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Abstract 

The software development business today is a land of constant change. The change requires the 

organizations who operate within this business to be flexible and quick to respond. This has led 

to multiple agile organization methods being developed, one of them is DevOps. A cornerstone 

in DevOps is self-selection - a method for assembling teams. This method gives hope of less 

administration, autonomy in teams and increased performance. In this essay we investigate the 

promises - the challenges and the possibilities - of self-selection. The case in this essay is IFS - 

a big software development company, implementing self-selection department by department 

also facing the challenges of combining traditional project values with the short iterations of an 

agile method.  

 

Our qualitative study investigates which the main challenges and possibilities are. We also 

investigate how these findings should be managed. How could the diversity, team size and 

autonomy be enhanced or diminished? We found that some parts of the case, and practice, were 

like our prior literature - but some were not. For example, the feeling of being in homogeneous 

teams were not always negative, and the majority of those taking part of the self-selection at 

IFS said they chose team by assignment - not social network as the prior literature said.   

 

Our conclusion reveals that there are several different factors to consider when having self-

selection implemented in a traditional project environment. The main areas where we have 

found possible improvements are Team Choice, Team Diversity, Overlapping Assignments, 

Experienced Ownership, Management Influence and Performance.       

 

Keywords: self-selection, self-selected teams, team choice, team diversity, traditional projects, 

agile projects, self-management, performance  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 
In this section, we will give you a background of the subject which is the basis for the 

problematization. The object of the essay and research questions will be presented in this section, 

including the demarcation and target group.  

 

 

Self-selection is a buzzword within reorganization in the IT business, Puranam (2014) describes 

the current situation in the IT business as following: “Corporations and even political parties 

have re-discovered the benefits of letting people choose how to contribute” (Puranam, 2014, 

para 1). Self-selected teams are a new way of forming high-performing teams by motivating 

individuals being within a team where they feel more connected to their coworkers (Mamoli & 

Mole, 2015). Self-selection will lead to a stronger commitment towards the team according to 

Mamoli and Mole (2015). Self-selected teams have started to be more common within software 

development, since software development requires quick response to new demands (Mamoli & 

Mole, 2015; Gren, Torkar & Feldt, 2014). The need for response to these demands comes from 

the need to stay competitive towards similar companies, to their competitors (Earley, 2014). 

The author means that competition will lead to new innovative processes in the organization. 

The most important thing within software development is to create new tools and approaches 

quicker than your competitors (Earley, 2014). We think that organizations see self-selection as 

being a way to compete with your competitors through being able to deliver quick responses to 

the market (Gren, Torkar & Feldt, 2014) and, therefore, staying ahead (Earley, 2014).  

 

Puranam (2014) describes the phenomenon of self-selection as a rediscovery that has grown to 

be very popular. One example on a corporation using this technique, well known for many 

Swedes, is Spotify (Kniberg, 2014). Spotify has built their entire business upon the ability for 

coworkers to choose where to work, learn and contribute within their software development 

company (Kniberg, 2014). Self-selection is a team selecting process where individuals get 

complete decision-making authority to choose their own teams by selecting whom to work with 

(Neu, 2018; Chen & Gong, 2018). According to Neu (2018) and Chen and Gong (2018), the 

selection of team members is often based upon the team members social network. Having social 

connections also means that the team members possibly know what personalities, 

communications- and work styles are part of the team (Chen & Gong, 2018; Neu, 2018). Hoegl 

and Gemuenden (2001) have also seen a connection regarding personal satisfaction and 

qualitative interaction within the team are significantly related to project success. Self-selection 

will also contribute towards a self-managed team according to Gutiérrez, Garzás, González de 

Lena and Moguerza (2019). Gutiérrez et al. (2019) describe agile teams as being cross-

functional and autonomous, also referred to as self-managed teams. Gutiérrez et al. (2019) 

describe self-management as a cornerstone in agile methods and we can, therefore, see a 

connection between self-management and self-selection. Gutierráz et al. (2019) also refer to 



Henrik Kniberg’s framework regarding self-management, which he created when he was 

working with self-selection at Spotify (Kniberg, 2014). Teams could result in being 

homogeneous, since team members often select about their social network (Chen & Gong, 

2018; Neu, 2018). Neu (2018) describe homogeneous teams as a group of people with similar 

levels of skill, similar background, and seniority. Self-selected teams have, therefore, been 

criticized for forming teams that lack skill and knowledge diversity within the teams (Chen & 

Gong, 2018). Self-selection is relevant for software development organizations, though it has 

been shown that software development teams are affected by having a broader base, and more 

diverse team members (Pieterse, Kourie, and Sonnekus, 2006). Liang, Liu, Lin and Lin (2007) 

have shown that team diversity will contribute with a positive effect on the performance, 

through creating conflicts, that will generate a more nuanced discussion.     

 

As mentioned above self-selected teams is a part of agile methodologies, which consists of 

certain roles and guidelines (Chen & Gong, 2018; Neu, 2018). Self-selection is a cornerstone 

in the agile methodology called DevOps (short for development and operations), this method is 

based on short feedback-loops between development and operations (Mamoli & Mole, 2015). 

As opposed to agile methods we have traditional projects. Gren et al. (2014) describe traditional 

projects as making trade-offs between time, cost and quality. All of these cannot be prioritized 

and are often prioritized based on cash flow. Another difference between agile and traditional 

projects are the divisions in code. There are often more dependencies in traditional projects than 

in agile projects (Lindvall, Muthig, Dagnino, Wallin, Stupperich, Kiefer & Kahkonen, 2004). 

This result in older, traditional, software development companies having legacy code full of 

dependencies between different modules and functions. Legacy code is basically code building 

software projects that are in use, developed and continuously administered. Liang et al. (2007) 

describe traditional projects as assembled by a manager, with consideration of e.g. experience, 

this leads to teams customized for each project and then taken apart to form new teams. Gren 

et al. (2014) describe that the agile workways are spreading amongst actors within the software 

development businesses, as described above. Some organizations have adopted this from the 

start, and others, older companies, are trying to adopt these workways into a traditional project 

environment. Gren et al. (2014) describe agile methods as working best in flat organizations, 

and traditionally companies are usually more hierarchical. This means that agile methodologies 

could lead to high costs and user resistance when implemented in an organization which do not 

have the ability to adapt an agile method and structure (Lindvall et al., 2004). The traditional 

approach is described as plan driven by Gren et al. (2014) since it is inherited from engineering. 

This is something that had been a principle when designing hardware, but software development 

works differently and, therefore, new standards were introduced. What differentiates software 

development from other businesses is defined by PMI (2013) below:  

 

Organizational culture, structure, and leadership style have a strong influence on how 

software projects are managed and conducted because software engineers are 

knowledge workers who develop and modify software by engaging in closely 

coordinated teamwork. (Project Management Institute, 2013, 2.1 Organizational Influences on 

Project Management, para 1) 

 



Software development is different from other businesses, as described above, and this leads to 

new ways of organizing, through e.g. self-selection. Gren et al. (2014) emphasize the 

importance of the rest of the organizations understanding and support towards the agile teams, 

for example through communication and feedback. This could otherwise be a stress factor for 

the self-selected teams and in the long run the motivation will decrease. According to the writers 

(Gren et al., 2014), the motivation could increase at first when adopting these agile principles, 

but will not remain so if the agile workways, such as self-selection, are not supported by the 

surroundings.   

1.2 Problematization 
We have found three main problems affecting self-selection, which will be discussed below. 

The first problem that we will illustrate is homogeneous teams, which can be a side effect from 

self-selection (Chen & Gong, 2018). According to Chen and Gong (2018), people tend to 

choose colleagues that are alike themselves. This culminates in homogeneous teams which 

could be a problem since different competencies and experience are important to team 

performance according to Liang et al. (2007). Hoegl and Gemuenden (2001) have found that it 

exists a correlation between team diversity and the success of projects. We can conclude that 

homogenous teams could have a negative effect on productivity based on what Liang et al. 

