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Abstract 

More than half of software developers think that meetings are unproductive. Agile principles 

recommend face to face as the primary genre of communication, meanwhile, distributed 

development (Global Software Development, Distributed Software Development, Distributed 

Agile Development) has become increasingly popular. These distributed teams face new 

(temporal, geographical and socio-cultural) challenges. Often, in distributed settings, teams use 

synchronous communication (phone, VOIP, videoconferencing) which is prone to technical 

difficulties with latency and bad audio/video-quality. 

 

This paper is the result of an Action Design Research undertaken as part of a bachelor’s thesis at 

a Swedish software development consulting firm and evaluates the perceived usefulness of 

asynchronous communication in a distributed sprint retrospective.  

 

An artefact for asynchronous distributed sprint retrospectives was developed and tested in three 

BIE’s (one of which was aborted). The artefact and its design is described and abstracted through 

genre systems theory and Fogg’s behavior model. Results of the research were inconclusive but 

indicates that teams with high motivation and ability could benefit more from the asynchronous 

genre of communication. Teams with low motivation and ability may actually have worse results 

with asynchronous communication. Five design principles emerged as a result of this research.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

We have more and more meetings, they last longer and take up more time than before. At least 

one third of the time spent in meetings is deemed unproductive by participants (Romano & 

Nunamaker, 2001) and more than half of software developers in a study deemed meetings as 

unproductive and a waste of time (Meyer et al., 2014). Trends in software development such as 

Global Software Development (GSD), Distributed Software Development (DSD) allow 

organizations to source competence from different places, experience cost savings and deliver 

products more rapidly (Ågerfalk et al., 2008). Couple this with the rise in popularity of agile 

software development practices such as Scrum and you get geographically distributed agile 

teams in Distributed Agile Development (DAD), who have distributed meetings. Agile principles 

recommend face to face as the primary mode of communication (Beck et al., 2001), something 

distributed teams seldom have. 

1.1.1 Organizational context of research effort 

Softhouse Consulting is a consulting firm offering services in software development, 

organization development and training. It is a geographically distributed company, with five 

offices in Sweden, and one in Bosnia. Softhouse has 200 employees and works with a wide range 

of clients: Sony, Ericsson, Skånetrafiken, Försäkringskassan and Telia Sonera to name a few. 
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1.2 Research question 

How does a change in genre of communication from synchronous to asynchronous 

communication change perceived usefulness of a distributed Sprint Retrospective? 

1.3 Glossary 

Synchronous communication - any and all communication where the sending and receiving of 

a message is immidiate, including but not limited to: face-to-face, telephone, voice over IP and 

video-conference. 

Asynchronous communication - any and all communication where the sending and receiving of 

a message is not necessarily immidiate, including but not limited to: text message, chat, e-mail, 

project management tools and bulletin-board systems. 

Co-located - when all participants are in the same room. 

Distributed - when one or more participant is in another location. 

1.4 Constraints 

This research is limited to building, intervening and evaluating one artefact in one organizational 

context, and any emerging design principles and results should be viewed in the light of the 

limited scope of the research effort. 

 

The concepts of synchronous and asynchronous communication are generalized as per the 

definitions in 1.3. However, there is no claim or ambition to evaluate all possible variations and 

instances synchronity and asynchronity. When evaluating perceived technical problems in the 

pre-study, no consideration is made for the specific technical application or hardware 

specification where the respondees perceived the aforementioned problems - also a 

generalization of the concept of distributed synchronous communication. This research does not 

include any effort to actually solve any of the perceived technical problems in synchronous 

distributed communication, but rather mitigate them through switching to an asynchronous genre 

and evaluating whether the communication can still be perceived as useful or not.  
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For this research, the asynchronous communication was mediated through a project management 

tool, Trello. Any and all results and conclusions may have been different if a different tool or 

technology was used.  

1.5 Thesis disposition 

The rest of the thesis is structured as follows. First, a literature review on concepts and theories 

relevant to this research effort. Second, the methodology of the research effort. Third, results of 

the research effort followed by discussion and conclusions. Finally, some suggestions for further 

research in this field. 
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2. Literature review 

2.1 Scrum 

Scrum is a process control framework for product development. In Scrum, a self organizing 

Scrum Team consisting of a Product Owner, Development Team and Scrum Master deliver 

products iteratively and incrementally. The Scrum Master is responsible for making sure the 

Scrum Team follows Scrum practices and rules. (Schwaber & Sutherland, 2016) 

 

During Scrum Events, the Scrum Master acts as a facilitator to the Scrum Team. Each Sprint, a 

time-boxed event of one month or less, the Scrum Team creates a potentially useable increment 

of the product. The Sprint contains several prescribed events: Sprint Planning, Daily Scrum, 

Sprint Review and Sprint Retrospective. The Sprint Retrospective is a chance to inspect what 

went well and what could’ve gone better in the current sprint and identify potential 

improvements to implement for upcoming sprints. (Schwaber & Sutherland, 2016) 

 

Several case studies have shown that Scrum and its events are adopted and applied differently 

from team to team and that some events (like the Sprint retrospective) are sometimes omitted, 

due to external time pressure. (Hossein et al., 2011, Pauly et al., 2015) 

2.2 Distributed meetings 

Agile principles recommend face-to-face meetings as the primary mode of communication (Beck 

et al., 2001), which is difficult for teams that are not co-located. In Fully Distributed Scrum, a 

single Scrum Team has members in different locations. Fully Distributed Scrum can be just as 

effective as a co-located team working in Scrum (Sutherland et al., 2009). However, distributed 

teams adopting Scrum practices face temporal, geographical and socio-cultural challenges. 

Communication related issues are the greatest challenge in distributed settings (Hossein et al., 

2009). Strategic, project and process management as well as security are other top issues in 

distributed teams (Sutherland et al., 2007).  Yankelovich et al., 2004 found that distributed 

meeting attendees suffer both audio, technical and behavioral problems. A recent study 
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(Goodman-Deane et al., 2015) showed that the most important factor for building trust and 

rapport in distributed meetings is clear and concise written communication during and after the 

meeting. Another recent study managed to categorize 45 risk factors in distributed agile 

development, and attributed these to the conflicting nature of agile and distribution (Shrivastava 

& Rathod, 2015). In contrast to this, applying agile principles in DSD, and Scrum in specific 

have been found to be beneficial for reducing geographical distance (Holmström et al., 2006). In 

part, this could be since distributed teams communicate less frequently (Herbsleb & Mockus, 

2003) and implementing Daily Standup would logically increase the frequency of 

communication. Previous research has shown that keeping synchronous communication constant 

and increasing asynchronous communication predicts quality in DAD during Sprint planning and 

Scrum (Green et al., 2010b), contrary to other research which has indicated that using more lean 

and asynchronous communication lead to higher software defect rates (Korkala et al., 2006) - 

however, this study focused on customer communication. Previous research has shown that 

written communication is very important in distributed meetings (Goodman-Deane et al., 2015) 

and that multiple modes of communication as well as communication- and collaboration tools 

are common mitigation strategies for risks in distributed meetings (da Silva et al., 2010). 

Echoing this sentiment, a case study recommends using a blend of synchronous and 

asynchronous methods of communications in DAD as well as concluding that rich synchronous 

communication is more important during earlier (Release planning, Sprint planning) phases in 

DAD projects (Green et al., 2010a). 

2.3 Genre Systems theory 

Genres and genre systems are organizing structures in a community that refer to and describe 

typified social action(s). A genre of communication is characterized by the purpose (why), 

content (what), participants (who/m), form (how), time (when) and place (where) of 

communication. (Yates & Orlowski 2002) 
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2.4 Fogg’s Behavior Model 

Fogg describes behavior as a product of three factors: motivation, ability and triggers. Each of 

these factors have several subcomponents. Core motivators are pleasure/pain, hope/fear, 

acceptance/rejection. For example, if a user hopes that something positive will emerge from the 

behavior, they have high motivation.  Simplicity factors are time, money, physical effort, brain 

cycles, social deviance and non-routine. For example, if a user does not have the time to perform 

a target behavior, they have low ability. Spark, facilitator and signals are examples of behavior 

triggers. Sparks leverage motivators to induce the target behavior and are appropriate for users 

with low motivation. A facilitator telling you that the target behavior is simple, and easy to do is 

more appropriate for users that lack ability but have high motivation. Signals as triggers serve as 

timely reminders to perform the task, and works best when the users have high motivation and 

ability. The model asserts that when people perform a behavior, motivation, ability and trigger 

have aligned. (Fogg 2009) 

 

 
Figure 1: Fogg’s Behavior Model, adapted from Fogg 2009 
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3. Research methodology 

For this research, Action Design Research (ADR) was selected as a suitable methodology. Both 

Action Research (AR) and Design Science (DS) would be viable alternatives. AR is fitting since 

the research opportunity involves organizational intervention by the researcher, and DS would be 

fitting since there is relatively little known in the area of design principles for distributed meeting 

facilitation. ADR combines these two benefits, giving a ‘best of two worlds’. While most ADR 

are relatively long efforts this research could also give an indication whether the methodology is 

suitable for a shorter project, in this case a bachelor’s thesis. 

