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Abstract

In FinTech organizations, there are trends toward
employing agile methods, moving away from legacy
monolithic technical architecture to microservices
architecture, and focusing on collaboration and
autonomy to boost innovation. When software teams
have end-to-end responsibility and decision-making
authority, they avoid handovers between teams and can
develop software more quickly. Furthermore, effective
coordination through meetings and digital collaboration
tools is important for the success of the development of
software applications. We conducted a case study in
a large FinTech organization to understand behavioral
aspects of software development and, specifically, their
meeting practices. The results show that employees
spend nearly half of their workday in meetings, posing
challenges to productivity and availability. Strategies to
reduce interruptions include blocking time in calendars,
grouping meetings, and using digital tools such as Slack.
Our findings indicate that achieving a balance between
collaborative activities and uninterrupted work is not
only challenging but essential in software development
organizations. Consequently, it is important that team
members discuss and actively experiment with various
strategies to optimize this balance.

Keywords: Agile team meetings, meeting
effectiveness, coordination practices, teamwork,
collaboration, instant messaging tools, Slack, survey

1. Introduction

Large-scale agile development is gaining
considerable attention (Uludağ et al., 2022). It has
been widely adopted by software organizations that
aim for a customer-centric, iterative, and experimental

approach to product development with a fast time to
market (Baham & Hirschheim, 2022; Berntzen et al.,
2021). Agile methods provide benefits such as better
communication, increased trust between members of a
development team, and improved alignment between
business and IT (Meckenstock et al., 2022; Ravn et al.,
2022). Additionally, these methods help clarify roles,
thus reducing work exhaustion among developers
(Venkatesh et al., 2020).

A key aspect of agile software development,
especially in large organizations, is efficient
coordination between team members and between
teams (Berntzen et al., 2022; Cataldo et al., 2006).
This efficiency is often achieved by regular meetings
(Klünder et al., 2020). Many of the agile practices
are, in fact, scheduled meetings, for example, stand-up
meetings, retrospective meetings, and planning
meetings (Stray et al., 2019).

However, while frequent meetings are essential
for information sharing, alignment, collaboration,
decision-making, planning, and progress tracking
(O’Neill & Allen, 2012), they could also lead to frequent
workplace interruptions (Wiesche, 2021). Interruptions
often cost developers more than 15 minutes to regain
focus, significantly affecting their productivity (Iqbal &
Horvitz, 2007; Parnin & Rugaber, 2011).

In the fast-paced world of agile software
development, striking the right balance between
spending time in meetings and having uninterrupted
work periods poses a significant challenge.
Therefore, it is vital in this context to have effective
meeting management as it directly impacts the
productivity, costs, and morale of the team (Allen
& Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2022). To advance the
understanding of this balancing act, we investigated
behavioral aspects in large-scale agile development.
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We aimed to explore practical strategies for optimizing
meeting practices, offering insights into how to boost
efficiency, innovation, and competitive advantage
in such a context by asking the following research
question:

RQ: What strategies help balance the need for
coordination and the need to work uninterruptedly in
software development?

To investigate this question, we conducted a study
at a Fintech organization consisting of 25 teams. We
conducted seven interviews, observed 10 meetings, and
surveyed 300 people from the organization. We also
analyzed relevant documents. In the survey, we explored
how much time the employees spend in both scheduled
and unscheduled meetings. Additionally, we examined
the uninterrupted hours they have, and desire to have,
for their concentration-demanding tasks.

2. Background

Organizations today must be able to adapt to
complex and unpredictable tasks in agile software
development, where it may be necessary to adjust
quickly according to customers’ needs. Baham,
Hirschheim (2022) have proposed four fundamental
concepts and characteristics of software development:
Incremental design and iterative development, inspect
and adapt cycles, working collaboratively, and
continuous customer involvement. To successfully
apply these concepts, teams must coordinate effectively
in meetings and through collaboration tools.