(2007) and Hoegl and Gemuenden (2001) states. One dilemma in self-selection is, therefore, 

having groups being more homogenous than if management would assemble the teams, having 

diversity in mind. This is a problem for both teams, who are lacking skill, knowledge, and 

experience (Chen & Gong, 2018), and organizations, who get teams with less productivity due 

to lack of diversity within earlier mentioned areas (Pieterse et al., 2006). As mentioned, there 

is a problem with self-selection and homogeneous groups, Neu (2018) describe this as an effect 

of people tending to form social networks with others that are like themselves. Another take on 

this problem that has been brought up within team assembly is the choice of team members by 

using your social network instead of competence (Chen & Gong, 2018). The question here is if 

a self-selected team can build a team that can create value if individuals only choose team 

members within their social network instead of thinking from an organizational perspective and 

build a team with diverse skills. This is a problem that effects the teams that ends up lacking 

skills, experience and knowledge (Chen & Gong, 2018), and the organizations who suffer from 

inefficient teams (Pieterse et al., 2006). Differences are required for a productive team, but 

leadership is also crucial, and this will be discussed below as the second problem.   

 

Our second problem covers the subject of autonomy and self-management. When introducing 

self-selection to a traditional organization responsibility shifts, e.g. decision making and similar 

functions dependent on management will now be the team’s liability (Gren et al., 2014). From 

management having the responsibility of the product and projects, suddenly the whole team are 

required to know where they contribute the most and having the motivation to work in that area 

(Gren et al., 2014). Geilinger, Haeflinger, Krogh, and Rechsteiner (2016) describe the 

importance of leadership for the organization by explaining the leadership as a glue between an 

organization’s being, knowing and doing. According to the writers, leadership is crucial when 

having pressure from the surrounding environment to keep the organization together. Software 



development is an area within IT which is a rapidly changing business and high demands from 

the surrounding environment (Gren et al., 2014; Börnfeldt, 2006). Bolden (2004, p. 5) defines 

leadership as: “It depends on a process of influence, whereby people are inspired to work 

towards group goals, not through coercion, but through personal motivation”. This leaves room 

for an interpretation of leadership both being a single person, a management group or, as in our 

case, self-management. This means a lot of responsibility, and freedom, as the quote implies. 

Because of this, it is crucial to the team performance that each of the team members take 

responsibility and lead themselves and the team. This could become stressful and a problem for 

some team members, though their role will include more responsibility which not everybody is 

up for. It could also be problematic for the team and organization if not everybody takes the 

responsibility that is required of them. This is not a problem in traditional project organizations 

where leader positions are clear (Shastri, Hoda & Amor, 2016), and below we will discuss more 

differences between self-selection and traditional project organizations.  

 

The third problem is regarding the interaction between traditional and agile projects and what 

conflicts that can arise from the contradictions between the organizational methods. Self-

selection is an agile method (Chen & Gong, 2018; Neu, 2018) and traditional projects are almost 

the opposite when looking at the methodologies used. For example, Gren et al. (2014) describe 

a traditional project as a trade-off between time, quality and cost while the scope is predefined. 

Agile projects have no fixed scope, but the quality is predefined, and the trade-off is between 

cost, time and scope instead. The problem is that conflicts between prioritization arise when 

implementing agile workways in a traditional project organization (Gren et al., 2014). This 

could, for example, mean that resources are fixed in agile projects, while they can be adjusted 

or re-allocated in traditional projects. This can be problematic for team members who lack 

control over parts of their functional areas which could lead to lowered motivation and 

performance (Misra, Kumar & Kumar, 2009). The object of the essay will, therefore, focus on 

the challenges and possibilities that affect the self-selected teams after this reorganization, when 

these two contradicting environments coexist. This will be further explained in the next section.   

1.3 The object of the essay 
The object of the essay is to identify and investigate challenges and possibilities with self-

selection when implemented in a traditional software development project environment. We 

will focus on software development in an organization with dependencies regarding legacy code 

and a history of traditional project-organizing. Our focus will be on comparing our empirical 

findings from praxis with current research that relates to the object of the essay. We want to 

contribute with an in-depth picture of knowledge regarding what advantages self-selected teams 

have in software development and if there exist clear aspects that affect the impact of the team’s 

quality, in form of knowledge diversity, self-management and performance. We will collect our 

empirical data from individuals who currently work within self-selected teams at a software 

development company, and those who have had responsibility regarding the implementation of 

it.  



1.3.1 Research Questions 

The first research question is based on the background of the study and a base to answer the 

next research question. This question clarifies the prerequisites of self-selected teams 

implemented in a traditional project environment. The second research question aims to answer 

the object of the essay on a deeper level. It is based upon the first question and will contribute 

to a deeper understanding of the phenomenon self-selection.  

 

1. What challenges and possibilities exist within self-selected teams implemented in 

traditional projects in a software development organization?  

 

2. How can these challenges and possibilities be managed? 

1.4 Delimitations 
We are going to be focusing on the study towards challenges and possibilities that exists within 

self-selected teams in software development organization. We want to analyze self-selected 

teams already implemented, and not the implementation itself. We will only look at the 

department Research and Development (from now on called R&D) teams and only the ones 

who have done the reorganization through self-selection. We will only investigate this part of 

the company since customers and surroundings are not prioritized. We will investigate if there 

exist a problem with self-management and communicating with the organization surrounding 

the self-selected teams. Regarding this communication, we will mainly focus on the team's 

limited control over their functional areas, e.g. problems with dependencies and legacy code. 

The research will also analyze if social-network and team diversity will have an impact on self-

selected teams, since it is part of how it affects the organization. We will not study the efficiency 

of the teams due to the lack of previous measuring instruments in the field. We will use the 

interpretative focus in the analysis to evaluate performance on a subjective level since we will 

not quantify our data that is collected. We will study performance using their own interpretation 

of their situation, which is based on the team assessing themselves and their performance. 

Location and cultural differences will not be studied, and we will also delimit ourselves from 

looking in to distributed teams. We will interview both team members, who have been part of 

the self-selection process, and the person who took the initiative to this organizational change. 

Another delimitation we will make is not to look at the individual perspective on how they felt 

regarding alienation during the selection.  

1.5 Target group 
This study is aimed at organizations that are interested in learning more about how self-selected 

teams can work within software development, where management can get a broader insight into 

what to think about when using self-selected teams as a part of the organization. It can also be 

for employees that may want to start working, or are going to start working, within a self-

selected team and, therefore, wants insight into the subject.  

 



We hope that this study will help organizations to apply self-selected teams in practice through 

enhanced knowledge regarding challenges and possibilities. To provide a framework for the 

areas, and factors, where awareness are needed when reorganizing to self-selected teams.  

  



1.6 Disposition 
In the following section the disposition of the essay will be presented and explained.  

 

1. Introduction 

We present the background to our chosen subject in this section. The subject will also 

be problematized. This will lead to the object of the essay and the research questions we 

aim to answer. The delimitations and target group are also a part of this section and will 

be formulated with regard of the identified problem and object of the essay.  

 

2. Method 

In this section we will present what methods we use and why we have chosen them. 

Initially we will present research approach, methods for collecting empirical data. Lastly 

critique, ethical questions and bias will be debated.  

 

3. Prior Research  

This section contains the earlier research and literature which has been the foundation 

of our thesis. Concepts and theories are defined and are later on used in the analysis. 