3.1 ADR 

Action Design Research (ADR) combines Action Research (AR) and Design Science (DS).  

 

From DS, ADR takes the notion that artefacts are created to solve important organizational 

problems (Hevner et al., 2004) and the notion of intervention from AR. 

 

The ADR methodology consists of four stages, with several tasks within the stages. (Sein et al., 

2011) 

3.1.1 Stage 1: Problem formulation 

The first stage starts with a problem perceived in practice with input from practitioners, 

end-users, researchers, previous research and/or technology. An initial empirical study is often 

conducted. This stage draws on two principles: practice-inspired research and theory-ingrained 

artefact [see Table 2] (Sein et al., 2011) 

 

For this research, one practitioner (the external supervisor) had some knowledge that distributed 

Scrum events were not working perfectly. With this initial knowledge, an empirical pre-study 

was conducted in the form of a survey. The results confirmed that there were issues in distributed 

Scrum events. To set an appropriate scope for the research, it was narrowed down to Distributed 
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Sprint Retrospective. This choice was made for two reasons: (1) the external supervisor has more 

knowledge of this Scrum Event than others, (2) it was the only event in the survey to score 0’s, 

indicating that at least 2 of the 29 respondents thought that Distributed Sprint Retrospective 

“Does not work at all and give no useful results”. 

 

An idea for an initial artefact was formed: a chat-bot for Sprint Retrospectives in fully distributed 

Scrum. [Not what was actually implemented for the BIE]. 

 

A researcher-client agreement is recommended by Sein et al. (2011) to have mutual 

understanding of scope and focus. No formal researcher-client agreement was made for this 

research effort. In hindsight it would have been useful to arrange this agreement, since there was 

some focus creep leading up to the first BIE (Building, Intervening and Evaluating) cycle. 

 

# Tasks proposed by Sein et al. 
(2011) 

As conducted in this research 

1 Identify and conceptualize the 
research opportunity 

Completed 

2 Formulate initial research 
questions 

Completed 

3 Cast the problem as an instance of 
a class of problems 

Completed 

4 Identify contributing theoretical 
bases and prior technology 
advances 

Completed 

5 Secure long-term organizational 
commitment 

Not completed 

6 Set up roles and responsibilities Completed 
Table 1: Tasks in Problem Formulation stage 

 

 

During problem formulation, these are the tasks that were carried out [see Table 1]. (#1) The 

research opportunity was identified and conceptualized as an opportunity for the organization to 

develop better, or alternative, ways of having distributed meetings without synchronous 
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communication. After conducting the pre-study and several meetings with the external 

supervisor (#2) the initial research question was formed and (#3) the problem was cast as an 

instance of a class of problems: communication in distributed meetings. Some of the (#4) 

contributing theoretical bases (i.e prior research on distributed meetings and distributed agile 

development) were already known at this point, while others emerged (genre systems, media 

richness theory) shortly before the first BIE cycle. Since no formal researcher-client agreement 

was made, there never was any real (#5) securing long-term organizational commitment. This 

also meant that there was no formal declaration of the ADR team, (#6) which consisted of the 

researcher and the external supervisor. Table 2 summarizes this research's adherence to the two 

principles connected to problem formulation. 

 

 

Principle As defined by Sein et al. (2011) As applied in this research 

1: 
Practice-Inspired 
Research 

Field problems are 
knowledge-creation opportunities, 
where we can learn about that 
class of problem through ADR. 

Problem is real and exists in the 
organization.  
 
Class of problem: Communication in 
distributed meetings 

2: 
Theory-Ingrained 
artefact 

Artefact created and evaluated is 
informed by theories. 

Initial design of the artefact informed by 
theories on how Scrum Retrospective is 
conducted in a non-distributed setting, 
theories on effective distributed 
communication and collaboration. 

Table 2: Principles in Problem Formulation stage 

3.1.2 Stage 2: Building, Intervention and Evaluation 

The premises from the first stage is a platform for the initial design of the artefact. The second 

phase “interweaves the building of the IT artifact, intervention in the organization, and 

evaluation (BIE)”. There is continuous evaluation of the artefact and problem. Research design 

exists on a continuum between IT-dominant BIE and organization-dominant BIE. IT-dominant 

BIE aims to innovate technical design within a (initially) limited organizational context. The 

participatory process creates commitment and drives the researcher’s design decisions. 

Organization-dominant BIE aims to innovate in organizational intervention and is presented to 
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end-users very early. Further BIE cycles are stopped when the artefact is adopted, rejected or if 

the increment is marginal. (Sein et al., 2011) 

 

 
Figure 2: The Generic Schema for IT-Dominant BIE. Adapted from Sein et al., 2001. 

 

In this research, the BIE cycle will be modeled after IT-dominant BIE with an alpha version 

going out to one team of practitioners and followed by beta version tested by several teams. 

Initially, the first artefact was planned to be a chat bot, programmed and developed by the 

researcher. This was revised to being a chat “bot”, with the researcher acting as the bot, which 

would allow for more rapid changes in facilitation techniques and design principles. The actual 

first artefact ended up being neither of the two previously mentioned, instead the artefact was 

developed on an existing platform for asynchronous communication. The platform chosen was 

Trello, an online project management tool (https://trello.com/about). This allowed for an initial 

artefact to be formed without any coding necessary and the researcher would not have to be 

available to act as the bot 24/7 (as a bot should have). Evaluation during the first BIE cycle was 

conducted by direct communication with the users, as well as observing their use of the artefact 

and a survey sent out after using the artefact. 
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# Tasks proposed by Sein et al. (2011) As conducted in this research 

1 Discover initial knowledge-creation 
target 

Distributed retrospectives was selected on the basis of 
the external supervisors previous knowledge, and the 
pre-study survey 

2 Select or customize BIE form IT dominant BIE where part of the ADR team is actively 
using the artefact during first BIE. Needed to be 
customized slightly since one BIE was aborted. 

3 Execute BIE cycle(s) 3 BIE Cycles executed, one of which was aborted 

4 Assess need for additional cycles, 
repeat 

The research effort would benefit from more BIE 
cycles, but it is not possible within the scope of this 
thesis. 

Table 3: Tasks in BIE stage 

 

 

Principle As defined by Sein et al. (2011) As applied in this research 

3: Reciprocal 
Shaping 

The iterative process in which the 
artefact shapes the organization 
and vice versa. 

The artefact could change how the 
organization conduct their distributed Scrum 
retrospectives, and in turn they have provided 
feedback on how the artefact should change to 
support their way of working. 

4: Mutually 
Influential 
Roles 

Clear assignment of roles and 
responsibilities to ensure 
researchers and practitioners learn 
from each other. 

The researcher and external supervisor formed 
the ADR team. Together, they introduced the 
artefact to one team in the first BIE cycle. In 
the last two BIE’s the researcher introduced 
the artefact on his own.. 

5: Authentic 
and Concurrent 
Evaluation 

Evaluation is ongoing throughout 
the research process, not separate 
step. 

Regular communication between the ADR 
team and some practitioners to get feedback 
during design and development. 

Table 4: Principles in BIE stage 
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3.1.3 Stage 3: Reflection and Learning 

The third stage is continuous and parallels the first two stages. Reflection and Learning aims to 

apply lessons learned to a broader class of problems instead of the particular instance being 

researched. (Sein et al., 2011) 

 

# Tasks proposed by Sein et al. 
(2011) 

As conducted in this research 

1 Reflect on the design and 
redesign during the project 

Completed, the artefact was redesigned both based on user 
feedback and researcher observations during BIE’s 

2 Evaluate adherence to principles Completed, the artefact adhered to the emerging and stated 
design principles in BIE’s 

3 Analyze intervention results 
according to stated goals 

Completed, the results (while inconclusive) brings some 
insight to the effect of asynchronous communication in the 
sprint retrospective 

Table 5: Tasks in Reflection and Learning stage 

 

 

Principle As defined by Sein et al. (2011) As applied in this research 

6: Guided 
Emergence 

Ensemble artefact will be shaped 
both by researcher and emerge 
through use in the organization. 

As feedbacks on the artefact occurred the 
artefact changed and evolved. 

Table 6: Principles in Reflection and Learning stage 
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3.1.4 Stage 4: Formalization of Learning 

During Formalization of Learning the learning should be developed into general solution 

concepts for the class of problems. (Sein et al., 2011)  

 

# Tasks proposed by Sein et al. 
(2011) 

As conducted in this research 

1 Abstract the learning into 
concepts for a class of field 
problems 

Learning have been abstracted in the field of distributed 
meetings. 

2 Share outcomes and assessment 
with practitioners 

Not yet initiated 

3 Articulate outcomes as design 
principles 

Completed, five design principles have been articulated 

4 Articulate learning in light of 
theories selected 

Completed, results analyzed and discussed 

5 Formalize results for 
dissemination 

Not initiated 

Table 7: Tasks in Formalization of Learning stage 

 

Principle As defined by Sein et al. (2011) As applied in this research 

7: Generalized 
Outcomes 

Generalizing the problem and solution 
and deriving design principles from 
the outcome. 

