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Abstract. Team dynamics are patterns of interaction among team
members that determine the performance of the team. Success of Ag-
ile software development depends on team interaction. Team interactions
are, however, affected in distributed teams. Through a Grounded Theory
study that involved 40 Agile practitioners from 24 different software com-
panies in the USA, India, and Australia, we investigate the key concerns
of distributed Agile teams. We found Agile teams depend significantly
on team interaction, and adopt six strategies that promote effective team
interaction in distributed software development.
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1 Introduction

Team dynamics are patterns of interaction among team members that determine
the performance of a software development team [1]. Several studies assert that
team dynamics are important characteristics of high performance teams [2)3].
Effective team interaction provides avenues for team members to state ideas and
opinions without barriers, listen actively to understand the concerns of other
team members, and provide timely suggestions to the problems faced by the
team [4I5]. Success of Agile software development depends significantly on team
interaction [GJ78].

Agile teams in distributed software development interact over time and space
through technology-mediated communication such as telephone and e-mail [2[9].
Non-verbal communication such as facial expression and hand gestures that are
often missing in technology-mediated communication, decreases the awareness
of team member actions [2]. Team interactions are affected in distributed Agile
teams [2I3I10]. This raises a critical question: How do Agile teams promote team
interaction in distributed software development? Through a Grounded Theory
study that involved 40 Agile practitioners from 24 different software companies
in the USA, India, and Australia, we found six strategies that promote effective
team interaction in distributed Agile teams: ‘one team’ mindset, personal touch,
open communication, team collocation, team ambassadors, and coach travels.
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2 Research Method

2.1 Grounded Theory

Grounded Theory (GT) is a systematic research method that emphasises the
generation of theory derived from systematic and rigorous analysis of data. GT
was originally developed by Barney G. Glaser and Anslem L. Strauss [I1]. We
chose GT as our research method for two main reasons. Firstly, GT is suitable
to be used in areas that are under-explored or where a new perspective might
be beneficial, and the literature on distributed Agile software development, par-
ticularly on team dynamics in distributed teams, is still scarce [6/12]. Secondly,
GT allows researchers to study social interactions and the behaviour of people
in the context of solving problems, and Agile methods focus on people and their
interactions in software development teams [I3]. Notably, GT is increasingly be-
ing used successfully to study the social nature of Agile teams [T4JI516]. Using
Glaser’s guidelines, we commenced our research with a general area of interest
(i.e distributed Agile software development) because beginning a GT study with
specific research questions can lead to preconceived ideas or hypotheses of the
research phenomenon [I7/18]. Glaser [I7/19] asserts that problem and its key
concerns will emerge in the initial stages of data analysis — and it did.

2.2 Data Collection

Data collection in GT is guided through theoretical sampling whereby researchers
iteratively collect and analyze their data, and decide what data to collect next
and where to find the data [I820]. A GT study requires the theoretical sampling
to be continued until theoretical saturation [I1] is reached — that is when no more
new concepts or categories emerge from the data, and further data collection
would be a waste of time.

We collected data through interviewing Agile practitioners. We started out
data collection in the USA where several Agile practitioners had agreed to par-
ticipate in our study. We conducted face-to-face, one-on-one, semi-structured
interviews with our participants. We prepared a set of questions for the initial
interviews to develop a smooth discussion with the participants. The interview
questions focused on the challenges that teams face in distributed Agile projects,
and the strategies adopted to overcome them. The interviews lasted for at least
an hour, and were conducted at a mutually agreed location. Interviews were
voice-recorded with consent from the participants. Voice recording the inter-
views helped us to concentrate on the conversation and understand participant’s
main concerns in distributed Agile projects. The ongoing interview and analysis
guided the evolution of interview questions and choice of future participants.
Over the past two years, the primary researcher has travelled twice to the USA,
three times to India and once to Australia, for the purpose of interviewing par-
ticipants for this study until the theoretical saturation has been reached.
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Table 1. Participant and Project Details. (Agile Position: Scrum Master (SM), Agile
Coach (AC), Developer (DEV), Business Analyst (BA), Quality Analyst (QA), Senior
Management (MGT)).