As more teams work together to achieve overarching
project goals, inter-team dependencies are created. This
comes as a result of requiring the output of one
team as input for the work of another team (Scheerer
et al., 2014). Coordination, or managing dependencies
between activities, has been identified as a critical
challenge when it comes to conducting successful
software development (Dikert et al., 2016; Malone &
Crowston, 1993). By introducing more dependencies
between projects and teams, larger organizations face
more uncertainty and complexity.

2.1. Meetings

Meetings are essential to most software projects.
Both scheduled and unscheduled meetings and
ad-hoc conversations provide an essential venue for
coordinating activities and information sharing between
teams (Berntzen et al., 2022; Herbsleb & Grinter,
1999; Kraut & Streeter, 1995). Using practices such
as planning meetings, daily meetings, demos, and
retrospective meetings, agile software development
ensures group mode synchronization through regularly

planned meetings at the team level. In Scrum, an
autonomous team builds information systems in
sprints; each sprint begins with a planning meeting and
concludes with a retrospective and review meeting.
The team collaborates daily through a 15-minute daily
meeting, the most widespread agile practice (Stray
et al., 2020).

Meetings have been shown to contribute to
the achievement of work-related goals (Luong &
Rogelberg, 2005) and be related to overall job
satisfaction (Rogelberg et al., 2010), While meetings
are necessary, the compounded cost of person-hours
dedicated to meeting activity might represent a
significant drain on workforce productivity (Allen &
Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2022; Cohen et al., 2011). Not
only do meetings have direct costs in the form of salaries
and participants’ time, but there are also indirect costs
such as time away from primary tasks, employee stress,
and reduced job satisfaction (Rogelberg et al., 2012).

After the pandemic outbreak, virtual and hybrid
meetings have become common and have shown
both benefits and challenges. On the positive
side, such meetings offer increased flexibility in
scheduling and adding participants, travel time savings,
a lower environmental impact, and improved efficiency
(Sporsem et al., 2022). On the downside, people
experience videoconference fatigue, feeling physically
and mentally drained after a virtual meeting (Bennett
et al., 2021; Karl et al., 2022).

2.2. Collaboration tools

As software projects often comprise of multiple
actors and teams, working together to solve complex
problems, the need for mechanisms to help with
coordination and communication are of crucial
importance (Stray & Moe, 2020). Typically, in modern
software development, team members communicate
through some type of collaboration technology (Akman
et al., 2021; Stoeckli et al., 2018).

Lin et al. (2016) conducted an exploratory study of
the use of the collaboration tool Slack and found that the
tool played a significant role in software development.
In a study of agile distributed software development
conducted by Lous et al. (2018), it was discovered that
the use of Slack decreased the use of internal e-mails. In
a study of a large-scale agile project, Stray et al. (2019)
discovered that Slack effectively managed knowledge,
procedures, and resource requirements.

3. Method

We chose to study the organization Norbank (a
pseudonym), which is a large FinTech organization
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that develops software systems for Norwegian banks.
Counting its in-house employees and consultants,
Norbank has approximately 650 employees. They
work in autonomous teams but operate within frames
and guidelines given by the organization. The teams
have considerable freedom to decide how to work.
At the time of our data collection, most teams
used a Kanban variant with elements of Scrum and
coordination practices, such as backlog meetings, team
meetings, and daily stand-ups. They adopted Objectives
and Key Results (OKRs) to guide their work, as
well as “Monday commitments” and “Friday wins” to
strengthen teamwork. They also regularly performed
team health checks with follow-ups in one-on-one
conversations between team leaders and individual team
members. They used retrospectives to improve work
practices and structured problem solving for continuous
improvement. We chose a mixed-method approach to
produce a more complete picture of the topic. The
qualitative approach offered an important context for
interpreting the quantitative data.

3.1. Data collection and analysis

The quantitative data was a survey comprised of
questions of judgments about their current practices at
the company as well as questions about preferences
regarding meetings. The questions used a Likert scale
and were selected by the researchers involved in the
study and the involved company that was interested
in gaining insight and, consequently, improving their
current meeting practices.