Pre-study has shown that the organization is 
generalizable, they face the same type of 
issues mentioned in previous research. Their 
practice (Scrum) also makes the type of 
meeting generalizable to other teams 
working in Scrum and in distributed settings. 

Table 8: Principles in Formalization of Learning stage 
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4. Results 

4.1 Problem formulation 

A pre-study was conducted in the form of a web-based survey on Google Forms. The survey was 

designed to measure practitioners perceived usefulness of different distributed Scrum events, as 

well as distributed meetings in general. Moreover, it allowed respondents to give concrete input 

and feedback, suggesting how to make distributed meetings better.  

 

The survey was sent out to agile practitioners in the organization with experience working in 

distributed teams. 30 responses were recorded between 18/12 2016 and 21/12 2016. Some of the 

results are reported below in Figure 3, the full survey and responses in Appendices I-IV. 

 

4.1.1 Pre-study survey results 

 
Figure 3: Pre-study survey results, mean and std dev of responses 

* 0 = “Does not work at all and give no useful results”, 10 = “Works perfectly and gives useful results” 

 

The survey results confirmed the hunch that there would be room for improvement within the 

field of distributed meetings in Scrum. In this case the Daily standup was top ranking, 
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confirming the findings of Paasivaara et al., 2009 that daily scrum may be the most useful Scrum 

event in distributed projects. 

 

The open-ended, text questions gave some insights as to what common perceived issues and 

problems with distributed meetings are. Technology, audio-visual problems and body language 

missing were mentioned often in the survey responses (see Appendix II, and compare with 

Yankelovich et al., 2004). Improving audio or video technology is a great undertaking, with a 

scope much larger than this thesis. 

 

Instead, this research will focus on supplementing existing channels of communication. This is 

supported by previous research (da Silva et al., 2010) where “Provision of and training in 

collaboration and coordination Tools” and “Multiple communication modes including support to 

face-to-face synchronous communication” were the most frequently recommended best practices 

in management of DSD projects. 

 

The Scrum event chosen to be subject of this research is Sprint Retrospective (worded 

“Distributed Retrospective” in the survey). The responses for Distributed Retrospective were 

interesting, ranging from 0 to 10 and being the only event scoring 0’s. 

 
Figure 4: Distributed Retrospective responses 

0 = “Does not work at all and give no useful results”, 10 = “Works perfectly and gives useful results” 
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Using the responses from those that ranked Distributed Retrospective 0 we gained some insights 

as to what could be improved in distributed retrospectives: 

 

“Given your lowest scoring meeting in the previous 

section, what issues have you experienced?” 

What have you done to try to improve the meeting or what 

do you think would help? 

Hard of hearing others, long waiting times,  

not being able to use post-its in a good way. 

Pointing a camera on the white board. Having a digital white 

board. 

No commitment to complicated work as a retro when not 

meeting F2F. Hard to hear a many to many conversation 

when not F2F. Best results when "reporting" simplified status 

based on a clear agenda. 

 

 

 

Improving audio quality. Enforcing "only one talk at a time". 

Complementing audio with screen sharing. Trying to prepare 

meetings and distributing info in advance. Moving people 

temporarily to one room in order to get to know each other 

before distributing again. Using voting tools for retrospect. 

Using kanban tool for retrospect. Avoiding retrospect and 

using time for education instead. 

 

Table 9: Respondents that ranked Distributed Retrospective 0 

 

4.1.2 Identifying genre systems 

Genre system Retrospective Distributed retrospective Asynchronous retrospective 

Why inspect, adapt inspect, adapt inspect, adapt 

What actionable suggestions for 
improvement 

actionable suggestions for 
improvement 

actionable suggestions for 
improvement 

Who scrum team scrum team scrum team 

How face-to-face meeting skype or similar tool for asynchronous 
communication 

When time-boxed event time-boxed event asynchronous, continuous 

Where co-located distributed distributed 

 

Table 10: Genre system comparison 

 

By comparing three genre systems, (1) Retrospective, (2) Distributed retrospective and (3) 

Asynchronous retrospective we see that the change in the systems are limited to form (how), 

time (when) and place (where) of the communication. The pre-study indicated that the change in 

form and place in a distributed meeting caused many perceived problems for the practitioners.  
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Change in genre system Perceived problems * 

How: face-to-face meeting → skype 
Where: co-located → distributed 

Bad audio, bad video, bad network connection, missing 
information, lack of body language, inefficiency, language 
barriers, hard to collaborate 

 

Table 11: Genre system comparison 

* From the pre-study survey results,  

both distributed meetings in general and specific scrum events 

4.2 Building, Intervention and Evaluation 

4.2.1 BIE Cycle #1 

The initial artefact was partly modeled after a distributed retrospective that the external 

supervisor had conducted before, which had also been adapted by another Scrum Master in the 

organization. In short, this two hour time-boxed retrospective had both co-located and distributed 

participants, with the distributed participants on video-conference. It was conducted in groups 

with a World Café structure, where one participant stays in place when the rest of the group 

rotates to other groups. Each session (one rotation) had a specific task associated to it, like 

brainstorming or voting. From this, a design principle was identified for the initial artefact: “The 

meeting should be clearly divided in tasks/activities” (DP1). The retrospective was finished with 

everyone present. 

 

The first intervention was conducted during a four day period. Each day had a specific activity. 

Ten agile coaches (including the external supervisor) in an agile coach community within the 

organization was invited to use the artefact as a way of finding ways to improve their 

community. Of the ten, eight participated. To decrease complexity, it was decided to not divide 

these 8 in groups, diverging from the parallel retrospective design.  

 

It is important to note that while the original pre-study survey was sent to agile practitioners 

working in Scrum, the practitioners participating in this first BIE are all Agile Coaches or Scrum 

Masters. In this constellation they are not working in Scrum, which means that their retrospective 
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is not actually a sprint retrospective. Rather, they are running a continuous project (Agile Coach 

Community) for sharing experiences and lessons learned with their respective Scrum teams, with 

the goal of improving their practices. Regarding their ‘where’, this team meets face-to-face every 

other week, but can generally be considered distributed since they are not co-located on a daily 

basis.  

 
Figure 5: BIE #1 Retrospective end of day 4 

 

Two evaluation points were decided before the intervention: (1) perceived usefulness of the 

retrospective compared with distributed retrospective using synchronous communication, (2) 

perceived amount of technical issues compared with distributed retrospective using synchronous 

communication.  
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Day # 1 2  3 4 

Activity Four question 
retrospective 

Brainstorm improvement 
suggestions 

Further concrete 
improvement suggestions 
and actions 

Decide what is to be 
implemented 

Goal All participants answer 
the questions and vote 

Concrete improvement 
suggestions emerging 
from Day#1’s answers 

Refined improvement 
suggestions and 
corresponding action 
items 

Commitment to 
implement some 
improvement suggestions 

Lists on 
Trello 
board (from 
left to right) 

“Read me first” 
“What is working well?” 
“What could be better?” 
“What have you learned?” 
“What puzzles you?” 

“Read me first” 
“Suggestions for 
improving and continuing” 
“What is working well?” 
“What could be better?” 
“What have you learned?” 
“What puzzles you?” 

“Read me first” 
“Suggestions for 
improving and continuing” 
“What is working well?” 
“What could be better?” 
“What have you learned?” 
“What puzzles you?” 

“Read me first” 
“To be implemented” 
“Suggestions for 
improving and continuing” 
“What is working well?” 
“What could be better?” 
“What have you learned?” 
“What puzzles you?” 

Instruction 
on Trello 
board 

[Title:] 
Todays activity: Reflect 
on and answer the 
questions to the right. 
(more comments in 
description) 
[Description:] 
Goal: 
-As a participant i 
contribute with at least 
one answer to each 
question 
-If I agree with a card I 
vote on it 
-Add a 
description/link/picture 
[Due: 17:00] 

[Title:] 
Todays activity: Create 
concrete suggestions for 
improvement and 
continuing  
[Description:] 
-[Yesterday’s] cards are 
sorted by votes and 
comments 
-Try referring to which 
card(s) you are basing 
your suggestion on. Use 
the “Add card” 
functionality. If you do not 
know how to use “Add 
card” you can try using it 
on this card. 
[Due: 17:00] 

[Title:] 
Todays activity: Continue 
to concrete yesterday’s 
suggestions and create 
clear steps to reach the 
goal. 
[Description:] 
-Review and vote on 
yesterday’s suggestions 
(if you have not already 
seen all) 
-Continue to concrete the 
suggestions, and change 
title to more concrete 
where applicable 
-Add checklist to 
improvement 
suggestions, with clear 
steps towards reaching 
the goal. 
[Due: 17:00] 

[Title:] 
Todays activity: Decide 
what is to be 
implemented 
[Description:] 
-Cards in “Suggestions 
for improving and 
continuing” should be 
moved to “To be 
implemented” if they are 
to be implemented. 
-You can remove cards 
from “To be 
implemented”, but 
@mention the person 
who moved it there and 
motivate why it shouldn’t 
be implemented.  
[Due: 16:00] 

Additional 
instruction 

-Group e-mail sent night 
before with instructions 
regarding activity and 
goals. Attached link to 
Trello board. 
-One reminder sent via 
Trello to those who had 
not participated by 11 
AM. 
-One reminder sent to all 
via Trello at 3 PM, 
encouraging to review 
new cards and vote if 
they agreed. 
-At end of day, cards 
were sorted by votes and 
comments, descending. 