 

4. Empirical Material 

In this section the people who have been interviewed will be presented and what the 

main takeaways from the interviews are. This will be presented through the main 

themes found when analyzing this data.  

 

5. Analysis 

In this section we analyze and discuss the empirical data contra the current literature 

on the subject to be able to answer our research questions.   

 

6. Conclusions 

In conclusions we summarize the conclusions we can draw from the study and present 

our knowledge grants and answer our research question.  

 

7. Discussion, Criticism and Further Research 

This section consists of reflections regarding the design of the thesis, how it has been 

implemented and performed and a critical review of the conclusions. This section also 

contains suggestions regarding further research.   

 

8. References 

This section consists of a list in alphabetic order of the literature we have used in this 

essay.  

 

9. Appendix 

In this section the interview guides can be found, which are referred to in the essay.  



2 Method 

In this section we will present what methods we have used and why we have chosen them. Initially we 

will present research approach, methods for collecting empirical data. Lastly critiques, ethical 

questions and bias will be debated.  

 

2.1 Prerequisites and Bias 

We are both students at Linköping’s University, attending the Bachelor programme in 

Information Systems Analysis. We have had courses focusing on organizational changes, user 

resistance, ERP-systems and similar subjects which could be part of this essay. The 

organization we are using as the case has been the place for an internship for one of us. This is 

what ultimately lead us to choose this organization as our case. During the internship, the 

organization performed the self-selection process at the department the internship took place. 

This could both mean a long period of observation and having a bias since being an intern often 

lead to feeling like a part of the organization where it takes place. The internship gave us a 

deeper understanding of the organizational structures which could have influenced the design 

and outcome of the essay. The interest of self-selection sprung from this experience, and we 

would probably not write about it if none of us had been part of this process. We think the 

experience mentioned above could have affected our respondents, our view on agile methods 

as better than traditional and the willingness to produce a clear result. This is something we 

think could have affected the design of the study and the conclusions. Our previous knowledge 

within agile reformation and agile work is a basis we had when we began forming our research, 

since self-selection is an agile organizational strategy or at least part of one. 

2.2 Research Approach 

In the following section, we describe the research approach we have had and what methods 

have been used to analyze the problems which have been identified earlier in the essay. All of 

this is chosen based on the research questions and based on fulfilling the object of the essay.  

2.2.1 Qualitative Method 

Prior research on self-selected teams, that we have found, have a quantitative approach and 

have been using survey as data collection method (Neu, 2018; Cheng & Gong, 2018). Surveys 

are not a method commonly used in qualitative studies (Bryman, 2018), which is the method 

we will use opposed to the prior research. Due to the nature of our research questions, wanting 

to get nuances and answers to what possibilities and challenges self-selection can have, we have 

decided to use a qualitative method as our research approach. This is because of the inductive 

approach that suits the subject we investigated (Bryman, 2018), which will be explained further 

in the next section 2.2.2 Practice and Theory. A qualitative method allows us to gain the deeper 



understanding we think the prior research lack. According to Bryman (2018) the most vital 

steps of a qualitative approach are (pp. 459-460, translated by us): 

 

1. General research questions  

2. The choice of a suitable environment and persons to study 

3. Collection of relevant data 

4. Interpretation of the data  

5. Processing concepts and theories  

a. Specifying the research questions 

b. Collection of more data, related to the specification of the research questions 

6. An essay about the result and conclusions  

 

These steps guided us when investigating the subject and helped us answer the object of the 

essay. We began our research with a pilot interview with general questions, to detect themes 

connected to our area. This is an example of how the first step of Bryman’s (2018) qualitative 

approach can be performed in practice. To continue we had several interviews early on, in an 

environment suitable for the area we are forming our thesis around - a software development 

company. This, in addition to collecting data, has helped us to rewrite the research questions 

and further collection of empirical data, like step 5a and 5b, have been done. This process has 

helped us to generate information and data to answer our research questions and fulfill the object 

of the essay.  

 

Myers (1997) describe qualitative research as an approach that uses qualitative data. Qualitative 

data means, for example, interviews, observations, and documentation. Myers (1997) 

summarize qualitative research as having the purpose of understanding and explaining a social 

phenomenon. Bryman (2018) describe the purpose of qualitative research as getting the persons 

contributing, being observed and respondents’ perceptions as important. Self-selection is a 

social phenomenon we have analyzed, generated more information on and contributed with 

more nuance to. Both Myers (1997) and Bryman’s (2018) description regarding qualitative 

research is relevant to our goals regarding knowledge contribution.   

 

Myers (1997) describe three possible epistemological underlying assumptions; positivist, 

interpretive and critical assumptions. Bryman (2018) describe positivist and interpretative as 

two philosophical approaches the researcher can have. We agreed on an interpretative approach 

since that made it possible to understand the nuances within the area and, therefore, answer our 

research questions. Walsham (1995) recommend interpretative as epistemological position 

since it enables a deep understanding of the area and since our problems require nuance and a 

deeper understanding this was a relevant argument, and method, to us. Walsham (2006) 

describe interpretative research as important and significant to the IS-field, which is the field 

we have conducted our research in.  

 

We have had an interpretative view and aimed to answer our research questions with this 

approach, therefore, we also had a constructivist point of view. According to Bryman (2018), 

the researcher using constructionism presents an interpretation of a social situation, a specific 

version of the social reality. This is not necessarily a lasting situation since knowledge is 



interpreted as something undefined and something constructed by the individuals observed and 

interviewed in this situation, at the time of the empirical gathering of material (Bryman, 2018). 

We have used constructionism in the meaning of organizations and social phenomenon’s beings 

dependent on the social construct - an approach regarding ontology that we have based our 

analysis on. Peck and Mummery (2018) describe hermeneutics and constructivism as important 

parts of understanding and interpreting the individual perspective. If we assume that reality is 

a social construct the individual prejudice of how it is built and how it works is essential to 

understand the organization and organizational changes - which we answered with our research 

questions. Reality is not black and white; therefore, we make a disclaimer and argue that we 

did not have a clear constructivist view on the reality when we interpreted the answers - even 

if it were the subjectivity we aimed to get from the research. Peck and Mummary (2018) also 

argue that constructivism can counteract the risk of being trapped in the dilemma of trying to 

present the individual unique perspective and at the same time find the common representations 

of the experience. This can be positive to the quality of the research - which will be discussed 

later in section 2.7 Research Quality.  

2.2.2 Practice and Theory  

Our plan of how the thesis would be created were based upon earlier experience of the area, our 

case and upon prior literature. This looks a lot like a deductive perspective according to a 

simplified model by Bryman (2018). However, we think we have had inductive elements since 

we do not have a hypothesis formed from the literature and we have let the empirical material 

guide us in our development of the object of the essay and research questions. Bryman (2018) 

also describe the reality of research as a mix of these approaches. It is not common to have no 

background information and only base the research upon empirical material - especially since 

we have had limited time and resources. The theory has been a support for our research design 

and a support when analyzing the empirical data that we collected. According to Gregor (2006), 

a theory is, on a general level, a base to enhance understanding, explain and describe reality. 

When having a positivist approach theory can also be predictive, but since we have had an 

interpretative approach this have not been in question for us. This is the perspective on theory 

will have in this thesis - and we have not had a clear inductive, deductive or abductive approach 

- rather combined different elements of the different approaches.  

2.2.3 Case Studies  

After we had chosen the research approach our next step was defining the research design. We 

decided to use a case study to answer our research questions, since the practical focus of 

challenges and possibilities is best answered by the people whom have experienced the 

phenomenon in each specific case (Flyvbjerg, 2006). A case study can both mean the study of 

a specific organization or a description of a research method according to Myers (1997). We 

have used the same interpretation as Myers (1997) who refers to Yin’s definition which includes  

two checkpoints:  

 

 

 



A case study is an empirical inquiry that:  

● Investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context,  

● especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly 

evident  

(Myers, 1997, 2. Case Study Research, para 2) 

 

Myers (1997) also argues that this method is suitable for IS-research since the focus within this 

area has shifted from technique to organizational values. This also suites our object of the essay 

since we have had the organization as a focus.  