The survey was sent out to all employees of
Norbank with an approximate response rate of 46%
(300 responses). The respondents were either
managers, employees with management or personnel
responsibilities, or non-managers, employees without
management or personnel responsibilities. The manager
group in the survey had a broad definition and included
team leader, tech lead, area leader, subject leader, project
leader, and department leader.

The qualitative methods we used in this study
were observations and semi-structured interviews.
In addition, we collected and analyzed documents.
We observed a team, Team Oslo, in the period
December 2021–April 2022. This team dealt with
the operations and management tools related to access
control. Additionally, Team Oslo was involved in
various projects and had an advisory status for access
management. Team Oslo consisted of four employees
and two consultants, and used several communication
tools, such as Slack and Microsoft Teams.

We observed ten meetings, including workshops

and status meetings. During meeting observations, we
recorded general information such as the number of
participants, meeting length, and what was said and by
whom. One of the workshops we observed was focused
on the meeting load for Team Oslo, where Norbank
sought ways to improve their meetings and meeting
practices. Therefore, the workshop aimed to identify
potential solutions to mitigate Team Oslo’s high meeting
load.

We also conducted seven semi-structured interviews
in Team Oslo. The interviews were conducted
digitally on Microsoft Teams and recorded. During
the interviews, the interviewees shared their screens,
showing their calendars and typical work weeks. All
interviews were transcribed.

We used SPSS for reporting the qualitative
descriptive data. For differences in means between
groups (e.g., managers vs non-managers), we used an
independent-samples T-test. For correlations of Likert
questions, we use the polychoric correlation coefficient
in the ”polycor” R-package (Fox, 2022), which makes
more reasonable assumptions on the ordinal Likert data
we report than, e.g., the Spearman correlation. All pairs
of variables we report pass the chi square test of bivarate
normality.

An explorative analysis was also conducted using
principal component analysis. Partially missing data
was present for 67 (22%) of the respondents. Forty-eight
of the questions had at least one missing data point,
but the majority of the questions had less than one
percent missing data. One question had 7% and two
questions had 5% missing data. Missing data were
imputed using multivariate imputation available in the
MICE R-package (van Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoorn,
2011) using 5 multiple imputations and 5 iterations to
not discard otherwise usable data in the exploratory
analysis.

To analyze the qualitative data, we used Nvivo.
We took an iterative approach to identify themes and
several changes were made before the final themes were
defined. We used a critical narrative approach to the
analysis (Raatikainen, 2022), to better understand and
convey the experiences of members of Team Oslo.

4. Results

Motivated by the need for studies of behavioral
aspects in software development and the importance
of understanding strategies for balancing the need for
coordination and the need for working uninterrupted,
we studied employees working on developing software
systems for Norwegian banks. Some questions asked
about how they typically spent their work hours. Table
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Table 1. Time spent in meetings, time to concentrate, and time wasted

No Survey item Unit n Mean (M ) SD Median

Q4 Time in scheduled meetings Hours per day 293 2.93 1.59 3
Q5 Time in unscheduled meetings Hours per day 296 1.01 0.87 1
Q11 Consecutive hours of meeting-free time Hours per day 279 2.47 1.64 2
Q10 Consecutive hours of desired meeting-free time Hours per day 285 3.79 1.45 4
Q6 Perceived time wasted in scheduled meetings Percentage 298 28.2 18.4 20
Q7 Perceived time wasted in unscheduled meetings Percentage 296 9.8 13.0 10

1 describes the amount of time spent in meetings and the
number of consecutive hours of meeting-free time.