Participant Agile Project Agile Team Project Sprint

(code) Role Distribution Method Size Duration (weeks)
(months)

P1 DEV USA-India Scrum 8 to 10 10 2

P2 AC  USA-India Scrum & XP 12 to 14 12 2

P3 SM  USA-Western Europe-India Scrum 10 8 3

P4 AC  USA-China Scrum & XP 10 8 2

P5 AC  USA-India Scrum & XP 8 12 2to 3

P6 DEV USA-UK Scrum & XP 20 to 22 8 2

pP7 AC  USA-Argentina-India Scrum & XP 18 6 2

P8 DEV USA-Australia-India Scrum & XP 9 to 10 8 2

P9 DEV Western Europe-Brazil Scrum & Lean 14 24 2 to 3

P10 SM  USA-Argentina-India Scrum 10 to 12 8 3

P11 SM  USA-Middle East-India Scrum & XP 13 10 2

P12 DEV USA-India Scrum & XP 12 18 2

P13 SM  USA-India Scrum & XP 17 to 20 5 2

P14 DEV USA-India Scrum & XP 16 to 17 36 2

P15 QA  USA-India Scrum & XP 16 18 2

P16 SM  USA-India Scrum & XP 16 18 2

P17 DEV USA-India Scrum & XP 16 18 2

P18 BA  UK-India Scrum & XP 8 12 2

P19 DEV USA-India Scrum 8 to 10 10 3

P20 MGT Australia-India Scrum & XP 9 to 12 12 2 to 3

P21 SM  USA-Australia Scrum 15 9 2

P22 SM  Australia-India Scrum & XP 9 to 12 12 2to3

P23 QA Japan-India-China Scrum 7to8 4 2

P24 AC Western Europe-India Scrum & XP 9 5 2

P25 SM  USA-India Scrum & XP 24 6 3

P26 AC  USA-India Scrum & XP 16 (3) ongoing 3

P27 SM  USA-Brazil Scrum & XP 30 6 2

P28 MGT USA-India Scrum 20 18 3

P29 SM  USA-India Scrum & XP 14 10 2

P30 AC  Western Europe-India Scrum & XP 8 to 10 (5) ongoing 2 to 3

P31 AC  UK-India Scrum & XP 15 to 20 (7) ongoing 3

P32 MGT UK-South Africa Scrum & XP 12 18 2

P33 AC Australia-Eastern Europe-India Scrum & XP 50 24 3

P34 AC  USA-India Scrum & XP 6to8 10 2

P35 AC  USA-India Scrum & XP 8 18 3

P36 QA  Canada-India Scrum & XP 10 to 15 18 2

P37 DEV Western Europe-India Scrum & XP 16 4 2

P38 BA  USA-India Scrum & XP 28 (2) ongoing 2

P39 AC  USA-India Scrum & XP 22 t0256 to 7 2

P40 DEV Australia-India Scrum & XP 7 6 1

2.3 Participant and Project Details

We interviewed 40 Agile practitioners from 24 different software organisations in
the USA, India, and Australia. Participants adopted Agile methods, primarily
Scrum and XP, in their distributed software development projects. We inter-
viewed participants from a range of different roles within the distributed Agile
projects: Scrum Masters, Agile Coaches, Developers, Quality Analysts, Busi-
ness Analysts, and Senior Management (e.g. Vice President, Human Resource
Manager, Director of Technology).
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Table [I] shows participant and project details. Projects were distributed be-
tween 2 or 3 countries, iteration varied from 2 to 5 weeks, and project duration
varied from 6 to 24 months though some projects were still ongoing when we
interviewed the participants. Projects often started with a small team size of 6
to 12 members, but some teams had scaled through up to 50 members to acco-
modate the increasing complexity of their projects. Due to privacy and ethical
consideration, we will only identify our participants using the codes P1 to P40.

2.4 Data Analysis

We transcribed the interviews, and used open coding to analyse the interview
transcripts [I8]. Open coding breaks down, examines, compares, conceptualises,
and categorises the data [20]. We assigned a code or a summary phrase to each
key point. Using GT’s constant comparison method [21], we constantly compared
each code with the codes from the same interview, and those from other inter-
views. The codes that are related to a common theme were grouped together to
produce a second level of abstraction called a concept.

As we continuously compared codes, many fresh concepts emerged. These
concepts were themselves analysed using constant comparison method to pro-
duce a third level of abstraction called a category. Several categories emerged
from analysis of the interviews: trust, communication, cultural differences and
team interaction. We wrote-up memos on the ideas about the codes, concepts
and categories, and their inter-relationships with one another. We sorted the
collection of the theoretical memos and used them to understand the research
phenomenon. We intend to generate a substantive theory that explicates the
research phenomenon using an emergent theoretical code [20]. Since the codes,
concepts, and category emerge directly from the data, our findings are grounded
within the context of the data. We have presented several findings in different pa-
pers [2212324]. In this paper we describe how distributed Agile teams build team
interaction. Figure [[l shows the concepts ‘One Team’ Mindset, Personal Touch,
Open Communication, Team Collocation, Team Ambassadors, and Coach Travels
that gave rise to the category Building Team Interaction.

