure to state your preference will result in delays in 
accepting your manuscript for publication. 
 
In recognition of the time and expertise our reviewers provide to Nature Human Behaviour’s editorial 
process, we would like to formally acknowledge their contribution to the external peer review of your 
manuscript entitled "The Effects of Remote Work on Collaboration Among Information Workers". For 
those reviewers who give their assent, we will be publishing their names alongside the published 
article. 
 
<b>Cover suggestions</b> 
 
As you prepare your final files we encourage you to consider whether you have any images or 
illustrations that may be appropriate for use on the cover of Nature Human Behaviour. 
 
Covers should be both aesthetically appealing and scientifically relevant, and should be supplied at the 
best quality available. Due to the prominence of these images, we do not generally select images 
featuring faces, children, text, graphs, schematic drawings, or collages on our covers. 
 
We accept TIFF, JPEG, PNG or PSD file formats (a layered PSD file would be ideal), and the image 
should be at least 300ppi resolution (preferably 600-1200 ppi), in CMYK colour mode. 
 
If your image is selected, we may also use it on the journal website as a banner image, and may need 
to make artistic alterations to fit our journal style. 
 
Please submit your suggestions, clearly labeled, along with your final files. We’ll be in touch if more 
information is needed. 
 
<b>ORCID</b> 
 
Non-corresponding authors do not have to link their ORCIDs but are encouraged to do so. Please note 
that it will not be possible to add/modify ORCIDs at proof. Thus, please let your co-authors know that 
if they wish to have their ORCID added to the paper they must follow the procedure described in the 
following link prior to acceptance: https://www.springernature.com/gp/researchers/orcid/orcid-for-
nature-research 
 
 
Nature Human Behaviour has now transitioned to a unified Rights Collection system which will allow 
our Author Services team to quickly and easily collect the rights and permissions required to publish 
your work. Approximately 10 days after your paper is formally accepted, you will receive an email in 
providing you with a link to complete the grant of rights. If your paper is eligible for Open Access, our 
Author Services team will also be in touch regarding any additional information that may be required 
to arrange payment for your article. Please note that you will not receive your proofs until the 
publishing agreement has been received through our system. 
 
Please note that <i>Nature Human Behaviour</i> is a Transformative Journal (TJ). Authors may 
publish their research with us through the traditional subscription access route or make their paper 
immediately open access through payment of an article-processing charge (APC). Authors will not be 
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required to make a final decision about access to their article until it has been accepted. <a 
href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-research/transformative-journals"> Find out more 
about Transformative Journals</a> 
 
<B>Authors may need to take specific actions to achieve <a 
href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-research/funding/policy-compliance-faqs"> 
compliance</a> with funder and institutional open access mandates.</b> For submissions from 
January 2021, if your research is supported by a funder that requires immediate open access (e.g. 
according to <a href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-research/plan-s-compliance">Plan S 
principles</a>) then you should select the gold OA route, and we will direct you to the compliant 
route where possible. For authors selecting the subscription publication route our standard licensing 
terms will need to be accepted, including our <a href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-
research/policies/journal-policies">self-archiving policies</a>. Those standard licensing terms will 
supersede any other terms that the author or any third party may assert apply to any version of the 
manuscript. 
 
For information regarding our different publishing models please see our <a 
href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-research/transformative-journals"> Transformative 
Journals </a> page. If you have any questions about costs, Open Access requirements, or our legal 
forms, please contact ASJournals@springernature.com. 
 
Please use the following link for uploading these materials: 
[REDACTED] 
 
If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Best regards, 
Chloe Knight 
Editorial Assistant 
Nature Human Behaviour 
 
 
On behalf of 
 
Aisha Bradshaw, PhD 
Senior Editor 
Nature Human Behaviour 
 
 
Reviewer #1: 
None 
 
Reviewer #2: 
Remarks to the Author: 
I enjoyed reading this paper and I found that the revisions strengthened the paper considerably. The 
fact that it is still unclear about the effects of remote work on collaboration and communication, as 
well as the impact on relationships (existing and new), requires scholars to examine this issue in new 
ways to deepen our understanding. 
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Reviewer #3: 
Remarks to the Author: 
I have carefully reviewed the new manuscript and the authors' response document. Thank you for 
writing that document that explains very well how you addressed our concerns and suggestions. 
 
It is clear to me that the authors worked very hard to consider the reviewing team's suggestions and 
did everything reasonable to address them. It was not possible to address everything (due to data 
limitations, etc.) but the authors have reflected the concerns and ideas well in their discussion, 
limitations, and elsewhere. 
 
As before, the authors' have the potential to make an empirical contribution to the existing knowledge 
of remote work given the large dataset. Improvements I see from the initial version include: 
- The introduction does a stronger job positioning their work in the existing literature and theories. 
- the nature of the data and its limitations are clearer. The analyses is explained more fully. 
- shifting the analysis and reporting to the remote worker's network (using tie strength) makes the 
overall story more compelling. 
- the discussion around the effects of remote work on network structure (and communications) is well 
done including clarity around the ability to identify possible effects on outcomes such as productivity 
and innovation. 
- the discussion section on future research ideas and limitations will be helpful to readers and future 
researchers. 
 