-Group e-mail sent night 
before with instructions 
regarding activity and 
goals. Attached link to 
Trello board. 
-Add all participants to 
instruction card 8 AM, 
sending them a 
notification. 

-Group e-mail sent night 
before with instructions 
regarding activity and 
goals. 

-Group e-mail sent night 
before with instructions 
regarding activity and 
goals. Attached link to 
Trello board. 
-Add all participants to 
instruction card 8 AM, 
sending them a 
notification. 

Table 12: BIE #1 retrospective design 
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The day before the retrospective started, the participants received an email with instructions for 

the first day of the retrospective. They were told to answer each question posted on the Trello 

board, and that they could do it whenever during the day that suited them best. Each day, they 

received new instructions for the coming day. A link to the retrospective was included in the 

e-mails all but one day, by mistake. One of the participants replied and pointed out that he/she 

missed the link, since it made it easy to act immediately upon receiving the e-mail. A design 

principle emerged from this: “Make participating as easy as possible” (DP2). A daily email with 

a link would serve the design as a trigger of the type ‘signal’, simply reminding the participants 

to perform the target behavior (participating in the retrospective).  

 

85 communicative actions (28 answers, 33 votes & 24 comments) were recorded during the first 

day between 07:00 and 21:00. At the end of day 4, the team had committed to implementing 5 

suggestions. 

 

After the retrospective, a short survey was sent to the participants, and all but one answered. The 

survey results showed that the retrospective was perceived as more useful and that the 

participants experienced less technical difficulties compared to a retrospective using synchronous 

communication (VOIP/phone or video-chat). 

 

 

 

 Figure 6: Answer frequency for “Rate the Trello retrospective compared to a distributed retrospective with synchronous 
communication (VOIP, phone, video-chat)” 0 = “Much less useful”, 10 = “Much more useful”,  

Mean: 6.57 
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Figure 7: Answer frequency for “Rate the Trello retrospective compared to a distributed retrospective with synchronous 
communication (VOIP, phone, video-chat)” 0 = “Much less technical difficulties”, 10 = “Much more technical difficulties”,  

Mean: 2.00 

 

Some participants expressed that the first two days of the retrospective were more meaningful 

than the last two. The first two days featured a four question retrospective followed by 

brainstorming and voting, and went well according to the survey answers. The last two days had 

more complex activities including making decisions, creating a common view and commitment. 

Some participants expressed they wished for synchronous communication during these activities. 

One participant suggested that the first two days would be the perfect preparation for a shorter, 

synchronous retrospective. 

 

Several other observations were made during the retrospective by the ADR team. There seemed 

to be increased activity and communication among participants after being notified (either via 

Trello or e-mail). A question was added to the survey to verify this observation, 4/7 said they 

participated in the retrospective ‘shortly after being notified’. 6/7 participants added that they 

worked on the retrospective ‘when they had some time over’, 3/7 ‘while working on something 

else (multitasking)’, none answered that they set aside a specific time for the activity. From this, 

a new design principle emerged: “Use frequent, direct facilitation to increase participation” 

(DP3). One suggestion for improving the artefact that emerged from the evaluation was use of 

shorter titles on cards with more information in the cards description instead. In further BIE 

cycles, this would be communicated more clearly - and when not adhered to the facilitator must 

act as an editor and change the card title to something shorter, notifying the card author and 

engaging in discussion on whether the new (shorter) card title still represents the author’s 
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meaning or not. Translating this to a design principle: “Question and edit communication to 

increase understanding and common view” (DP4). 

 

All evaluation questions and responses can be found in appendices V & VI. 

 

Conceptualizing and generalizing the changes on a genre-system level, the change in “how” and 

“when”-dimensions mitigated some problems, while some new arose. 

 

Change in genre system Mitigated problems * Not applicable New perceived 
problems ** 

Perceived benefits ** 

How:  
skype → Trello 
When: 
time-boxed → 
asynchronous, continuous 
Who: 
Scrum Team → Agile 
Coach Community 

Bad audio, bad video, 
bad network 
connection, missing 
information, 
inefficiency, hard to 
collaborate 

language barriers, 
lack of body 
language 

Lack of common view, 
less engaged, lacking 
commitment, lacking 
synchronous common 
discussion 

Easy to read, share, 
comment and track, 
easier to spend some 
time, more time to 
analyze other’s input, 
individual time 
distribution 

 

Table 13: BIE #1 Change in perceived problems. 

* From the pre-study survey results,  

both distributed meetings in general and specific scrum events 

** From the BIE post-retrospective survey  

 

This group of users exhibited signs of high motivation and ability and responded well to the 

signal (daily e-mail) to perform the target behavior. 

4.2.2 BIE Cycle #2 

The second BIE cycle was initiated one week after the first, redesigning the retrospective to 

better adhere to these principles: 

 

“The meeting should be clearly divided in tasks/activities” (DP1) 

DP1 was not successfully implemented in the initial artefact, as some participants expressed that 

the voting rules and card limits were unclear.  

 

“Make participating as easy as possible” (DP2) 
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While the initial artefact somewhat implemented DP2, it was not consistent. Links to Trello will 

this time be included in all communications outside of Trello.  

 

“Use frequent, direct facilitation to increase participation” (DP3) 

“Question and edit communication to increase understanding and common view” (DP4) 

The initial artefact had little to no actual facilitation, besides providing the medium, instructions 

and organizing the participants. The next iteration will feature active facilitation, like editing or 

questioning unclear communication on the board. This should give a better common view, 

understanding,  and increase participation. 

 

Day # 1 2   3 

Activity Four question retrospective Brainstorm and concrete 
improvement suggestions 

Vote and decide what is to be 
implemented, and by whom 

Goal All participants answer the 
questions and vote 

Concrete improvement 
suggestions emerging from 
Day#1’s answers 

Action items with commitment 

Lists on 
Trello 
board (from 
left to right) 

“Read me first” 
“What is working well?” 
“What could be better?” 
“What have you learned?” 
“What puzzles you?” 

“Read me first” 
“Suggestions for improving and 
continuing” 
“What is working well?” 
“What could be better?” 
“What have you learned?” 
“What puzzles you?” 

“Read me first” 
“To be implemented” 
“Unsure” 
“Suggestions for improving and 
continuing” 
“What is working well?” 
“What could be better?” 
“What have you learned?” 
“What puzzles you?” 

 

Table 14: BIE #2 retrospective design 

 

Besides the change in design of the artefact, the genre system used for evaluation also changed 

compared with the first BIE cycle. Instead of exposing the artefact to highly trained and 

experienced agile coaches, it was exposed to a relatively newly formed Scrum team that had not 

conducted any successful sprint retrospectives before. 

 

During the first day of the retrospective there was very little activity. The participants were 

informed that they would have to participate in order for the retrospective to work as intended, 

and that instead of continuing with the activities for the second day, the first day activity would 

be repeated. They still failed to participate on the second day, resulting in only 4 of 6 members 
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actually joining the Trello board for participating, where they in total created 2 cards. An 

additional 2 cards were created by the Scrum master. The team’s Scrum master concluded that 

the team was not ready for a retrospective, since they had acute defects in their product and had 

not experienced any useful retrospectives yet. The intervention failed and was aborted after the 

second day.  

 

 
Figure 8: Aborted intervention, end of day 2. 

Given that there was little to no participation from the team, no formal evaluation of their 

experiences with the artefact was made. Even though the BIE cycle was aborted, there were still 

some lessons learned going forward: the artefact should not have been introduced to a 

inexperienced team, nor a team under high pressure with acute defects in their product. 

 

The team exhibited signs of low motivation and ability. The one person (Scrum Master) that 

participated most, likely had more ability and motivation than the rest of the team. 

4.2.3 BIE Cycle #3 

For the third and final BIE cycle, no modifications were made to the artefact since the design 

principles introduced in the second BIE had not been properly evaluated. 

 

This time, the artefact was introduced to a relatively experienced Scrum team. The team had 7 

members, and their Scrum master was absent due to parental leave. They had not had a retrospect 

in over a month, and upon meeting them they showed some commitment towards trying the 
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artefact and the asynchronous retrospect. This team was co-located, but would use the 

asynchronous media nonetheless. When asked, one member of the team said that they have had 

useful retrospectives, but that they perceived them as difficult events. 

During the first day of the retrospective, the team generated 12 answers to the four questions. 

The second day, they failed to create any concrete suggestions for improvement and continuing. 

The following day, they were informed that they had failed with the task, but that they would get 

one more day to complete the task, leaving the retrospect four days long instead of three. This 

approach was somewhat successful, as they managed to create two concrete suggestions. On the 

last day, the teamed failed to reach consensus on implementing any of the two suggestions, and 

did not create clear action items/tasks from them. 