4.1. Reducing time spent in meetings

For some time, the organization had focused on
reducing the time employees spend in meetings. On
average, the employees reported spending almost four
hours in meetings—almost half their workday (2.9
scheduled and 1.0 unscheduled, as shown in Table 1).
Managers reported spending 3.8 hours in scheduled
meetings (n = 112, SD = 1.5) and non-managers
reported spending 2.4 hours in scheduled meetings (n =
181, SD = 0.8). Not only did the high number of
meetings reduce the time available for development,
but a high meeting load reduced employees and teams’
availability. Further, one team member explained that
colleagues’ full calendars acted as a bottleneck, as he
was dependent on others to complete work: ”A problem
for me is that many others are in a lot of meetings, so it is
difficult to fit into their calendar. A number of key people
sit in meetings all day, and when I need a meeting with
them, I have to go two weeks in ahead in their calendar
to find a vacant slot. And then my work also gets very
delayed” [Interviewee 1].

To reduce the time spent in meetings and to give
people breaks between meetings, Norbank adjusted the
standard time for calendar invites. Instead of auto-filling
time slots to one hour in Outlook, the proposed time
was set to 50 minutes. When introducing this new
default time, the meetings were set to start every
hour and end 10 minutes before the hour. However,
Norbank soon learned that people did not get the
10-minute break because meetings rarely ended on time,
as many perceived the 10-minute break as something
they could use if there were still issues to be discussed.
Moving from 60 to 50 minutes in the calendar did
not automatically change people’s behavior. Based on
the belief that one barrier to shorter meetings was that
people did not respect the end time of 10 minutes
before the hour, Norbank adjusted the meetings to start
10 minutes after the hour. The situation was said
to improve. A year later, Norbank reverted back to
scheduling meetings on the hour, as awareness of not

always needing a full hour for meetings had notably
increased and many now scheduled 45-minute meetings.

4.2. Increasing the value of meetings

Norbank’s employees were generally satisfied with
the meetings, especially the shorter intra-team meetings
and those with clear agendas and the right attendees.
Most of the respondents agreed with the statement “The
meetings I attend are useful to me”, with a mean score
of 4.59 (Q20, Table 2). This variable also had a strong
negative correlation with perceived time wasted in
scheduled meetings (Q6, rQ6,Q20 = −0.69, n = 297),
and a medium negative correlation with perceived time
wasted in unscheduled meetings (Q7, rQ7,Q20 = −0.36,
n = 295). The interviewees all reported that their most
valuable and productive meetings were the Monday
commitment meetings and the daily 30-minute status
meetings. In the Monday commitment meetings, the
team planned all their tasks for the week by reviewing
the priority and status of each task and evaluating the
plausibility of completing it within the given time frame.

The intra-team daily status meeting was favorable
for Team Oslo, as the meetings facilitated quick
clarifications, involved little unnecessary small talk, and
were generally perceived as an effective use of time.
However, the inter-team status meetings were not always
equally productive. According to several informants,
the lack of a clear agenda was partially to blame.
Interviewee 2 stated, ”The many activities in the projects
make you jump from theme to theme in the meeting, and
so many parties are involved. Those status meetings
often continue because you do not have a concrete list
or agenda.”

We found a strong positive relationship between
having the meetings conducted in a good way (Q22)
and having a clear agenda (Q41, rQ22,Q41 = 0.59,
n = 287). There were no noteworthy differences
between managers and non-managers for the two
variables. Further, employees who perceived meetings
as conducted in a good way also perceived meetings
as useful to them. Even more interestingly, some
employees who rated meetings as not very useful to
them did, in fact, rate meetings as conducted in a good
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Table 2. Descriptive data of survey results

No Survey item* Managers Non-Managers All respondents

n M SD Median n M SD Median n M SD Median

Q20 The meetings I attend are useful
to me

114 4.69 0.88 5 185 4.52 0.91 5 299 4.59 0.90 5

Q22 The meetings I attend are
conducted in a good way

114 4.28 1.00 4 185 4.34 1.01 5 299 4.31 1.00 4

Q27 I am often interrupted by
messages in various channels
which leads to less focus

115 4.41 1.12 5 184 4.05 1.28 4 300 4.19 1.23 4

Q28 I often feel like I am working on
too many things at the same time

114 4.84 0.99 5 184 4.34 1.28 4 298 4.52 1.20 5

Q29 I work on many things in parallel,
which causes many meetings
during the week

115 4.65 1.26 5 184 3.82 1.44 4 299 4.14 1.43 4

Q33 I feel we are more effective when
using Teams/Slack than meetings
to clarify something

115 4.50 1.21 5 184 4.40 1.17 4.5 299 4.43 1.19 5

Q41 The meetings I attend have a clear
agenda

115 3.79 1.32 4 184 3.90 1.30 4 299 3.86 1.31 4

Q60 What percentage of the meetings
do you want to be digital?