 

Flyvbjerg (2006) describe the knowledge gained by case studies as context dependent. This is 

not necessarily a bad thing since he also determines that this contextually based knowledge is 

needed for people to develop their expertise. Flyvbjerg (2006) also describes that social 

phenomenon’s and human affairs are contextually dependent and is the only way these 

scenarios can be described and examined. We also found our subject, the reorganizational 

method self-selection, to be contextually dependent. This is due to the nature of the self-

selection process; an organization being reformed through people's choices of how and where 

to work. Walsham (2006) also describe the context as important to the case, this is one of the 

benefits with being on the field - the understanding of the circumstances where the case take 

place. The author also describes case studies as time consuming, which is a critical factor to us. 

This is something we have been aware of, and a big risk with the chosen method since this study 

have had a time-box of ten weeks. Walsham (2006) describe that researchers that are closely 

involved could appear to have vested interests, which could lead the respondents to be less 

transparent. However, we have not been closely involved, and we have declared that we come 

from the university which we hope is perceived as having no vested interest.  

  

Myers (2009) refers to Payne and Payne and use this definition to describe case studies:  

 

The social unit is usually located in one physical place, the people making up the unit being 

differentiated from others who are not part of it. In short, the unit has clear boundaries which 

makes it easy to identify. (Myers, 2009, p. 74) 

 

The social unit we have used as a case is an organization with distributed teams, so we have not 

looked at a social unit located in one physical place. Myers (2009) describe a case as a social 

unit with clear boundaries, and this is correlating with our case. Myers (2009) also describe the 

environment of the case as essential, as Walsham (2006) and Flyvbjerg (2006), and this 

concludes in the importance of the choice of environment to investigate the social phenomenon 

for us. This is several arguments to support our choice of method - since we found the context 

important to answer our research questions, but there are weaknesses to this method as well. 

Flyvbjerg (2006) describe several misunderstandings about case studies and why they aren’t 

true. The method criticism can, for example, be that a case study is impossible to generalize, 

which is not true since it can be used for the hypothesis, or test hypothesis through itself (see 

more nuanced criticism regarding case studies in 2.6 Research Quality).  

 



During the period of research, we had the position as outside researchers, according to 

Walshams (1996) definition. This means that we performed interviews, but we were not 

actively observing the participants, present in their environment or actively tried to affect the 

situation.  

2.2.4 Case Selection 

We have chosen an organization that have been the place for one of our internships the previous 

semester. This is one of the reasons why we chose the subject we did and why we chose them 

as our case organization. We have chosen IFS and their R&D department to be our case since 

they have done a self-selection process. They also have a traditional project environment 

surrounding these self-selected teams. Therefore, we think IFS and their R&D department is a 

case appropriate to study to be able to answer our research questions. This is a suitable 

organization to investigate our object of the essay since we have previous knowledge of the 

organizational structure and the self-selection process they have performed. We have also many 

contacts there which have been an important factor as well in the choice of organization, 

regarding the time limit of the study.   

2.3 Literature Selection 

The field of self-selection studied when already implemented in an organizational environment 

is thin, according to our experience. We have concluded that this is due that it is a relatively 

new method. This situation can be compared to many similar situations when agile methods 

have been implemented in traditional project organizations - so this has been the comparison 

we have made when searching for current researched cases. We have also read some popular 

science articles and e.g. Henrik Kniberg’s description of their interpretation of self-selection 

implementation at Spotify. The popular science articles are presented in section 1.1 Background 

because of their relevance and in section 3 Prior Literature we present earlier research done on 

the field. This is presented to, later, get compared to the empirical data collected by us, which 

will be discussed in section 5 Analysis. The articles which are peer-reviewed and researching 

self-selection used as a re-organizational method that we have found are all reviewing the 

situation in a university context with the participants being students. We have concluded that 

there probably are more studies and articles being peer-reviewed and probably on its way of 

being published on the subject, which are not performed in a University context. This is due to 

the article on popular frameworks and autonomy published by Gutiérrez et al. (2019) February 

this year, which we have used. We also think that this is due to self-selection being a new way 

of forming teams, and maybe still being a buzz-word to many.       

 

We have used the databases Google Scholar, the Linköping’s University Library database, 

books 24x7 (which is part of Linköping’s University Library database) and the Diva portal to 

find literature. These portals have been used to find the relevant theories and research regarding 

our area. We have looked at many correlating factors to self-selection and therefore is agile 

methodologies and organizational reformation through them also interesting to our subject. We 



have also found relevant research on homogeneous and diverse teams. Below we present the 

keywords and phrases used to find relevant literature.   

 

We had some experience to which context self-selection could appear in, and got some ideas 

from the interviews performed early on. This could also have had a negative impact since this 

means our search words probably have some bias regarding what areas they cover, and we are 

aware of that. The sources and the literature we have used have been read with help from the 

source criticism criteria presented in the next section, 2.3.1 Source Criticism. We have used the 

following keywords, and phrases, when searching in the earlier mentioned databases:  

“self-selection”, “self-selection teams”, “self-selecting groups”, “DevOps”, “self-

organization”, “autonomous teams”, “self-management”, “self-leadership” “homogeneous 

teams”, “homogeneous teams’ consequences”, “ideal group compositions”, “group formation 

in large social networks”, “skill diversity affects group performance”   

2.3.1 Literature Selection Criticism 

To get a relevant entry into the subject we have used popular science articles. However, these 

are not peer-reviewed and can have a purpose that is unknown to the reader. For example, 

Kniberg has worked with the processes at Spotify and is, therefore, probably biased regarding 

promoting its success. We have only used scientific articles for our literature review, which 

have been peer-reviewed. We also understand that our backgrounds and our knowledge 

gathered from our case will affect what keywords we use when searching for articles.      

 

Time dependency has also been a factor we have considered when searching for articles. 

Depending on which subject they cover, we think the time for publishing has a significant role. 

An article regarding today’s pressure from the surroundings and competition within software 

development organizations demands higher relevance. An article regarding team diversity is a 

subject independent of time - teams and groups have always existed.  

2.4 Empirical Data - Interviews  

In the following section, we describe the collection of empirical data through interviews. 

Walsham (2006) describe interviews as a key method to the selection of empirical data when 

performing an interpretative case study. Walsham (1995) describes this as a key method, 

referring to Yin. The author argues that this is a good method to use, because it helps you to 

receive a good overview of the details. 

2.4.1 Empirical Selection  

Bryman (2018) describes several methods when selecting whom to interview. We have had the 

opportunity to choose which people we wanted to interview and, therefore, used a purposive 

selection. We have chosen respondents who have been through the process as participants and 

the person initiating the self-selection process in the organization. This is based on our object 

of the essay and the research questions. We have had a process of a sequential selection since 



we began with a pilot interview and after that, we have chosen our respondents from what 

knowledge we have been lacking to answer our research questions and to nuance the problems. 

The pilot interview had the purpose of detecting themes and central challenges and possibilities. 

Sequential selection is, according to Bryman (2018), a process when there is an initial selection, 

in our case purposive, and gradually chose respondents based on the information needed to 

answer the research questions.   