‘One team’ mindset
Personal touch \\‘

Open communication \ Bulldlng

Team collocation — > Team Interaction
Team ambassadors 7
Coach travels

Fig. 1. Emergence of category Building Team Interaction from concepts
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3 Results

In this section we present the strategies that promote team interaction in dis-
tributed Agile teams: the category Building Team Interaction and its underlying
concepts. We have selected quotations from our interviews to illustrate the emer-
gent concepts.

3.1 ‘One Team’ Mindset

In Agile software development, team members need to interact frequently with
the entire team during meetings, pair-programming, or discussions throughout
the project:

“Working on a Agile project requires team members to work collabora-
tively with other people, talking and interacting whether it’s in meetings,
pairing, [or] talking to people one on one. The social interaction is so
important.” —P20, Management Team.

Crucially, all team members from every location participate in a ‘daily stand-up
meetings’ using technology-mediated communication. Teams prefer video confer-
encing over telephone conferencing during daily meetings to increase interaction
among the team members:

“Daily stand-up meetings are mandatory for all team members. We often
do Skype video calls. We feel that if we see team members face-to-face,
we’ll have better interaction with them.” —P36, Quality Analyst.

Teams understand that the daily standup meetings are important to the entire
team, and therefore joint standup meetings are scheduled so that members from
all locations are able to participate in the meeting:

“When we have a daily standup meeting, we talk about what everyone
was doing, we get to know about who is doing what, what are the issues,
what happened at the end of our day, and what we need to do for today.
We definitely have a joint standup meeting [though] over different time
zones, it can be difficult. 7 —P11, Scrum Master.

When the team members are separated across several time zones, the daily
stand-up meetings with the entire team causes difficulties for team members.
Often, team members from one location have to stay back till late at night,
while team members from another location have to come in to work very early
in the morning:

“We have some people, with abnormal working hours, who come after
lunch and work till late night.” —P4, Agile Coach.

Despite the difficulties interacting with one another, distributed teams try to
keep a ‘one team’ mindset to foster their interaction:
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“We are working as a team in Agile. The team knows that they are not
separated just because they are in another building, or another location
with some time zone difference. It’s only one team. ” —P24, Agile Coach.

In this ‘one team’ mindset, project team members and customer understand that
they all belong to one single team despite working from different locations:

“We have absolutely one team [but] we are working in different locations.
And, the client is definitely part of the team.” —P16, Scrum Master.

This ‘one team’ mindset is the fundamental factor that fosters effective interac-
tion between team members and improve team performance:

“We have a one whole team mindset. The team is distributed but it is
one whole team. Everyone works as one team, and there is one team
performance.” —P7, Agile Coach.

Participants P1, P3, P7, P16, P18, P20-P29, P32, P33, and P35-P38 explicitly
discussed the ‘one team’ mindset where the members of the distributed team
strive to interact and perform as one team.

3.2 Personal Touch

Distributed team members often have difficulties getting to know each other, or
even just to ‘put a face to the name’:

“We were working together with Sebastian but we didn’t know who is
Sebastian. We have not even seen [his] face. It is hard to get the feeling
of teamness when you don’t know whom you are working with.” —P9,
Developer.

Teams are encouraged to keep photographs of all the members on a wall to get
a ‘team presence’ that helps the members to recognise one another:

“It’s very important to take pictures of [team member] and put them up
on a card wall so that these people actually exists and become real in
teams.” —P2, Agile Coach.

Teams also create online repositories or Wikis, where the photographs of the
entire team and description of each member, are shared with the team. The
Wiki gives a personal touch to the team members, and fosters more meaningful
interaction:

“We have a “team place” or Wiki where we upload the photographs of
the team members, and share some moments of [our] personal life which
will help us move forward in our professional interaction.” —P24, Agile
Coach.

Some teams allocate a short duration of time before daily meetings for team
members to talk about personal matters, or to have some fun conversation:
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“We need to have some personal time with other team members. We have
15 minutes before the daily meeting to speak freely to each other in the
team. 7 —P24, Agile Coach.

Teams exhibit strong dynamics when members are interacting without barriers.
This kind of frequent interaction promotes team building;:

“... the first 15 minutes [of daily meetings] was open time, and we could
talk about anything we want. And, that’s when we started seeing a very
strong team building.” —P1, Developer.