 

 
Figure 9: Completed intervention, end of day 4. 

 

After evaluating the third intervention, some of the end-users expressed that they found it 

difficult to dedicate time to the task and that a set time would have worked better. One 

participant said he/she was not motivated to complete the tasks. While no further BIE’s will be 

conducted in the scope of this research, this could indicate a fifth design principle: “Suggest a 

time to complete tasks” (DP5). Out of the five participants that evaluated the retrospective, only 

one of them participated three or more days. On average, the five found the retrospective less 

useful than a retrospective using synchronous communication, but experienced less technical 

issues. 
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 Figure 10: Answer frequency for “Rate the Trello retrospective compared to a distributed retrospective with synchronous 
communication (VOIP, phone, video-chat)” 0 = “Much less useful”, 10 = “Much more useful”,  

Mean: 2.80 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Answer frequency for “Rate the Trello retrospective compared to a distributed retrospective with synchronous 
communication (VOIP, phone, video-chat)” 0 = “Much less technical difficulties”, 10 = “Much more technical difficulties”,  

Mean: 4.00 

 

 

Parts of this team exhibited signs of low motivation and ability, and explicitly mentioned both 

lack of time and lack of motivation in the evaluation of the retrospective.  
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4.2.4 Summarizing the BIE Cycles 

 

 
Figure 12: BIE Cycles for the research effort, Adapted and modified from Sein et al., 2011 

 

 

 Target genre system for 
asynchronous 
retrospective 

Genre system used for 
evaluation in BIE #1 

Genre system used for 
evaluation in BIE #2 
(aborted) 

Genre system used for 
evaluation in BIE #3 

Why inspect, adapt inspect, adapt inspect, adapt inspect, adapt 

What actionable suggestions for 
improvement 

actionable suggestions for 
improvement 

actionable suggestions for 
improvement 

actionable suggestions for 
improvement 

Who distributed scrum team agile coach community inexperienced distributed 
scrum team 

experienced co-located 
scrum team 

How tool for asynchronous 
communication 

tool for asynchronous 
communication 

tool for asynchronous 
communication 

tool for asynchronous 
communication 

When asynchronous, continuous asynchronous, continuous asynchronous, continuous asynchronous, continuous 

Where distributed distributed distributed co-located 

 Table 15: Target vs actual genre systems in evaluation 
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4.3 Reflection and Learning 

While the initial design and idea was a chatbot to facilitate distributed retrospectives, this idea 

was abandoned. Reasoning behind this was two-fold: using an existing tool could enable more 

BIE cycles to be executed since less time would be spent developing the artefact, and, using a 

tool that is familiar to (some) practitioners could decrease the need for education. The downsides 

of using an existing tool is of course the restrictions and limitations of the tool itself. 

 

A formal client-researcher agreement was not made in this research, which may have impacted 

the results negatively. Having the agreement in place might have increased motivation for users 

in the second and third BIE, since they would have had some internal pressure from the 

organization to utilize and evaluate the artefact thoroughly. However, reaching such an 

agreement would have been difficult on several levels. It would have been hard to know in 

advance which teams would be available for evaluation and when their retrospectives would take 

place. Further, additional agreements may have been required with the organization’s customers, 

depending on the nature of the consulting being carried out. 

 

Fogg’s behavior model does a good job of highlighting the importance of introducing the artefact 

to the right team, at the right time. The researcher-client agreement could have improved the 

second and third BIE by having a clearly sanctioned time set aside for the retrospective, as well 

as utilizing the peer pressure of the motivator ‘social acceptance’. 
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4.4 Formalization of Learning 

 

Four design principles (DP1-DP4) emerged during the BIE’s: 

 

The first design principle, “The meeting should be clearly divided in tasks/activities” (DP1), was 

identified by studying the initial artefact in the first BIE-cycle. Since the meeting spanned 

several days, separating the tasks on a per-day basis felt natural in this case. Depending on the 

level of temporal distribution, complexity of tasks/activities and time allocated/allowed per day 

by the employer, a longer or shorter time-period should be considered when applying this DP. In 

relation to FBM, this DP should increase a user’s ability, since completing a task/activity (rather 

than a whole meeting with many tasks/activities) would require less time. This DP should be 

applicable to asynchronous distributed meetings in general. 

 

The second design principle, “Make participating as easy as possible” (DP2), emerged in the 

first BIE-cycle by accident. The link to the Trello board was omitted in the daily e-mail and one 

participant expressed that it was better when the link was included, since it made it easy to 

immediately act when receiving the e-mail. In relation to FBM, the e-mail itself served as a 

timely trigger in the form of a signal, but the link had an effect on simplicity/ability by making it 

easier to participate. This DP should be applicable to asynchronous distributed meetings in 

general. 

 

The third design principle, “Use frequent, direct facilitation to increase participation” (DP3), 

emerged after evaluating the first BIE. During the intervention we observed a pattern where 

users seemed to be more likely to participate shortly after being notified. A question was 

included in the evaluation and confirmed that the majority of users participated shortly after 

being notified. In relation to FBM, the notification of users by mentioning them on the Trello 

board served as signal triggers. This DP should be applicable to asynchronous distributed 

meetings in general. 
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The fourth design principle, “Question and edit communication to increase understanding and 

common view” (DP4) emerged from an improvement suggestion given in the evaluation of the 

first BIE-cycle. A participant suggested that shorter card titles would be better, and extra 

information should be in the description of the card. To mitigate this, the following BIE’s clearly 

communicated the need for short titles and when not adhered to the facilitator would question 

and edit the communication. This facilitation technique is effective for increasing common view, 

but in relation to FBM the implementation of this DP serves mostly as a signal trigger. This DP 

should be applicable to asynchronous distributed meetings in general. 

 

A fifth design principle (DP5) emerged in the last BIE but was not implemented nor evaluated: 

 

The fifth design principle, “Suggest a time to complete tasks” (DP5) emerged in the last 

BIE-cycle where participants expressed that they found it difficult to dedicate time to the tasks 

and that a set time might have worked better. The asynchronous genre allowed participation at 

will, which should be beneficial, but this indicated that suggesting a time could actually increase 

the likelyhood of participation. In relation to FBM, this suggested time should increase users 

ability by allowing them to not spend ‘brain cycles’ on trying to plan/fit the task in their 

schedule. This DP should be applicable to asynchronous distributed meetings in general. 

 

By casting the specific problem - communication in asynchronous distributed sprint 

retrospectives - as an instance of a broader class of problems - communication in asynchronous 

distributed meetings - we identify an area where these design principles possibly could be 

applied in future efforts. 
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5. Discussion 

Results were both modest and inconclusive. The abstraction of the artefact into a system of 

genres proved useful for categorizing the actual system, but provided little insight as to why the 

artefact did, or did not work as intended. FBM was introduced to this research at a late stage, and 

proved useful for explaining some of the behavioral aspects not covered by genres. 

 

While this study found that communicating in the asynchronous dimension can both increase and 

decrease the perceived usefulness of the retrospective, the results are limited since there is no 

evidence of correlation between perceived usefulness of the retrospective and actual Scrum team 

performance. Another limitation of this study is that none of the teams in the BIE’s were 

working in fully distributed Scrum. Quantifying and evaluating the impact of the change in the 

sprint retrospective could be done on several levels: 

● The (average) number of improvement suggestions emerging from the retrospective 

● The (average) number of improvement suggestions implemented by the team following 

the retrospective 

● Team speed 

● Quality [see Green et al., 2010b] 

 

In BIE #1, a distributed community of agile coaches participated. They rated the perceived 

usefulness higher than a distributed retrospective in the synchronous dimension. These results 

could be misleading, since agile coaches are not representative of an average Scrum team. And, 

as they are not working in Scrum, they did not conduct a sprint retrospective. As individuals, 

they are most likely more experienced and interested in conducting/participating in 

retrospectives. On the other hand, they could be seen as a representation of a highly trained and 

experienced Scrum team indicating that given these condition (high motivation, experience and 

training) communicating in the asynchronous dimension can improve the perceived usefulness of 

the sprint retrospective. While this study did not measure effectiveness, it indicates support for, 
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and complements a previous study (Sutherland et al., 2009) in that distributed settings can be as 

effective as co-located.  

 

Ability and motivation was not explicitly evaluated in the post-retrospective surveys, but rather 

extrapolated from open questions in the surveys and generalized on team-level. However, the 

results support FBM in that the team that performed the target behavior most often also had high 

motivation and ability.  

 

In retrospect, looking at the DP’s that emerged during the BIE’s we can see that they are all 

connected to and support FBM. DP1 and DP2 aim to increasing participants ability, by dividing 

the retrospect into smaller, more manageable tasks. While not evaluated, DP5 also could increase 

users ability by reducing their required ‘brain cycles’ since they could choose to perform the task 

at the suggested time instead of trying to think of an appropriate time to do it. DP3 and DP4 both 

serve as signal triggers, providing already motivated users with a timely notification to act. What 

is interesting, is if DP3 and DP4 perhaps also could influence users motivation by influencing 

acceptance/rejection in the sense that you would likely want to accomplish a task that you are 

directly encouraged to complete in fear of social rejection.  