 

In total, we have interviewed six respondents, where two respondents have been interviewed at 

the same time due to their brief stay at the office closest to us. One technical aid we used when 

interviewing was Skype. Skype is a video-link to connect people, on different locations. We 

thought the quality and understanding between us and the respondents would be better in person 

than via a Skype. Bryman (2018) discuss that this is not always the case, and the respondent is 

often more relaxed via Skype than meeting in person. We concluded that the effect of them 

being two in the interview would not affect this as much as doing the interview via Skype, but 

this is something we might have reconsidered based on Bryman’s (2018) argument. Bryman 

(2018) argues that there are downsides with Skype interviews such as the respondent turning 

down the opportunity to contribute or being recorded. We can conclude that it is better to have 

both respondent’s answers than risking the interview not taking place at all - which according 

to Bryman (2018) is a risk with Skype-interviews. We have also interviewed one person via 

Skype due to not being able to see the respondent in person and the rest of the interviews have 

been performed in person, in their office.  

2.4.2 Semi-structured Interviews  

Interviews are the method with best access to the interpretations participants of the study have 

according to Walsham (1995). Therefore, Walsham (1995) argues that interviews are the 

primary data source used when doing imperative research. The interpretations which are 

interesting to the researcher are, for example, interpretations regarding events, the view of 

themselves, their role and other participants roles (Walsham, 1995). Bryman (2018) describe 

two main techniques when doing qualitative interviews, unstructured and semi-structured. We 

do not have a lot of experience with interviews and, therefore, we thought unstructured 

interviews would be too much of a challenge, and not get us as good results as semi-structured 

since we lack experience in the interviewing area. To be able to steer the respondent in the right 

direction and towards what we wanted to be answered we needed themes and a basic setup of 

questions to have as a base. This helped us keep the interview topic, where we wanted the focus 

to be, and let us stray a bit off topic, if we wanted to let the respondent talk freely. Using semi-

structured interviews also made it possible for us to ask follow-up questions, which helped us 

get a depth in the interview (Bryman, 2018). We used an interview guide, as Bryman (2018) 

recommended, with questions divided into themes. The questions were in place to support the 

interviewer and more suggestions of how to follow the theme than a strict schema of how the 

interview should go. The interview guide can be found in the Appendices.  

 

Bryman (2018) describe being an active listener as important to the interviewed person, and to 

the result. We have assured that the interviewer can be an active listener to, amongst other 



reasons, be able to ask follow-up questions and adjust the questions in the guide. This has been 

assured through us recording each interview - to be able to review them afterward, and always 

being two persons performing the interview which means one person lead the interview while 

the other person took notes. The interviewer can focus on the interview and, therefore, both 

nuances of what the respondent says, and how they say it, can be recorded and taken notes of. 

Bryman (2018) describe recording the interview as a situation where the respondent could be 

restrictive in his or her answers, but we consider the positive effects as greater. This is further 

discussed in 2.4.3 Recording and 2.4.4 Transcription.  

 

We have, as said above, been two persons performing the interview, which according to 

Bryman (2018) could have an intimidating effect. We have decided that our different 

perspective and relief of responsibility regarding taking notes serves a greater purpose than only 

being one interviewing. One positive effect is also the discussions we have had afterward when 

both have been present at the interview it is easier to understand and discuss the recordings and 

notes. We have also had one interview when two respondents were there, due to lack of time of 

their staying at the office closest to us, they were here to visit their colleagues and only stayed 

a limited amount of time. We have aimed to have as many interviews in person as possible and, 

therefore, this group interview became a consequence of that consideration. Since the 

organization we have used as a case in our thesis is a worldwide company with distributed 

teams two interview had to be via Skype. Bryman (2018) says Skype interviews can be even 

more personal since the respondent can choose a location to be when the interview is performed. 

This also allow more flexibility for both parties. One positive factor was that the interview was 

recorded with the video so we can review the reaction, not only with nuances in language but 

also in expression. This also allowed the respondent to show us technical aids they have been 

using and are using in their daily work which can be of interest to the analysis. Lastly, we have 

performed semi-structured interviews with persons who have been colleagues to one of us, 

during the internship period mentioned previously. To make the interview as focused on the 

subject as possible the people formerly known to each other have not spoken more than 

necessary and the interviewer who has not met them before having performed the interview.  

 

We redesigned the interview guides after the first two interviews. We redid the design so we 

could cover interesting parts further in the following interviews and added themes or questions 

that were brought up as follow-up questions in the previous interviews - if the respondent knew 

the area or working with it. In the following section, we will discuss the recording further.   

2.4.3 Recording 

Recording the interview can help the interviewer to hear nuances in the answers, nuances that 

cannot be read according to Bryman (2018). This also allows the interviewer to ask questions 

without interruption for taking notes and to be more alert during the interview, according to the 

author. We have had this opportunity anyway since we have been one who perform the 

interview and one person who has been taking notes, and added questions when feeling the 

need, e.g. when lacking answer or information. This also let the interviewer listen through the 

interview multiple times, so no answers are missing (Bryman, 2018). All our respondents have 



approved of the interview being recorded, both in the GDPR contracts and verbally.  

 

Recording an interview can have negative effects on the outcome according to Bryman (2018). 

Bryman (2018) refers to the respondent as being more restrictive when answering, or in some 

cases nervous about who will listen to the recording. Since we have had contracts with regards 

of GDPR and are confidential in the transcriptions and in the essay, by only explaining title and 

role, we think our respondents have been sure of what information we collect and that we can 

remove it from our system at any time. We concluded that the advantages would be larger than 

the disadvantages - and that is why we have recorded all our interviews.  

2.4.4 Transcription 

We have had notes and used the transcriptions as support during the analysis, which will be 

described further in section 2.6 Analysis. According to Bryman (2018), a benefit of transcribing 

interviews is getting a more reliable analysis. This is through a more thorough walk-through of 

the interview than notes would give the researcher and often lead to a better understanding of 

the responses (Bryman, 2018). Bryman (2018) describe transcribing interviews as very time 

consuming, up to five-six hours for a one-hour interview, and that is why we decided to only 

mark our notes with the time the question or subject was brought up and only transcribe the 

parts interesting to our analysis. The first interview was fully transcribed since we looked for 

patterns, problems, and themes to continue our selection of respondents from the information 

we got from it. The answers needed for the analysis have been written down, word by word, 

except the pauses the respondents have taken to think.    

2.5 Empirical Data - Internal Documentation  

During one of the interviews, we got to see some technical aids used for agile ceremonies. The 

respondent also showed us how they were used during the daily work to help them follow 

certain agile methodologies. These aids are examples of the free choice of technical aids the 

self-selection teams can choose according to internal documentation. We have also reviewed 

the internal documentation used for evaluating the self-selection within the teams regarding 

factors such as clear mission and performance. They also performed a survey right after the 

reorganization, which was an anonymous web-survey which we saw the summary of. The 

weakness of this secondary empirical material is that we have not had control over the questions 

asked in the survey. We also suspect that the respondents in this survey could have altered their 

answers since this result is presented to the management group. But we have not been able to 

perform a survey ourselves and more data on the self-selection process to compare our results 

to is something we consider a strength. The survey has given us more data to base our results 

on and saved us the time of performing it ourselves.  According to Bryman (2018) a choice of 

respondents depending on what they have been through is something he describe as valuable 

source of data to understand behavior. Bryman (2018) describe this use of documentation, 

interviews, and theory as a way of triangulating, which strengthens the reliability of the results 

of the analysis. Our results regarding this collection of material are found in section 4 Empirical 

Evidence. 



2.6 Analysis  

We have gathered information from interviews, documentation, theory, relevant literature such 

as scientific articles regarding research within and popular science articles. This method of 

collecting information regarding a case is called triangulating according to Bryman (2018), and 

this will be further discussed in 2.7 Research Quality. This is a lot of information and data to 

process, which Bryman (2018) describe as common when performing qualitative research. 