110 54 25.0 50 174 59 26.9 60 284 57 26.3 50

*Survey item Q60 used an eleven-point Likert scale ranging from 0–100 percent. All other items used a six-point scale where ”completely
disagree” = 1 and ”completely agree” = 6.

way.
The perceived percentage of time wasted was

interestingly similar between the manager and
non-manager groups. Managers perceived 27% of
the time in scheduled meetings as wasted, while
non-managers reported that they perceived 29% of the
time in scheduled meetings as wasted. The perceived
percentage of time wasted in unscheduled meetings
reported among managers had a mean value of 9.5%,
and among non-managers 10.0%.

Another frustration in the organization was the high
number of meeting participants and the uncertainty of
which participants would need to be present.

”We try to find out if it is important that everyone
participates. In some cases, there is so little
information in the invites, so we don’t really
know what they need us for, and we all have
different areas of responsibility. So maybe
we have to bring a technical resource in case
there is something technical they ask about, or
perhaps the team leader” [Interviewee 3].

Team Oslo experienced being invited to meetings
solely as a precautionary approach:

”Sometimes I go to meetings where I
discover it has nothing to do with me, I am just
invited as a precautionary approach because
they think I may have some input. And
sometimes it’s the opposite, where there are
meetings I should have attended. And then I
have to schedule a new meeting to find out what
happened” [Interviewee 4]

4.3. Reducing interruptions

Despite general satisfaction with meetings, they
were often seen as disruptive. Regardless of meeting

frequency, all participants desired more continuous
hours without them (see Table 1). Non-managers
reported having 2.9 hours (n = 168, SD = 1.7)
of consecutive meeting-free time on average each day,
and they wanted 4 hours (n = 174, SD = 1.6),
and managers had 1.8 hours (n = 111, SD = 1.3)
of consecutive meeting-free time and wanted 3.4 hours
(n = 110, SD = 1.2). Managers were more likely
to schedule time in their calendar for meeting-free
periods than non-managers. The members of Team
Oslo tried several strategies to facilitate consecutive
hours of uninterrupted work. Blocking the calendar
proved to be the most successful in improving their
workday. As a result of grouping meetings together,
Mondays were primarily used as a meeting day. On
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Fridays, Team Oslo blocked
their calendar from 8:00–12:00. On Wednesdays from
10:00–16:00, the team had their weekly scheduled time
for ”improvement work”, and this period continued to
be shielded for meeting activities.

Since Team Oslo constantly focused on protecting
their meeting-free time, the team leader tried to avoid
scheduling the team’s meetings during the middle of
the week. The team leader explained, ”I try to gather
meetings on Mondays and the first part of Fridays. And
that leaves some space in the middle for working on
tasks, but it does not always work”. This practice led
to Mondays being spent attending meetings, and as a
result, Team Oslo often spent this day working from
home.

Routing questions to be asked in digital tools instead
of in meetings was an important strategy for reducing
the meeting load and for effective coordination. While
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Figure 1. Three principal components (PCs): PC1 (x-axis) is whether an employee worked on too many things

in parallel, PC2 (y-axis) is whether meetings were valuable and PC3 (bubble size) is whether meetings were

preferred to be digital. Vertical and horizontal lines separate overall positive and negative sentiments.