 

DP’s can affect a user's ability and motivation, but on a larger scale these factors can and - 

perhaps - should be tackled on an organizational level. The organization could make an effort to 

increase ability by providing retrospective training (in the synchronous genre, if possible), 

ensuring the event is held continuously to make it routine and clearly sanctioning time for the 

event. Motivation could be increased on an organizational level by giving clear examples of 

successful retrospectives and what benefits could be had (increasing hope) and rewarding teams 

that successfully and routinely have good retrospectives (influencing factors of acceptance, peer 

pressure). 

 

There is an interesting pattern in the results, which we could speculate on: the asynchronous 

genre seem to amplify usefulness. No major redesigns were made between BIE’s and the results 
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indicate that the team with higher motivation and ability had an amplified perceived usefulness 

compared to synchronous genre, while the team with lower motivation and ability actually 

suffered a significant decrease in perceived usefulness compared to synchronous genre. In other 

words, we speculate that a dysfunctional scrum team that do not have useful synchronous 

retrospectives should not try to implement asynchronous retrospectives - even if they are 

distributed - as this may be significantly worse. In line with this reasoning we could speculate 

that a hyperproductive distributed scrum team that has had many useful and/or successful 

retrospectives could benefit greatly from the asynchronous genre. 
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6. Conclusions 

How does a change in genre of communication from synchronous to asynchronous 

communication change perceived usefulness of a distributed Sprint Retrospective? 

 

The results were inconclusive, and showed that a change in genre of communication from 

synchronous to asynchronous communication has the potential to both increase and decrease the 

perceived usefulness of the distributed sprint retrospective compared to a co-located sprint 

retrospective, as well as cause the retrospective to fail completely. However, given the right 

conditions (a highly trained, experienced and motivated team), a tool for asynchronous 

communication can improve the perceived usefulness of the Sprint Retrospective compared to a 

distributed retrospective using synchronous communication. The following design principles 

should be considered when designing artefacts for asynchronous distributed meetings: 

 

“The meeting should be clearly divided in tasks/activities” (DP1) 

“Make participating as easy as possible” (DP2) 

“Use frequent, direct facilitation to increase participation” (DP3) 

“Question and edit communication to increase understanding and common view” (DP4) 

“Suggest a time to complete tasks” (DP5) 

 

6.1 Suggestions for future research 

Future research in this field should take the aspects of persuasive design described by FBM in 

consideration. For example, a future study could identify different user groups and categorize 

them by motivation and ability, and possibly evaluate the speculation brought forward in this 

research that the asynchronous genre could amplify percieved usefulness. 
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It is also possible that these aspects of persuasive design could be of interest to others in the field 

of DR and ADR, both to understand the adoption/rejection of artefacts and as a way to improve 

the design of their artefacts. 
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Appendices 

APPENDIX I : SURVEY QUESTIONS 
 

 Section I 

Q1 On a scale from 0 to 10, how satisfied are you with your distributed meetings? 

Q2 Why did you choose the number you did? 

Q3 What would a 10 be? 

 Section II ( 0 = “Does not work at all and give no useful results”, 10 = “Works perfectly and gives useful results” ) 

Q4 Distributed Sprint Planning 

Q5 Distributed Daily standup 

Q6 Distributed Backlog refinement 

Q7 Distributed Sprint review 

Q8 Distributed Retrospective 

 Section III 

Q9 Given your lowest scoring meeting in the previous section, what issues have you experienced? 

Q10 What have you done to try to improve the meeting or what do you think would help? 
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APPENDIX II : SURVEY RESPONSES SECTION I 
 

Q1 Q2 Q3 

5 Experience depends often on technology e.g. Sound, picture quality. No problems with technology and good pronunciation from all team members. 

6 

Audio quality and networking problems often have a negative effect on distributed meetings. Increase 
misunderstandings. Sometimes you don't ask again if you don't fully understand the wording or context 
properly. 

As you would be in the same room. Excellent audio and video capabilities, 
with easy access to the conferencing tools or the physical video conference 
meeting room. When it is at least as easy and quick to setup, as the time it 
would take to go to a physical conference room. 

2 Poor equipment mostly (can't hear members), and poor software Good equipment 

9 
I have 5 years of experience in testing different ways to facilitate distributed meetings and teach others 
how to do the same. I have found quite a few ways that work for different formats of meetings. 

The main thing that would make it a 10, is education. Everyone who works in 
a distributed team needs to be educated about the how-to. That includes work 
and different kinds of meetings. A distributed brainstorming meeting looks 
very different than a demo meeting and it looks quite different from a 
distributed daily standup meeting. 
The younger generation is often quite comfortable and fast at learning these, 
for example using the chatbox at the same time as someone is sharing their 
screen and presenting something, but the more traditional workers find that 
same thing confusing. And that's only one example. So bottom line is we need 
to educate people. 

7  No technical problems. Video of all participants. 

8 
Some things can improve. Sometimes problems with technology. Start of meeting delayed since people 
needs to connect. 

Skype / chat / etc. working flawlessly. All people connected when meeting 
starts. 

7 7 when you have a telephone conference A video conference with good mics and loudspeakers 

5 

- Technical problems are quite common, making communication more difficult. 
- Communication bandwidth is lower when you're not in the same room. Face expressions, body 
language etc doesn't travel over video as good as when you're co-located and not at all over a voice 
only connection. 
- Ad hoc meetings are prohibited by need of technical equipment. 

When technical solutions would bridge the feeling of distribution to create a 
feeling of physical presence. 

2 I have faced to many meeting that makes no sense when distributed That I wouldn't matter if it is distributed or not when I facilitate a meeting 

2 Technical problems, miscommunication, inability to read peoples body language, inefficient Like a physical face to face meeting 

8 

Det är i princip alltid någon form av teknikstrul innan mötet kommer igång. Någon hittar inte sitt 
headset, volymen är fel, valet av klient (folk har olika preferenser). Enkelheten i att rita på en 
whiteboard finns inte även om liknande möjligheter finns i snart alla olika klienter så blir det inte riktigt 
med samma lätthet som man ritar upp något. 

Den tekniska tröskeln sänks så att inte de först 5-10 minuterna går åt till att få 
igång ett möte. Bättre och mer naturlig interaktivitet 

7   

5 

Some how Skype is the preferred choice for distributed meetings, but it's worthless. It's also hard to get 
good quality both for audio and video since participants often uses completely different tools/computers 
for their meetings. 

A plattform that has good video an audio, easy to access (some for example 
doesn't allow their users to be invited to meetings (business rules / security) 
etc. 

4 
Language barriers (norweigan to swedish), lack of body language, network instability. Videolink is really 
bad compared to in-person, hard to describe but you do not get the same dynamic in a skype meeting 

Distributed meetings could possibly achieve a 10 if all participants in the 
meeting know eachother really well. But I do not think it is doable in practice in 
the corporate world 

3 

Many meetings include participants that are not active and involved in discussions and decisions. 
Decision making have not worked for us. 1-way communication is ok, but then it would probably been 
better to share this information in another way. 

People join the meeting and give each other a hug even if they are not 
physically in the same room. 

3 

Sometimes the person(s) on the phone don't hear all the people in the room and repeating questions 
and answers is very common. It's hard to draw something quick on the white board that could remove 
misinterpretations. Good dialog is also hard. If the meeting could go as smooth as being not distributed. 

8 

Google Hangout is really good where we do both Video and Voice and share documents. After running 
it many many times there it works well. 
Also continued discussion with selected people directly after the meeting can be done via the chat on 
Hangout. 

More intuitive interface to use the different functions. 
What comes after the meeting is not as good as actually working together 
side by side. 

6 
Despite distributed meetings being really difficult, I've found good ways to hold them (I've been doing it 
for many years now). But still not satisfied. 

They would technically work (still tricky). Communication between people 
would be sight and sound, at least. We're still human beings so getting 
commitment to be equal to meeting irl would be great. 

5 its ok nice 
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5 
They can be real bad or real good(or as good as a norma meeting). Often depending on the technoligy 
used. Crisp snappy video, audio and a good meeting in general. 

8  Sound and video always works with high quality. 

2 

In distributed meetings it is harder to pass the word to the next person, it's harder to understand if we 
have agreement on a particular issue. It's sometimes hard to know who talked and who was 
addressed. Due to lack of eye-contact it is harder for people to coordinate the initiative to speak... 

- Everyone contributes to the meetings 
- The right people are in the meeting (correct Authority& Information present) 
- The highest prio issues/decisions are handled in the meeting (lower left for 
later) 
- Any agreements/decisions are clear to all in the meeting 
- How communication of agreements/decisions to people not in the meeting 
should be done is clear 
- The meeting keeps to the intended topics to be discussed in sufficient but 
"not to much detail" 
- There is a feeling of energy and progress when leaving the meeting 
- It's clear what open points are left after the meeting 

7 Some bad and some good experiences 
Where an integrated team have distributed members but no issues with 
whichever location team members are at. 