Bryman (2018) describe thematization as a common analysis method to be able to get 

conclusions from qualitative data. Bazeley (2009) describe this as too much of a simplification 

of qualitative research, to identify themes based on quotes from interviews. Even though 

Bazeley (2009) describe this as a misunderstood method he argues that it has a place in 

qualitative research. Bazeley’s (2009) and Bryman’s (2018) argumentation  has led us to use 

thematization, since our overall impression is that the method will help us answer our research 

questions. Like Bazeley (2009) describe, and recommend, we began to build our arguments, 

data, and angles based on the gathered data before we began sorting out what themes to use.  

 

Bazeley (2009) recommend showing findings and analyzed empirical material to colleagues 

and fellow students. We consider that we can still have missed angles of interpretation, even 

though we have had the opportunity to do so during the course, but they will be minimalized 

since we have multiple opponents reviewing our work. We used themes early on to identify 

what area to focus on in this thesis. We identified recurring problems and patterns in the 

literature and from that we enhanced our knowledge to understanding the area and to formulate 

the interview guide. This is a form of slightly unstructured information thematization. When 

having gathered more material, we identified patterns and themes. Bazeley (2009) recommend 

a model for a consequent identification of themes, it is based on three steps:  

● Describe - which is the base for the comparative analysis (Bazeley, 2009). Since our 

research questions is of a comparative nature this is relevant to us. This step basically 

means contextualizing, as well as looking at the characteristics and boundaries.  

● Compare - the characteristics and the boundaries between different groups, context, and 

different interviews (Bazeley, 2009). Since the context an important factor for us this is 

a very relevant step in the analysis too.    

● Relate - these findings in the form of categories, patterns and themes to already existing 

research (Bazeley, 2009). Bazeley (2009) also encourages the researcher to ask more 

questions based on this - which is how we have developed our interview process in this 

thesis.  

These steps are to be repeated for each of the identified themes (Bazeley, 2009). This is the 

method for analysis we have chosen to contextualize and analyze our empirical findings and 

the relevant literature we have gathered.  

  



2.7 Research Quality  

In this section, we will discuss the quality of our research by describing how we have related it 

to reliability and validity. We will end this section with discussing our ethical considerations.   

2.7.1 Reliability and Validity 

We have chosen to investigate the object of the essay through a case study. There are critique 

and misunderstandings regarding this method, and some of this is brought up by Walsham 

(2006). As mentioned earlier case studies can be time consuming (Walsham, 2006). This is a 

clear disadvantage for us since the time-box of this thesis is ten weeks, which resulted in time 

being one of our most critical resources. This is something we have been aware of and we have 

scheduled interviews early on, as well as a time plan with room for delays. Walsham (2006) 

also criticizes the closely involved researcher who can tend to view the case slightly more 

optimistic than an outside researcher with more perspective. Since one of us have had an 

internship at IFS we have this in mind when interpreting interviews and internal documentation. 

According to Flyvbjerg (2006), a common misunderstanding is that a case study is only good 

for building a thesis, not testing them. This can easily be condemned as a misunderstanding 

when looking at a case as a black swan. The case may look different than previous situations 

and, therefore, show that a thesis might not be correct in all cases, or give nuance to already 

existing research - therefore we saw case study as perfectly suited method to contribute to this 

field. Now we will continue discussing the quality of the research through the criteria reliability 

and validity. 

 

Bryman (2018) describe three important criteria to examine studies in social science, which is 

the field of our bachelor thesis, and the criterions are reliability, replication, and validity. In 

social science studies that are qualitative Bryman (2018) describe reliability and validity as the 

main factors to measure when looking at the research quality. The replication is not as relevant 

since it is impossible to have the same context, interpretations and state another time than when 

the first time the research were performed (Bryman, 2018). Creswell and Miller (2000) describe 

the validity as the main concept used for ensuring qualitative research relevance. They describe 

triangulating to ensure validity, which is a technique we have used when we have collected 

empirical and literature evidence from multiple sources. Regarding reliability and validity, there 

are three concepts Bryman (2018) describe as relevant to qualitative research. The first concept 

is external reliability which basically means the possibility to replicate a study (Bryman, 2018). 

Replication is hard to perform on the specific case, since the context is constantly changing and 

the case study capture this moment (Bryman, 2018). But, according to the writer, this could be 

interpreted by explaining the role of the researcher so the replication can be done on gaining 

the same research material. We have described our bias and relations to the organization we 

used as our case to inform any researcher wanting to replicate our study what prerequisites that 

affected this case. Second, internal reliability concerns the agreement of how to interpret the 

empirical material if there are more than one researcher (Bryman, 2018). We are two people 

performing this case study, to ensure agreement we work with every part of the essay together, 

as well as performing the interviews. If there are any uncertainties, we discuss them as soon as 



they have arisen, and in some cases, we have used respondent validity to settle on an agreement 

(this concept will be further explained later in this section). The third concept is internal validity 

which means that there is a good correlation between the empirical findings and the theory the 

researcher develops (Bryman, 2018). This was a goal with the research and was assured through 

respondent validation, help from supervisors and mentors and with guidance from earlier 

research within the area. 

 

As mentioned earlier, there is also a part of the concept of validity that is called respondent 

validation according to Bryman (2018). This means getting feedback from the respondents on 

the interviews and interpretations of the answers. We have transcribed parts of the interviews, 

not the whole interview, and asked for feedback from the respondent when we have been unsure 

of what they have meant. We have also had the opportunity to email all of the respondents to 

ask follow-up questions when we thought we lacked information. This have ensured the 

interpretation of the answers being as correct as possible. Us transcribing the interviews also 

give other researchers the possibility to see and interpret the answers and, therefore, they can 

determine if we have been biased in our analysis when interpreting the answers (Bryman, 2018). 

All of this ensures validity regarding the empirical material consisting of the interviews.  

2.7.2 Ethical Considerations 

There are four main demands on research when looking at the ethical considerations 

(Vetenskapsrådet, 2002). The four demands are (1) the information requirement, (2) the consent 

requirement, (3) the confidentiality requirement and (4) the requirement of usage. We have 

strived to be transparent with the people helping us with this thesis and aimed to meet these 

requirements. We conclude that better understanding and transparency between the parties 

trying to cooperate to get a result from this essay means a better product, that is one reason why 

we have strived to fulfill these requirements. Many of these demands have been given consent 

since we have used contracts regarding GDPR when any kind of partaking in the thesis have 

occurred. Following we will list the requirements and how we have handled them in this thesis 

to assure an ethical process.  

 

The first requirement means that the researcher needs to inform the respondent that it is free to 

abort their participation at any time, that participation is voluntary and what demands and 

expectations there are on them as respondents (Vetenskapsrådet, 2002). This has always been 

brought up initially in the interviews before any recording starts or notes are taken. This is also 

assured and signed by the respondents when they got the GDPR-contract. The second 

requirement means the researcher needs to obtain the respondent's consent (Vetenskapsrådet, 

2002). This is also covered in the contract, and via an oral agreement in the interviews, usually, 

this has already taken place before booking the interview. The third requirement is regarding 

confidentiality and that no unauthorized party should be able to access sensible information 

(Vetenskapsrådet, 2002). We have met this requirement by not using names in our 

transcriptions or in the thesis. It was also assured by having the recorded material as only 

accessible by us, performing the interview as researchers, and not by e.g. any superior colleague 

or manager. The fourth, and last, demand covers the rules regarding how the gathered 



information will be used (Vetenskapsrådet, 2002). The material may only be used in research 

purposes (Vetenskapsrådet, 2002). This is covered by earlier demands since we have a 

completely confidential process, no individual being interviewed have been directly affected 

by us gathering the data through e.g. a manager listening to a recording. We are the only two 

persons who knows which respondent which regarding notes and transcriptions is, and therefore 

we can assure that the respondents will not be affected by what has been said. To conclude this 

section, we also want to add that we have transcribed the interviews. According to Bryman 

(2018), this makes it possible for other researchers to review the material. This can result in a 

more reliable interpretation of the respondent's answers and, therefore, reliable result. Which is 

right towards the respondent as well as every other stakeholder, taking part in the thesis.          