Knowing members personally promotes better understanding in the team where
team members from all the locations are better able to understand the difficulties
faced by other members:

“Team members understand and value the other team member’s life, had
the rapport with all team members, [and] tearm members [were] well jelled
with each other.”—P24, Agile Coach.

Teams need to participate in daily standup and retrospective meetings. The
understanding established between team members allows them to ‘share the
pain’ when working across different time zones:

“We start rotating the standup meeting [that is] for one month it is going
to be at night [in India], and the next month it will be in the morning.”
—P18, Business Analyst.

The interaction of the team improves significantly when team members know
each other. The team should have seen all the members of the team, talked to
them, and possibly worked with them in close proximity to develop strong team
dynamics.

3.3 Open Communication

Participants encourage open communication in distributed teams — team mem-
bers keep direct and honest communication within project team, and also with
customers and management:

“Communication needs to be kept as open as possible, and there should
not be any hierarchy so that [tearm members] can communicate directly
with customers and management.” —P29, Scrum Master.

Open communication improves team interaction, and encourages team members
to be involved in decision making for the project:

“The project team believed in communicating very openly and transpar-
ently. So, all decisions were made in consultation with the entire project
team.” —P38, Scrum Master.
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Participants realised that frequent open communication fosters good understand-
ing between project team and management:

“The more we have open conversations, [the] better we understand the
management, [and] then we are able to suggest better alternatives to
them.” —P17, Developer.

As a result of a good understanding between project team and management,
participants were able to communicate directly with the management to make
a request for the team:

“[When] I had to negotiate with the management, it was not a challenging
thing [because] management well understood us. So it became easier for
them to give [the request].” —P34, Agile Coach.

Some team members, however, face difficulties in engaging courageously in open
communication with other members from different locations and the customers.
Western participants described that their Indian counterparts unrealisticly agree
to every request from the customers because it is typically not in the Indian
culture to say 'No’ to elders in a family, or superiors in an organisation:

“The Indians don’t say ‘No’ to anything. That’s one of the major prob-
lems faced by all the western customers. This is because of the culture
[that] you should always obey the seniors.” —P33, Agile Coach.

In order to address this concern, some teams engage in coaching to grow courage
for team members to speak up, and improve interaction in the team:

“Here in India, trying to grow the courage for people to speak out and
ask for what they meed and be honest about what they can sustain, is
something that I'm coaching a lot.” —P31, Agile Coach.

Participants recognise that Agile methods value courage and open communi-
cation. Team members should be honest and transparent in all the levels of
interactions, especially with customers:

“Most of the time, the members [in India] have a tendency to follow
[requests] from the onsite members, but the onsite members are often
more interested to know what other options are available. Agile taught
them courage in speaking openly with the clients [sic].” —P24, Agile
Coach.

Teams members should understand that courage is the foundation of open and
honest communication — both within the project team, and with customers and
management — and should strive to grow courage to facilitate communication.
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3.4 Team Collocation

Agile methods prefer collocated teams to allow frequent interaction between the
team members. While a distributed development team is not (by definition) col-
located, many projects choose to collocate all the team members at the beginning
of a project:

“At the beginning of the [distributed] project, it’s important for the entire
team and the customer to be collocated for the [first] few weeks of the
project. That’s really important.” —P20, Management Team.

Some teams collocate at the customer location for the first iteration to allow
frequent interaction between the project team and customer:

“The idea was to start all together as a whole team here [at customer
location] for the first iteration in order to have direct interaction with
customer.” —P7, Agile Coach.

Collocating for the first iteration, or for a couple of weeks, helps the team to
establish trust and build team relationships. When the members are sent back
to their distributed locations, the trust and team relationships that have been
developed during the collocation help them to interact effectively:

“I would collocate a team for the first few weeks of the project [until]
the team is able to build trust, build relationships, [and] build shared un-
derstanding. It is much easier to have conversations with team members
on the phone if you’ve met them previously in person.” —P22, Scrum
Master.

There are some teams that rotate the location for team collocation between the
customer location, and project team locations for a specified time duration:

“We prefer to collocate. The first set of collocation involved the delivery
team [from India]. Then the second time is the team from the USA, the
customers and all the stakeholders came down here [to India] and worked
from the same location for a month.” —P18, Business Analyst.