Overall, I have no further specific revisions to suggest and hope to see the article in print soon. 
 
 

Final Decision Letter:  
Dear Longqi, 
 
We are pleased to inform you that your Article "The Effects of Remote Work on Collaboration Among 
Information Workers", has now been accepted for publication in Nature Human Behaviour. 
 
Before your manuscript is typeset, we will edit the text to ensure it is intelligible to our wide 
readership and conforms to house style. We look particularly carefully at the titles of all papers to 
ensure that they are relatively brief and understandable. 
 
Once your manuscript is typeset and you have completed the appropriate grant of rights, you will 
receive a link to your electronic proof via email with a request to make any corrections within 48 
hours. If, when you receive your proof, you cannot meet this deadline, please inform us at 
rjsproduction@springernature.com immediately. Once your paper has been scheduled for online 
publication, the Nature press office will be in touch to confirm the details. 
 
Acceptance of your manuscript is conditional on all authors' agreement with our publication policies 
(see http://www.nature.com/nathumbehav/info/gta). In particular your manuscript must not be 
published elsewhere and there must be no announcement of the work to any media outlet until the 
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publication date (the day on which it is uploaded onto our web site). 
 
Please note that <i>Nature Human Behaviour</i> is a Transformative Journal (TJ). For papers first 
submitted from January 2021, authors may choose whether to publish their research with us through 
the traditional subscription access route or make their paper immediately open access through 
payment of an article-processing charge (APC). Authors will not be required to make a final decision 
about access to their article until it has been accepted. <a 
href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-research/transformative-journals"> Find out more 
about Transformative Journals</a> 
 
<B>Authors may need to take specific actions to achieve <a 
href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-research/funding/policy-compliance-faqs"> 
compliance</a> with funder and institutional open access mandates.</b> For submissions from 
January 2021, if your research is supported by a funder that requires immediate open access (e.g. 
according to <a href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-research/plan-s-compliance">Plan S 
principles</a>) then you should select the gold OA route, and we will direct you to the compliant 
route where possible. For authors selecting the subscription publication route our standard licensing 
terms will need to be accepted, including our <a href="https://www.springernature.com/gp/open-
research/policies/journal-policies">self-archiving policies</a>. Those standard licensing terms will 
supersede any other terms that the author or any third party may assert apply to any version of the 
manuscript. 
 
If you have posted a preprint on any preprint server, please ensure that the preprint details are 
updated with a publication reference, including the DOI and a URL to the published version of the 
article on the journal website. 
 
An online order form for reprints of your paper is available at <a 
href="https://www.nature.com/reprints/author-
reprints.html">https://www.nature.com/reprints/author-reprints.html</a>. All co-authors, authors' 
institutions and authors' funding agencies can order reprints using the form appropriate to their 
geographical region. 
 
We welcome the submission of potential cover material (including a short caption of around 40 words) 
related to your manuscript; suggestions should be sent to Nature Human Behaviour as electronic files 
(the image should be 300 dpi at 210 x 297 mm in either TIFF or JPEG format). Please note that such 
pictures should be selected more for their aesthetic appeal than for their scientific content, and that 
colour images work better than black and white or grayscale images. Please do not try to design a 
cover with the Nature Human Behaviour logo etc., and please do not submit composites of images 
related to your work. I am sure you will understand that we cannot make any promise as to whether 
any of your suggestions might be selected for the cover of the journal. 
 
You can now use a single sign-on for all your accounts, view the status of all your manuscript 
submissions and reviews, access usage statistics for your published articles and download a record of 
your refereeing activity for the Nature journals. 
 
To assist our authors in disseminating their research to the broader community, our SharedIt initiative 
provides you with a unique shareable link that will allow anyone (with or without a subscription) to 
read the published article. Recipients of the link with a subscription will also be able to download and 



 
 

 

64 
 

 

 

print the PDF. 
 
As soon as your article is published, you will receive an automated email with your shareable link. 
 
In approximately 10 business days you will receive an email with a link to choose the appropriate 
publishing options for your paper and our Author Services team will be in touch regarding any 
additional information that may be required. 
 
You will not receive your proofs until the publishing agreement has been received through our system. 
 
If you have any questions about our publishing options, costs, Open Access requirements, or our legal 
forms, please contact ASJournals@springernature.com 
 
 
We look forward to publishing your paper. 
 
With best regards, 
Aisha 
 
Aisha Bradshaw, PhD 
Senior Editor 
Nature Human Behaviour 
 
 
P.S. Click on the following link if you would like to recommend Nature Human Behaviour to your 
librarian http://www.nature.com/subscriptions/recommend.html#forms 
 
 
** Visit the Springer Nature Editorial and Publishing website at <a href="http://editorial-
jobs.springernature.com?utm_source=ejP_NHumB_email&utm_medium=ejP_NHumB_email&utm_cam
paign=ejp_NHumB">www.springernature.com/editorial-and-publishing-jobs</a> for more information 
about our career opportunities. If you have any questions please click <a 
href="mailto:editorial.publishing.jobs@springernature.com">here</a>.** 