2.8 Method Summary  

No researcher is free of bias, Bryman (2018) describe qualitative approach as an interpretation 

done by the researcher which of course is influenced by the prerequisites they have. Our bias is 

our educational background and one that one of us have had an internship period at the 

organization we use for our case. We have, as said above, used a qualitative method, a case 

study as a research design and with regard of this gathered empirical material through 

interviews and internal documentation from the organization we study. The participants of our 

study have signed GDPR-contracts to ensure their cooperation being voluntary and 

confidential. We hope that this have led them to open more, since their answers are confidential. 

This data is processed in our analysis, which is based on thematization. This section describes 

how we divided our problems into themes and used Bazeley’s (2009) technique of describing, 

comparing and relating each theme. Lastly, we have used the criteria’s reliability and validity 

advocated by Bryman (2018) and Myers (2009) to ensure the research quality. We have also 

used respondent validation and gotten help from opponents and fellow students to proofread 

and ensure an accurate interpretation of our data.    

  



3 Prior Research 

This section contains the earlier research and literature which has been the foundation of our thesis. 

Concepts and theories are defined and are later used in the analysis. 

 

3.1 Identified Themes 

The themes identified in the prior research, which is presented below, is shown in Table 1. 

These themes are based on the problematization and the object of the essay. The object of the 

essay is focused on a deeper understanding of the phenomenon of self-selection and the themes 

are established to enable us to answer our research questions. 

 
Table 1: Identified themes related to the problematization. 

Problems Literature Themes 

Homogeneous teams Homogeneous Teams vs. Team Diversity 

Social Network 

Self-management Self-management 

 

Traditional vs. Agile Projects Traditional Projects contra Agile Projects 

3.2 Traditional Projects versus Agile Projects  

In this section we will describe what traditional and agile projects are and how different types 

of organizational structures can co-exist within the same organization. We will also define our 

interpretation of the traditional project triangle and the agile project triangle. We will bring 

forward different types of agile methods and describe their structure. 

3.2.1 Traditional Projects and the Project Management Triangle  

Fernandez and Fernandez (2008) describes traditional projects as being clearly defined and with 

understood features, functions and requirements, with everything well documented. The project 

manager's role is directing the project with regard of the three criteria’s, which are budget, 

resources and scope (Fernandez & Fernandez, 2008). The project managers main task is to 

reduce risks to keep the constraint of time and money (Fernandez & Fernandez, 2008). A 

traditional team will consist of individuals that have been handpicked, through their qualities 

and skills that are required to carry out the defined requirements and tasks (Fernandez & 

Fernandez, 2008).  

 

There exist different interpretations of the project management triangle. The triangle is an 

aspect of how we understand, measure and define successes in a project (Pollack, Helm & 

https://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Pollack%2C+Julien
https://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Helm%2C+Jane


Adler, 2018), which can be done differently depending on how the triangle is used. One 

intention with the triangle is to communicate the relationships that exists between time, quality 

and cost (Pollack et al., 2018). If one of the three criteria’s have a negative movement this will 

likely lead to negative pressure on one or both other criteria’s (Pollack et al., 2018). The authors 

have discovered that effective managing of the triangle, and its criteria’s, is a central part to 

project success. The triangle is a great tool for measuring and defining projects even though it 

also has its disadvantages (Pollack et al., 2018). Pollack et al. (2018) describe one disadvantage 

with the triangle which is that it cannot tell the whole story of a project’s success. You cannot 

distinguish long- and short- term goals, and the author argues that the triangle has more focus 

on the management's success of the project, rather than project success (Pollack et al., 2018). 

The authors have shown and proven that it's not only the three criteria of the project triangle 

that will determine the success of a project. This is the same as our interpretation of what creates 

project success. Another concept of the triangle is defined by Serrando and Turner (2015), that 

defines the relationship as existing between resources, time and scope. Serrando and Turner 

(2015) sees project efficiency as being able to meet these three requirements. Being efficient 

regarding these three requirements will lead to a greater probability of project successes 

(Serrando & Turner, 2015). Both Pollack et al. (2018) and Serrando and Turner (2015) agrees 

on ensuring customers and stakeholders satisfaction of the delivery as being the most important 

criteria in the context of the project management triangle. We have, regarding previous 

interpretations of the project triangle, made our own interpretation of what we consider being 

the three criteria’s in the project triangle. We interpret the project management triangle as 

having the criteria’s; resources, time and scope (see Figure 1). This is the result of a 

combination of the argumentation Pollack et al. (2018) and Serrando and Turner (2015) have 

regarding which criteria is the most important. We define, and have interpreted, the context of 

the triangle to manage a project towards efficiency and, therefore, the success of the project. 

We also consider the outside factors to have a great impact on the success of the project.  

 

 
Figure 1: This figure describes the relationship between resources, time and scope within traditional projects. 

The figure is an interpretation of, Serrando and Turner (2015) and Pollack et al. (2018, p. 532). 

  

https://www.emeraldinsight.com/author/Adler%2C+Daniel


3.2.2 Agile Methods 

Agile methods is a collective concept that includes several methods, for example Scrum, 

DevOps and extreme programing (XP) (Krehbiel et al. 2017). Krehbiel et al. (2017) describe 

all agile methods as based on iterative workways and flexibility. Agile methods are a success 

story for handling complex projects where it can be hard to identify clear goals (Gren et al., 

2014). Different kind of agile hybrid methods have evolved from organizations, to 

accommodate to their specific needs (Lindvall et al., 2004). One of these hybrids are DevOps 

which self-selection is a part of (Chen & Gong, 2018). There are several techniques that lays 

the basis for agile methods, regulation of story card writing, sprints, estimation and sizing, 

product backlogging, release planning, show and tell, daily standups and retrospectives 

(Krehbiel et al., 2017). Krehbiel et al. (2017) describe the agile way of working as a collection 

of practices and principles that are created to increase team collaboration, through: 

● Collectively defined goals 

● Readjust and reflection upon work plans 

● Trust and supporting the team 

● Deliver products frequently 

● Encouraging experimentation and innovation 

● Strengthen group interactions and team dynamics   

The most common agile way of working is by adapting Scrum (Cervone, 2011). Scrum is an 

agile method that helps managing software and product development in a quickly changing 

environment (Cervone, 2011). Scrum is built on iterative processes and on certain roles and 

artifacts (Cervone, 2011). There are three agile roles in Scrum, they are the Scrum master, the 

Scrum team and the Product owner (Cervone, 2011). Cervone (2011) describes the roles as 

following; the Scrum master’s responsibility is defining the Scrum values and removing 

obstacles for the team. The Scrum team is cross-functional and works with the project full time. 

The team is also self-organized, meaning that the Scrum Masters role is not fixed and can 

change depending on the needs of the current iteration. If the team change members, this should 

be done between sprints according to the author. The last role is the Product Owner who have 

the responsibility of knowing what's to be done and to complete the project. Scrum has five 

bigger activities that are (1) the kickoff, (2) the sprint planning, (3) the sprint, (4) the daily 

Scrum and (5) the sprint review (Cervone, 2011). Scrum is one way of working and is often 

used because of its simplicity and easy adaption (Cervone, 2011).  

An agile team do not follow a straight plan of action throughout a project (Krehbiel et al., 2017). 