Team collocation develops strong team relationships that increase team perfor-
mance when team members get distributed in different locations:

“When we started, we moved everyone to client site, [and] worked col-
located. When we moved back to [our] site, there was a very natural
bonding between the entire team, and we were doing an excellent job.”
—P35, Agile Coach.

Teams that are not able to collocate all the members for the first iteration
would at the least send the senior members to initiate team interaction between
members in all the locations:
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“Some of the senior members in the team go there [to other location] just
to have a feel about the team members there.” —P24, Agile Coach.

When team members travel to different locations, some team members were
willing to spend personal time to get to know others and build strong team
relationships:

“Apart from work, we spend a lot of good time with them. Some were
keen to see our willage life [in India] and come to our home.” —P26,
Agile Coach.

Some teams organise team building activities to accommodate the team mem-
bers whom travel from other location. Team building activities encourage team
members to interact comfortably, motivate them to develop good teamwork, and
inspire them to work effectively as an Agile team.

“If other team members from onsite [are] coming here, we plan our team
building activities so that we do that activities in that part of the month so
that we can create a rapport with the onsite team.” —P24, Agile Coach.

Realising the benefits of team collocation, some teams go so far as to move to
the client’s location for the entirety of short projects:

“We may not do the work offshore for the projects running for a smaller
duration. We do it at the onsite [customer location] itself. We finish up
the project from the client’s site, and then come back [to our location].”
—P36, Quality Analyst.

Overall, participants found that team collocation, even for a short duration,
facilitates team interaction that develops good teamwork and establishes trust
across the whole team, supporting the ‘one team’ mindset that is crucial in a
distributed Agile development project.

3.5 Team Ambassadors

Rather than collocating the whole team, individual team members can travel
to the other team locations, to interact closely with the team members there.
These team members, referred to as ‘team ambassadors’, travel solely to fos-
ter interpersonal relationships within the team. Team Ambassadors do not act
as a managers or liasions between separate teams — the ’one team’ mindset
helps ensure team coordination and decision making is shared across the whole
distributed team, primarily via the daily distributed meetings.

Participants describe that the main responsibility of the team ambassadors
are to understand the team members in the location to which they have been
sent:

“We wanted mainly to understand the team. When I went there, I started
observing people and their way of interacting with each other. We started
understanding each other, and started to work as a team.” —P33, Agile
Coach.
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While working in the other location, the team ambassadors develop good rela-
tionships with the members there, promoting the dynamics of the entire team:

“When you send people over, you work with them, you go out with them,
drink with them. In that way, you build this friendship, [and] you under-
stand the people that you work with. So the interaction improves a lot.”
—P12, Developer.

Some teams rotate team ambassadors between the offshore and onsite locations:

“Developers will rotate with developers, and rotations happens between
Business Analysts also. We have people from here rotating for some dura-
tion. And, this [rotation] promotes team dynamics here.” —P16, Scrum
Master.

and this rotation provides opportunities for more team members to act as am-
bassadors:

“We rotate [team ambassadors] to facilitate more conversations [with
team/ and be able to understand them better.” —P37, Developer.

Participants P1, P3, P11-P20, P24, P27, P33, P36-P38 understand the impor-
tance of team ambassadors for distributed teams. The team ambassadors pro-
mote interaction, create rapport within the ‘one team’, helping members to work
effectively together, even though they are distributed.

3.6 Coach Travels

The role of an Agile Coach, though self-descriptive, is to help a team or individual
adopt and improve Agile methods and practices. A coach helps team members
reflect and improve the activities involved in software development, and often
withdraws from the team when the time is right and let the team continue:

“I coach the team who are adopting Agile. Often I guide others to deal
with the situation at hand, but I want them to be in-charge of their own
situation, and be independant of the coach.” —P2, Agile Coach.

Coaches typically emphasize the importance of working together as ‘one team’,
cultivating team spirit, and engaging team members to improve the team dy-
namics:

“[After] we had the coaching activities, we were successfully able to form
the teams, and I could see good team dynamics happening. That [coach-
ing/ brought in a lot of changes within the team.” —P33, Agile Coach.

Agile coaches travel around all the team’s locations to meet all the team members
and establish good relationships with them. The personal interaction and the
bonding with team members allows the coach to engage in coaching activities
even from remote locations:
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“It is very difficult to coach someone [whom] you don’t have any personal
connection [with]. So, I think that going to other country and meeting
the team members helps me to keep on coaching daily from here. You
need to keep a team relationship and travel as much as possible if you
are coaching.” —P7, Agile Coach.

