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The author of the article makes an attempt for the first time to unify the phenomenon of telework
and mobile character of labor activity by means of certain criteria. Definitions of remote collectives are
formulated; the theoretical and methodological material is presented to confirm the hypothesis of the
two phenomena’s similarity. The author shows priority of the social and psychological management of
the investigated collectives by the example of those of the open joint-stock society «Brewing company
‘Baltica’» examined in 2004–2006.
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