2 
Setup time takes most of the meeting time. People are not on time. Tools are bad i.e. poor sound, 
video. Better tools are often available but companies are not willing to invest True VR maybe :) Hololens or similar 

6 Cisco video great. Lync sometimes voice is bad. VR or irl 

2 

Missing information lost when not meeting F2F. Distributed meetings without first meeting F2F even 
worse. Only audio distributed meetings even worse. My grade is a distributed meeting without meeting 
first with audio only. Bad connections/technology also reducing the figure. 

First meeting F2F. Video (individual cameras and screens). Extremely high 
and stable quality regarding video resolution and audio quality. 

5 

In general we have too much technical problems in our calls. Also information is very often missed and 
when there is a discussion most of the time the parties that are not in the same physical location are 
not able to follow. 

Good quality video conference, but with addition of being able to create and 
share things (sketches etc) in an efficient. I have tried solutions that offer this 
to some extent, but none has been good enough to receiv a 10. 

3 Tekniska issues(komma igång, ljud, bild) och så är det inte lätt tolka varandra 
Att tekniken alltid fungerar så att möten kan dra igång direkt, att ljudet 
fungerar och att alla inblandade kan se varandra på skärmen. 

6 
It's good that we can be in different places. But bad that a lot that is discussed does not really have 
anything to do with my stories. No meetings, telepathic updates with 100% understanding. 

8 I think distributed meetings generally work good. When they fully substitute IRL meetings. 
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APPENDIX III: SURVEY RESPONSES SECTION II 
 

Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 

 6 3  2 

6 6 4 6 8 

 1    

9 9 8 10 10 

7 9 7 8 8 

6 9 8 8 9 

7 7 6 6 6 

4 7 4 6 2 

1 5 7 6 2 

4 6 2 4 2 

6 10 7 8 8 

3 2 4 4 4 

5 10 5 5 10 

4 8 4  4 

2 7 3 1 6 

2 2 2 7 0 

8 10 3 10 8 

6 4 7 8 5 

5 7 5 5 6 

10 10 10 10 10 

3 8 5 7 3 

2 3 2 5 3 

7 9 6 6 8 

3 3 1 7 3 

4 7 6 6 4 

3 4 2 1 0 

7 6 6 6 6 

3 8 3 3 3 

5 8 6 8 8 

8 9 5 8 7 
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APPENDIX IV: SURVEY RESPONSES SECTION III 
Q9 Q10 

Communication problems with person not in the same room Cancel meetings if not everyone can come 

Often not so easy to collaborate with notes and drawings on a virtual 
whiteboard(maybe due to lack of enough knowledge or good tools.) 

A detailed agenda and drafts sent out before the meeting is always beneficial. 
A generic and proper education of the most common tools would likely benefit the 
performance of distributed online meetings. 
Enhancing networking infrastructure to better support online collaboration tools and 
streams help. We increased the quality by putting requirements on the network access 
provider. 

Poor equipment, meetings not starting on time, people forgetting to "call in" to 
the meetings Better equipment. Give all team members their own headset. 

The issue with backlog refinement is usually the unclarity of information from 
the PO side which can easily confuse the team. In my experience, when 
real-time conversations are required, communicate should be concise and 
minimal, which means the information should we well prepared and clarified 
before the meeting takes place. 

As I wrote above, preparation outside of the meeting is key to improving distributed 
teams. 
 
I write about this very topic on my blog [redacted] feel free to have a look and get in 
touch :) 

Difficulties sharing the screen. Low resolution monitors. Bad sound quality. 
Less personal because you don't see who you talk to. Slow passing the 
control of the screen around. 

Prepare the meeting with a "pre-meeting" where we try to organize it in a way that one, 
or as few as possible, people need to control/share the screen. 

Spring planning. Can be quite difficult since it often requires discussions 
regarding the solution and what to do. Some people with important 
information are just quiet on the meeting. 

Strong product owner. Video conference. Try to minimize the number of sites involved 
in the meeting. For instance two different locations with 3 peoples at each location. 

Retrospective are more personal thus easier to be personal in a real meeting It's always easier to have a distributed meeting after have meet the persons in real life 

Bringing up emotional matters and points of irritation within the team are 
difficult when you're not co-located. These are matters where body language 
etc are even more important for the communication. 

Split a distributed team to create two co-located teams with a shared backlog. It solved 
many of our perceived problems. 

I have no recent experience. I tried it out several years ago and since that 
failure I have made sure that everybody is gathered 

There are several things to do to improve. Although if I ca choose I would make sure 
that they are co-located 

Inability to draw quick sketches on a whiteboard , inability to mix people 2 and 
2 for short discussions etc. Tried different online tools and video conferencing, but suffered from low bandwidth 

Svårigheter i att på ett bra och interaktivt sätt diskutera runt ett problem. Ofta 
går det mycket lättare när man träffas och kan antingen sitta eller stå 
tillsammans och rita på en whiteboard eller på papper. På så sätt bygger man 
enklare en gemensam förståelse. Har försökt använda digitala whiteboards. 

Nyanser försvinner när man inte ser varandra mötas några gånger live 

Video/audio quality, accessibility, connection 

Nothing particular I can do. I would like to have dedicated conference rooms with 
pre-installed communication device (computer, audio and video) instead of have to use 
my own computer. But I don't control the economics unfortlenty. 

Communication effectiveness really low, One person says something and the 
recipent interpretes it in the easiest possible way rather tha nto try and 
understand. Knowing everyone in the meeting intimately 

1) If the connection between people is low (not a strong relationship) its 
difficult for people to feel relaxed and open up. 
2) If the problem to solve (or understand) is complex it's difficult to co-create a 
solution in a team. 
3) If the technical equipment for the distributed meeting is a phone line or a 
shared screen with Skype it's challenging to see the same thing. 
If all 3 is true on the same meeting, then the team is in trouble, and I think this 
easily happens on Sprint Review. 

I tried having a Facilitator role in all different locations. 
Asked the people that are few in another location what they need, instead of focus on 
the big group who is normally leading the meeting. 
Web-based tools that make sure all see the same thing and can actively participate and 
contribute during the meeting. 
Avoid taking decisions during distributed meetings if not needed, instead delegate 
responsibilty to certain roles in the team. 

Hard of hearing others, long waiting times, not being able to use post-its in a 
good way. Pointing a camera on the white board. Having a digital white board. 

Not tried to do backlog refinement distributed. At least, my team have long 
discussions and draws on the board etc. You would probably need a different 
way of doing this than we do. Nothing 

Bad tech. Bad sound. Low commitment. Even though there good online 
"walls" to use (e.g. Trello), I prefer a physical board. Low cohesion in group. 

Use simple to use tools like Trello and such. Make sure people have meet who are 
going to work together (the "wine-and-dine" pattern). Vital, keep the group limit below 
10! Respect and get to know other cultures - train the whole group in this. Keep the 

44 



 

 

jusrag-4@student.ltu.se 

People haven't meet before which in turn can mean bad communication or 
worse. 

meeting short. Follow up on things so the meeting has meaning. Group (distributed) 
editing a document in a retro is on the other hand excellent - it gives introverts/text 
based people a chance to contribute. And much more. 

communication nothing 

Bad audio. 
Video with screen sharing and video in video is a must have. Also everything you do to 
have a good normal meeting. 

Hard to get clear feedback. Engagement is low. 

Using some tool which I do not know about. Meet in person ;). Create more structured 
meetings - downside is that it does not encourage "agile"/heat of the moment 
interactions. 

Slow pace 
Hard to know if every one is "on track". 
Digging into to much details 

- Asking people to state their version of what they heard instead of asking "did you 
understand" 
- Stopping/Parking discussions that get too much into details (tricky to know when the 
right time is though, partly due to lack of non-verbal cues) 
 
Probably would help if we could divide the team into smaller fractions to bring up 
questions/solutionsl and then talk all together after a while again 

I never got the distributed party to do the sprint review/demo from another 
location than where the product owner was at. 

The team need to know eachother, the strengths of the team members and all be 
working together. To be supported by a distributed toolset and open mind that working 
remote is as easy as working on site. 

Refinement: People need to be prepared with questions, they rarely are and 
peer shaming works poorly over video. When no one is prepped then the 
ceremony becomes about regarding text from a screen out loud asking if 
there are any questions only to find that people have zoned out 

Double screens, watching both the people and the artefacts. No chairs. Set a scope for 
the refinement (x no. of stories) divide in team and pair up. 

Harder to have dynamik discussions.  

No commitment to complicated work as a retro when not meeting F2F. Hard 
to hear a many to many conversation when not F2F. Best results when 
"reporting" simplified status based on a clear agenda. 

Improving audio quality. Enforcing "only one talk at a time". Complementing audio with 
screen sharing. Trying to prepare meetings and distributing info in advance. Moving 
people temporarily to one room in order to get to know each other before distributing 
again. Using voting tools for retrospect. Using kanban tool for retrospect. Avoiding 
retrospect and using time for education instead. 

As before, discussions are not possible without parts of the team being left 
out. 