Norbank used several digital tools, their primary
communication tool was Slack. As part of their
work related to operations and management, Team
Oslo also received inquiries regarding support cases
through Slack. To reduce context switching, Team
Oslo attempted not to answer questions sent in direct
messages and instead let everything go through the
official channels. A statement in the survey with a
high degree of agreement was ”I feel we are more
effective when using Teams/Slack than meetings to
clarify something” (Q33). There were no significant
differences between managers and non-managers in this
question, with a total mean score of 4.4 (Table 2). At
the same time, most of the employees reported that they
were often interrupted by messages in various channels,
which caused a loss of focus (Q27).

To further reduce the number of interruptions from
digital tools, Team Oslo attempted to protect themselves
from interruptions from digital communication. As the
team operated within several work areas, they were part
of many different channels. Disabling notifications for
specific channels or within a given time frame allowed
team members to work uninterrupted. Interviewee 3
explained: ”I have turned off sound and vibration, but in
the last two hours, I have received four or five inquiries
that should have been sent in as a case through the
official channels. It ruins my workflow and steals the
whole day”

In addition to muting channels, the team was also
encouraged to be more reserved when answering direct
messages. An interviewee revealed that this was
something he had always wanted to do, but rarely

did because he would feel guilty. Although most of
Team Oslo appreciated the muting practice, others were
scared of missing important information. Informant 4
reported ”We use Slack so much during the day, I’m
afraid of shielding too much”. To continue with this, it
became apparent that the team had to experiment further
with notifications and shielding level to find the correct
individual balance.

4.4. Explorative analysis

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is an
explorative technique for reducing the dimensionality
of the data into a few, more interpretable components.
The components in PCA are orthogonal and are rotated
so that each factor explains the maximum amount of
total variance. The results of the PCA using a scree plot
(not shown) suggested three components that combined
mainly addressed the extent of (1) working on many
things in paralell, (2) valuable meetings, and (3) the
preference for digital meetings. The overall proportion
of explained variance of the three components was
somewhat low, 27%.

Figure 1 shows the three component scores for all
respondents. What is contained in the first component
(x-axis) can be exemplified by the question with the
highest loading on this component, “I work on many
things in parallel, which causes many meetings during
the week” (Q29). The second component (y-axis) had,
similarly, the highest loading on the statement “The
meetings I attend are useful to me” (Q20). The size of
the bubbles expresses the preference for having many
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digital meetings (Q60), which was the question with the
highest loading on the third component.

The vertical and horizontal fixed lines in the figure
represent an approximate threshold between working on
too many/too few things in parallel and that the meetings
were perceived as valuable/not valuable, respectively.
The thresholds were established by partitioning the data
based on the most typical question (highest loading) of
each component and then using the response categories
of the Likert question to establish the absolute values
(there were three ”disagree” and three ”agree” response
options for each question). For component one, about
one-third (n = 97) of the respondents reported working
on too many things in parallel; the vertical line in Figure
1 is thus set at the component score of the 97th lowest
individual (at -0.49). Similarly, for component two, only
30 reported not participating in useful meetings overall,
so the threshold is set at -1.32. For component three,
the highest loading question concerns the percentage of
digital meetings that one prefers. Here, the mean (that is,
a component score of 0 for principal component three)
corresponds to 54.4% (SD = 28.3%), i.e., a slight
preference for that more than half of the meetings should
be digital.

As can also be seen in the figure, most managers can
be found in the top right quadrant, which means that they
perceive meetings as valuable but work on too many
things in parallel. Non-managers appear to be evenly
divided between working on too much in parallel and
not, but most of them perceive the meetings as valuable.
We found no clear pattern for the digital preference
component.

5. Discussion

We have described coordination in agile software
development by studying meeting practices and the
use of collaboration tools. Meetings should be
productive and efficient to maintain motivated and
satisfied employees (Prenner et al., 2018). We analyzed
how much time participants in Norbank spend in
meetings, as this is the most important coordination
mechanism in agile software development (Stray &
Moe, 2020).