Coaches improve interaction amongst team members and develop team under-
standing in different locations:

“We had a coach from onsite who came here [to India] for several weeks.
That coaching improved the interaction with remote team because the
coach helped them to understand the working style of the remote team
members. We prefer that the coach from remote location visits our team
frequently.” —P28, Management Team.

Coaches travelling allows them to appreciate the wider environment at each loca-
tion. This allows the coach to have more informed conversations with customers
or the rest of the team:

“I have met more people in India, and I actually know more about what
India is like. And knowing that gives me better empathy and sympathy
for the team that work under [difficult] conditions. ” —P22, Agile Coach.

Coaching activities can also foster effective interaction between project team and
support groups in the organisation:

“... make sure that interaction between development team and the support
groups enable cross-communication. So, if something goes wrong, there
are different groups within the same organisation to support [the team].”
—P34, Agile Coach.

Participants P1, P2, P7, P22, P24, P28, P31-P35 and P39 acknowledge that
mentoring or coaching provided by Agile Coaches increased team interaction
within the project team, and with other groups in the organisation. Coaches
need to travel to all the distributed locations so that personal connections can
be maintained between coach and team members.

4 Discussion

Distributed teams should maintain as far as possible a single team identity across
all locations to promote interaction and encourage cooperation amongst team
members [25]. Loss of ‘teamness’ could pull distributed projects apart as it is
often difficult to integrate separate independent teams into a coherent team.
We found that the ‘one team’ mindset is the fundamental strategy that brings
together the team members across different locations and encourages cooperation
between the team and the customer.
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Distributed team members often leverage technology-mediated communica-
tion for team interaction. Non-verbal communication such as body language,
hand gestures, facial expressions, and eye-contacts that forms 93% of communi-
cation are, however, missing in technology-mediated communication [26]. Fiore
et al. [2] asserts that team interaction in distributed teams affects teamwork
and team performances. Team building and establishing trust are difficult when
team members do not work together in close proximity.

While most teams used video-conferencing, collocation, or team ambassadors
to bind teams together, we found that some team members (P6, P8, P9, P25)
have not even seen the faces of all members in the team. This is mainly because
some team members did not get to travel to different locations to meet other
members, and the technology-mediated communication between members in dif-
ferent locations were limited to phone calls or emails, but not video-conferencing.
We found that teams need to create ‘team presence’ to allow the natural bonding
between members in different locations. Practices such as keeping photographs
of all the members on a wall, or maintaining Wikis with the photographs and
description of the members create ‘team presence’ and build team ties.

Layman et al. [9] describe that a key member of the distributed Agile team
who is physically located with the other team can provide an essential two-way
communication conduit. This key member acted as a communication bridge-
head between team members from different locations, and played the advocate
for both groups on a daily basis. Braithwaite and Joyce [25] describe that local
representatives travel from one location to another for an extended period to
understand the members in that location, and share business domain knowledge
between locations. We found that team ambassadors travel from one location to
another, and work in close proximity with team members for a period of time.
Unlike Layman et al., and Braithwaite and Joyce, these team ambassadors do
not act as communication condiuts but rather the teams members communicate
directly with each other, using video, audio, messaging, and email to contact
remote team members, both in the daily stand-up meetings, and whenever other
interactions are required. The ambadassors carry out their own development
tasks, and strive to develop good team relationships and to promote direct in-
teraction between local and remote team members.

5 Limitations

The inherent limitation of a Grounded Theory (GT) study is that the results are
grounded in the specific contexts explored in the research. These contexts were
dictated by the availability of the participants, and by our choice of research
destinations. We do not claim that our results are universally generalisable to
all distributed Agile software development projects, but rather our results accu-
rately characterize the contexts studied.
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6 Conclusion

We investigated distributed software development from the specific perspective
of Agile practitioners through a Grounded Theory study that involved 40 partic-
ipants from 24 software companies in the USA, India, and Australia. We found
distributed teams adopt six strategies to promote effective team interaction: ‘one
team’ mindset, personal touch, open communication, team collocation, team am-
bassadors, and coach travels. The teams that we studied were found practicing
at least one of these strategies to promote team interaction between members in
different locations. Some teams proactively adopted these strategies to work ef-
ficiently in distributed Agile projects, and some teams adopted them as solution
strategies when problems around team interaction arise. We are mindful that
there can be other strategies to promote team interaction that can be useful and
effective in their own contexts, but did not emerge from our analysis. Future
studies can compare and contrast team dynamics for distributed teams against
team dynamics for collocated Agile teams.
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