Technical improvements (better audio/video) and more strict meeting discipline (i.e. 
avoid people speaking at the same time) 

Håller mig till samma anlednign som innan. Svårt med tekniken och om man 
inte ser varandra så svårt tolka vem som säger vad och hur det sägs. 

Tekniken som vi inte alltid kan göra något åt men att se varandra på skärm är för mig 
en värdefull sak i distributed meetings. 

Issues not clear enough, should be well defined before meetings. 
Be proactive and have someone that understand the overall issues and facilitate a 
smooth collaboration between parts. 

If the group is too large, having general discussions allows attendees to zoom 
out, start with other work, etc. With short, focused meetings this is not as 
frequent. 
This feedback is valid for physical meetings as well, but I think it is easier to 
loose focus when on conference call. 

I think an active moderator becomes more important in virtual meetings, due to the lack 
of body language. I.e. when to stop someone from going into too much details. Video 
also improve focus, but scares some people. 
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APPENDIX V: BIE #1 EVALUATION QUESTIONS 
Q1 Number of days I participated 

Q2 On average, I spent this many minutes on the retrospective per day 

Q3 Group size was [Too small, Just right, Too large] 

Q4 

I participated in the retro (choose all/any that apply) [MCQ:  

On a time I set aside specifically for it 

When I had some time over 

While working with something else (multitasking) 

Outside of working hours 

Shortly after being notified (email from Justus, @board mention or @me mention) 

Other… ] 

 

 

Q5 

Rate the Trello retrospective compared to a distributed retrospective with synchronous communication (VOIP, phone, 

video-chat) 

Trello retrospective was: [0 = Much less useful, 10 = Much more useful] 

Q6 

Rate the Trello retrospective compared to a distributed retrospective with synchronous communication (VOIP, phone, 

video-chat) 

In Trello I experienced:  [0 = Much less technical difficulties, 10 = Much more technical difficulties] 

Q7 I see these potential benefits from using asynchronous communication in distributed settings: 

Q8 I see these potential drawbacks from using asynchronous communication in distributed settings: 

Q9 I would make the following changes: 
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APPENDIX VI: BIE #1 EVALUATION RESULTS 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 

4 12 

Just 

right 

When I had some time over, 

Shortly after being notified (email 

from Justus, @board mention or 

@me mention) 7 3 

Difficult to sync calendars for 

a meeting at the same time, 

possible to use async 

discussion between people 

on the cards as need arised. After a while it was a lot to read, long titles. 

Encourage people to shorter 

titles and enter the rest in the 

description. 

Images would have been nice to 

differentiate the cards (but it 

would take screen real estate). 

4 15 

Just 

right 

When I had some time over, While 

working with something else 

(multitasking), Shortly after being 

notified (email from Justus, 

@board mention or @me mention) 10 0 

För att kunna dela tankar, 

synpunkter och idéer även 

om man inte kan träffas 

fysiskt Allt är lättare att kommunicera face 2 face none atm 

3 3 

Just 

right When I had some time over 5 2 

Distributed team, part timers 

in team Less engaged 

Clear distinctions between 

brainstorming and voting. Voting 

rules (how many votes per 

person) clearly defined. 

1 5 

Too 

large 

While working with something else 

(multitasking) 8 5 

Easier to track. Easier for 

people to spend some time. 

Might be that you chose not to spend any 

time if you are stressed and have other tasks 

to do.  

4 15 

Just 

right When I had some time over 8 1 

you have more time to 

analyse the data and input 

from others. 

In the last step when deciding it would be 

good to gather all of us to discuss together 

and make sure we get theist decisions 

starting as we did but include 

one meeting when we can 

discuss at the same time. 

4 15 

Just 

right 

When I had some time over, 

Shortly after being notified (email 

from Justus, @board mention or 

@me mention) 5 3 

Dag 1 och 2 är ett klockrent 

sätt att förbereda folk för ett 

synkront retrospekt. 

Det är enkelt för folk att läsa, 

dela, och kommentera 

Svårt att ta beslut asynkront. Dag 3 och 4 

kan nog köras synkront där man tar beslut 

och konkretiserar tillsammans. Ivarje fall 

beslutet behöver göras när alla är på plats för 

nu är jag osäker på hur mycket commitment 

som finns. 

Ta beslut med alla samtidigt 

över hangout/skype. Kanske 

kan funka med chat, men tror 

det behövs att man pratar om 

det man ska besluta om så alla 

känner sig delaktiga. 

3 20  

When I had some time over, While 

working with something else 

(multitasking), Outside of working 

hours, Shortly after being notified 

(email from Justus, @board 

mention or @me mention) 3 0 

Time distribution is up to 

individuals, which is good 

Obviously this setup had less 

technical issues, Trello is a 

stable solution 

- Lack of common view 

- Not really sure if we agreed on anything (no 

feeling if what we "discussed" is viewed the 

same way or if we have different 

interpetations) 

- No discussions 

- Didn't really get to know each other better 

(which happens a bit in video-meetings) 

- Did we bring in to many changes? A 

resistance was added to remove 

"improvements" but no resistance was added 

to add improvements 

- Add actual conversations with 

a stable technique (at least 

including two individuals at a 

time) 

- Find a way to add resistance to 

adding new improvements (e.g. 

add a hard limit to number of 

improvements that can be 

brought on, require that all 

improvements that are brought 

on should be commented by at 

least x# people...) 
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APPENDIX VII: BIE #3 EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

 
Q1 Number of days I participated 

Q2 On average, I spent this many minutes on the retrospective per day 

Q3 This would've made me spend more time on the retro: 

Q4 

I participated in the retro (choose all/any that apply) [MCQ:  

On a time I set aside specifically for it 

When I had some time over 

While working with something else (multitasking) 

Outside of working hours 

Shortly after being notified (email from Justus, @board mention or @me mention) 

Other… ] 

 

 

Q5 

Rate the Trello retrospective compared to a distributed retrospective with synchronous communication (VOIP, phone, 

video-chat) 

Trello retrospective was: [0 = Much less useful, 10 = Much more useful] 

Q6 

Rate the Trello retrospective compared to a distributed retrospective with synchronous communication (VOIP, phone, 

video-chat) 

In Trello I experienced:  [0 = Much less technical difficulties, 10 = Much more technical difficulties] 

Q7 I see these potential benefits from using asynchronous communication in distributed settings: 

Q8 I see these potential drawbacks from using asynchronous communication in distributed settings: 

Q9 I would make the following changes: 
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APPENDIX VIII: BIE #3 EVALUATION RESULTS 

 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 

1 20 

Hade svårt att dedikera 

tid, en mer fast tidpunkt 

hade fungerat bättre för 

mig 

When I had some time 

over, Shortly after being 

notified (email from Justus, 

@board mention or @me 

mention) 3 7 

Kände att man fick mer tid att 

fundera. En annan fördel med 

retrot är att alla kan vara 

delaktiga oavsett var man 

sitter. Med hjälp av 

trelloboarden har man mer 

historik på vad som skrevs 

och vad man kom fram till. 

Svårt att dedikera tid till att 

utföra retrot. 

En möjlighet att lägga till 

ytterligare kolumner om det 

skulle vara så att man hade 

någon tanke man ville höra 

andra i teamets åsikter 

kring. 

2 10 

If I had more to 

contribute. 

When I had some time 

over, While working with 

something else 

(multitasking) 2 5 

People can contribute when 

they can and you don't have 

to plan around other activites 

and meetings. 

It can be hard to find the 

motivation to complete the 

various tasks included in 

the retro. 

Maybe have a few 

ready-made cards with 

different topics to get some 

discussion going. 

2 5 

A clearer understanding 

of what how a distributed 

retrospective differs and 

what we hoped to 

achieve and also if I had 

better discipline and set 

aside a time and not 

done it in an "down 

period" 

When I had some time 

over, While working with 

something else 

(multitasking), Shortly after 

being notified (email from 

Justus, @board mention or 

@me mention) 5 3 

I guess if there are few other 

options, I'd rather do it this 

way than on phone/ Skype 

It requires engagement 

throughout the week 

Maybe a nisch-tool to 

conduct them in would 

make the experience better, 

Trello (even though 

suitable) isn't ideal. 

1 2 

Doing it as a group 

activity. Having maybe 

twice the time per task (2 

days per task) When I had some time over 3 0 

Should suit everyone's time 

schedule. 

Hard to find all relevant 

problems without actual 

group discussions. Hard to 

prioritize when there's lots 

of work to be done 

elsewhere.  

3 5  

Shortly after being notified 

(email from Justus, 

@board mention or @me 

mention) 1 5 

If the team can't assemble 

physically then this could be a 

good complement. 

You're not in the correct 

mindset when at your 

workstation. It's hard to 

shift focus from your 

assignments. 

Don't know if I think this is 

such a good idea. If you 

have distributed teams then 

you could always use Skype 

or such to bring everyone 

together for retrospectives. 

One thing for me with 

retrospectives is that you 

gradually get to conclusions 

after some time, also due to 

that you are away from the 

workstation and with your 

team members. This is also 

due to the fact that you get 

input directly and everyones 

focus is on the retrospective 

and to make things better. 
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