Few studies report the number of hours spent in
meetings. The employees in Norbank spent on average
14.5 hours per week in scheduled meetings and 5
hours per week in unscheduled meetings. Rogelberg
et al. (2006) found that employees spend an average
of 5 hours and 36 minutes each week in scheduled
meetings. Moreover, in a study of a large-scale
distributed software organization, employees spent 7
hours and 45 minutes per week in scheduled meetings,

and almost 9 hours in unscheduled meetings (Stray &
Moe, 2020). Even though the present study found a
much higher meeting load than these previous studies,
the employees also reported that they perceive the
meetings as valuable, indicating that the meetings
conducted are important to get their work done. On
average, employees with management responsibilities
spend more time in meetings than those without, similar
to previous research (e.g., Cohen et al. (2011) and Stray,
Moe (2020)).

Data from our study showed that more time is being
dedicated to scheduled meetings than to unscheduled
ones, which may be a concern given that unscheduled
meetings have been demonstrated to be better suited
for tackling complex tasks (Van de Ven et al., 1976).
Furthermore, according to (Eisenbart et al., 2016),
conversations in unscheduled meetings tend to be more
focused and lead to more effective decision-making than
those in scheduled meetings, which makes unplanned
coordination beneficial for software teams. We
found that only 10% of the time in unscheduled
meetings were perceived as wasteful. This might
be because unscheduled meetings more often have a
clearer formulated problem that needs to be addressed,
is characterized by more urgency, or have a shorter
duration (Eisenbart et al., 2016).

With almost a third of the scheduled meeting time
perceived as a waste of time, and an average of 3
hours spent in scheduled meetings every day, this
amounts to roughly 230 hours wasted every year for
every employee, considering a standard work year
of 230 workdays. However, as referred in (Cohen
et al., 2011), a study by Mosvick and Nelson in 1987
indicated that over 50% of meeting time was perceived
as wasted, and that the compounded loss of person-hours
represents a significant drain on productivity. Compared
to these findings, there is an obvious improvement
between the sample studied by Mosvick and Nelson,
and our findings. Nonetheless, improving the quality of
meetings might still compound into significant savings
in person hours and increase productivity.

We will now discuss our research question: RQ:
What strategies help balance the need for coordination
and the need to work uninterruptedly in software
development? We found strategies of two types:
intra-team strategies and inter-team strategies.

5.1. Intra-team strategies

Intra-team strategies are pertinent to processes
and tasks where the team has full authority. In
team meetings, they could decide the agenda and
the participants to invite, and these meetings worked
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well. Grouping team meetings on the same day was
important to reduce interruptions, despite having the
potential drawbacks of increased fatigue. Kirmeyer
(1988) suggested that it is not necessarily the number
of meetings that contribute to increased perception of
workload, but the cumulative time spent in meetings.
Finding the correct balance between grouping meetings
to free up time for individual work and having too many
meetings on the same day proved challenging.

In our study, we found that team members
in Team Oslo faced a challenge when they were
working on a task and simultaneously had to attend
a meeting. Shifting their attention away from the
ongoing task to the new information presented in the
meeting required effort and caused an increase in their
cognitive workload. This heightened cognitive strain
was associated with incomplete tasks. Having more
meetings throughout the day only amplified the effort,
left more tasks undone, and led to a greater perceived
workload.Team Oslo experienced that trying to create
more meeting free time in the calendar by moving
more meetings on the same day contributed to increased
fatigue. The company pre-programmed the meetings
to last only 50 minutes to combat this. Further, one
team member tried scheduling 30 minutes of fresh air
to combat the sense of high workload.

An implication of employees having a large part of
their day locked up in meetings is that it limits others
to reach out for short, ad-hoc conversations. As an
agile process relies on continuous deliveries and open
communication, the implication mentioned above may
be considered critical. Team Oslo described having
problems fitting into colleagues’ calendars, sometimes
having to book time two weeks ahead. This can slow
down productivity if progression requires input from
key people in co-dependent projects (Stray & Moe,
2020). This issue can quickly compound when having
multiple codependent projects across different teams.
While unable to complete tasks because of needed input
from key people in external teams, Team Oslo was
incentivized to work on multiple projects in parallel.

5.2. Inter-team strategies

Inter-team strategies are related to processes,
dependencies, and work where the team needs to align
with other teams and stakeholders. Alignment across
the organizations is particularly necessary in multi-team
environments with many technical interdependencies
(Berntzen et al., 2022). Therefore, teams in complex
environments increasingly need to regulate and manage
their work in cooperation with internal and external
partners and systems. Such dependencies introduce

interruptions. The team we studied introduced
buffers through processes and technology to reduce
interruptions. Ravn et al. (2022), argue that software
teams need a certain “protection” against turbulence
from the outside.

One time management strategy in Team Oslo was
to introduce a process for blocking time in the calendar
to complete ongoing activities. This strategy greatly
helped facilitate consecutive hours of uninterrupted
work. Although having the designated meeting-free
time to focus on completing unfinished tasks was
important, finding ways to avoid interruptions from team
external communications was difficult. Interruptions
can be one of the most significant contributors to
cognitive load due to the taxing demands context
switching has on attention (Kirmeyer, 1988; Wiesche,
2021). In support of this view, many of the employees
surveyed agreed that they often were interrupted by
messages in various channels that led to them losing
focus.

Another important strategy was to reduce the
interruptions from instant messaging tools, such as
Slack. Doing this led to fewer context-switching and
improved concentration. Disabling notifications for
specific channels or within a given time frame allowed
for more hours of uninterrupted work, resulting in
a greater appreciation of their time. According to
Mroz et al. (2019), positive evaluations of one’s value
within an organization can strengthen organizational
commitment and job performance.

A third strategy was related to the way external
meetings were organized. We found that it was
important to improve technical meeting measures, such
as setting a standard for meeting invites. Employees can
better prepare by having a clear agenda and goal for the
meeting, and the chances of having the wrong people in
the meeting are reduced.

Team Oslo reported immediate benefits after
implementing a measure aimed at improving meeting
invites, focusing on agendas, goals and preparations.
While the context of Team Oslo provided some
limitations to a complete implementation of this
measure, it did spark an awareness concerning attendees
and agendas. If agendas were too vague, the team would
request further information. This, in turn, had positive
effects spreading to external partners. As the increased
focus on the right amount and the correct people
attending the right meetings led to fewer meetings per
team member, this in turn, left more consecutive time to
work on other unfinished tasks for the other members.

The activities suggested to improve technical
meeting measures helped Team Oslo specialize their
work tasks and better distribute meetings between team

Page 7727



members. According to the informants, this helped
reduce the perception of time wasted in meetings
because they more often had time to do focused work.
While the team themselves worked on improving invites
by focusing on agenda, roles, goals and preparations
for their own initiated meetings, these factors continued
to affect them when attending meetings initiated by
external sources.

6. Conclusion

Software development productivity increases when
suitable coordination mechanisms meet coordination
requirements. Between November 2021 and May 2022,
we conducted a mixed-method case study consisting
of a survey with 300 participants, observations, and
interviews to understand the balancing act of effective
coordination and working uninterrupted. According
to our quantitative findings, the employees spend an
average of three hours daily in scheduled meetings and
one hour in unscheduled meetings. While employees
generally agreed with the statement “The meetings I
attend are useful to me,” almost 30% of the time
spent in scheduled meetings was viewed by employees
as a waste of time. Employees with management
responsibilities reported having an average of fewer than
two hours of consecutive meeting-free time per day and
not having time to take breaks between meetings. While
Slack was viewed as time-effective communication,
some drawbacks could hinder productivity.

We found that the perceived meeting load could be
improved by implementing improvement measures and
creating awareness around the time spent in meetings.
The most successful measure was blocking meeting-free
times in the calendar, enabling uninterrupted work.
Taking steps to avoid interruptions from messaging
platforms like Slack during these times also improved
focus, though some worried about missing important
information. Grouping meetings also allowed for more
consecutive work hours.

Future research should investigate how software
development teams utilize meetings, how to increase
meeting satisfaction, and how to best use collaborative
platforms to coordinate.
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