An agile way of working makes it possible to take decisions about the final product on the way 

(Gren et al., 2014). This culminates in the team working in cycles and with time-boxed 

iterations that requires regular check-ins where feedback from the rest of the team is shared 

(Krehbiel et al., 2017). Agile methods are useful in complex projects since they require a more 

flexible style, this is due to its difficulty to define goals and define a clear mission (Gren et al., 

2014). Complex projects should use agile methods, since they have techniques for gathering 

knowledge through continuous feedback-loops throughout the development process (Krehbiel 



et al., 2017). A risk with agile teams is a growing scope, this is due to the problems discovered 

during the iterations (Fernandez & Fernandez, 2008). The positive side to this is that agile teams 

have the flexibility to adjust to changing requirements and, therefore, reduce the consequences 

the risks could lead to (Fernandez & Fernandez, 2008). The agile manager’s responsibility is 

ensuring that something deliverable is done in every sprint and the secondary goal is to keep 

resources, time and scope (Fernandez & Fernandez, 2008). We have interpreted our own agile 

project triangle, Figure 2 from the description the authors above have regarding the criteria’s 

resources, time and scope. The triangle in Figure 2, show the relationship between resources, 

time and scope in agile methods. We define agile methods as having a fixed team, resources 

and time, a sprint and a floating scope that will change depending on the complexity and goal 

of the project or task. The relationship between the criteria’s and changes in the surrounding 

environment, will determine the project’s success. When reading articles regarding agile 

methods you will find the same argument or at least similar arguments regarding how it is used 

and how agile methods are defined. We can, therefore, consider our resources being genuine, 

since we have not found any contraindications about the agile definition when using our search 

words.  

 

Figure 2: The agile project triangle, that show our interpretation of the relationship between resources, time and 

scope. An interpretation from Fernandez and Fernandez (2008). 

DevOps - the (said) benefits and promises   

DevOps is a new branch of the agile manifesto that is a combination between software 

development and operations (Paez, 2018). Self-selection is a part of DevOps, which will be 

further explained in 3.3.1 Self-Selection. DevOps is a new agile approach to handle software 

deliveries when having to make changes in the legacy code in a system, and ensuring a 

qualitative result (Paez, 2018). Quality is ensured by supporting continuous short feedback 

loops and through this gain better control and visibility over the software deployment 

(Kuusinen, Balakumar, Chung, Jepsen, Hjortshøj, Larsen, Lemqvist, Muric, Ølgaar, Nielsen & 

Vestergaard, 2018). The method tightens the connection between the software development and 

operational functions by always having a continuous integration, which will reduce time when 

implementing new functions (Kuusinen et al., 2018), this is shown below in Figure 3. The 

benefits that are provided through DevOps are faster deliveries, improved communication and 

accelerated problem solving (Kuusinen et al., 2018). The benefits come from minimizing 

repetitive work and having the ability to release working software whenever, which leads to 



getting out part deliveries in a higher frequency and, therefore, having the advantage of getting 

customer feedback more frequently (Kuusinen et al., 2018). This let the software developers 

have shorter loops, iterations, to both fail and create value faster and more frequent (Kuusinen 

et al., 2018). Paez (2018) have seen that these short loops create the ability to get changes into 

products in a safe, quick and sustainable manner.  

 

 
Figure 3: The figure is created from the criteria’s and relationships that are explained by Forsgren, Humble, 

and Kim (2018). 

 

3.2.3 Agile and Traditional Projects - A Complex Combo   
Organizations need to create new approaches and structures, as the demand of quicker responses 

to surrounding demands are increasing (Earley, 2014). One way of doing this is to establish 

agile methods, for example self-selection, making the business more transparent and cross-

functional enables faster deliveries (Gren et al. 2014). As opposed to agile methods we have 

traditional projects. Gren et al. (2014) describe traditional projects as driven by the choice of 

trade-offs between time, quality and cost. Implementing agile teams in non-agile surroundings 

can result in conflicts from colliding interests within the organization according to Gren et al. 

(2014). There exist several challenges regarding reorganizing in traditional organizations, one 

is the organization’s size, where structures and processes are well established, making it hard 

to implement new methods. Well-structured software development organizations can benefit 

from implementing agile methods, but the methods need to be flexible so they can adapt to the 

already existing structure (Lindvall et al., 2004). The agile methods for reorganizations need to 

have evidence of success to be implemented (Lindvall et al., 2004; Dikert, Paasivaara, & 

Lassenius, 2016). This is because of the complexity and difficulties with integrating new 

technologies and processes with existing ones, according to Lindvall et al. (2004). Large 

organizations in software development faces a battle to increase productivity while preserving 

the products quality (Lindvall et al., 2004). This is, according to Lindvall et al. (2004), what 

drives software businesses to look for new ways to organize. From this literature we have 

concluded that it is of great importance that organizations aim to be flexible towards their 



surrounding and the customers’ demands. One of the most important factors for increasing the 

project success, according to the literature above, are the organization's ability to adapt towards 

a more flexible workflow. There are a lot of factors to consider when implementing agile 

methods and below we will introduce some of the challenges and possibilities that have been 

found when implementing agile methods in a traditional environment.  

  

One challenge that have been seen affecting the implementation of agile methods in traditional 

organizations is how to manage the inter-team coordination (Dikert et al., 2016). Lindvall et al. 

(2014) and Dikert et al. (2016) concludes that large organizations benefit from adapting to agile 

methods, but the interaction between the agile teams and traditional ones need to be better 

defined, to avoid conflicts and unnecessary work. Meaning that teams with overlapping 

responsibilities needs to be informed and consulted about the changes in the work processes. 

Another challenge that can arise is the conflict agile and traditional teams can experience when 

working on the same product (Boehm & Turner, 2005). Working with different life cycles can 

result in that the agile and traditional teams developing radically different products that might 

not integrate (Boehm & Turner, 2005). The same concept can also be a challenge when agile 

teams processes legacy code and systems. Legacy codes and systems are not easy to 

disassemble and replace to accommodate the agile teams needs to complete sprints and answer 

to quick responses in the surroundings (Boehm & Turner, 2005). The use of agile methods also 

has possibilities that traditional projects lack according to Gren et al. (2014). One of the 

possibilities Gren et al. (2014) brings up is the ability to take decisions about the final product 

during the development period. Another possibility with agile methods is that software projects 

can be managed in a better way, though not having to deliver the hole product at once and 

instead deliver small functional parts to the customer throughout the process of development 

(Lindvall et al., 2004). This result in better communication and quicker deliveries to the 

customer (Lindvall et al., 2004).  

3.2.4 Incompatibilities When Implementing Agile Methods into 

Traditional Surroundings  

Lindvall et al. (2004) have found that the biggest challenge with adopting agile methods to large 

organizations is to create a structured and defined interaction between the agile team and the 

traditional surroundings. The dilemma is that a project in a large organization cannot be truly 

independent from the rest of the organization and must therefore follow certain rules and 

circumstances that already exists (Lindvall et al., 2004), this is illustrated in Figure 4. The circle 

representing the agile teams and the flashes represents incompatibilities that emerge between 

the agile team and the rest of the organization. The authors have seen that agile and traditional 

processes often overlap each other, which can lead to conflicts. 



 

Figure 4: Show the incompatibilities that arises with the interaction between agile teams and traditional teams, 

according to Lindvall et al. (2004, p. 30).  

3.3 What Self-selection Is  

Here we will bring up the what self-selection is and what it is built up upon and how it is used 

in today. We will also show the connection an individual’s social network will have on self-

selection.  

3.3.1 Self-selection  

Self-selection is a new team formation method that is built on individuals having their own 

authority to choose whom to work with and forming their own teams (Chen & Gong, 2018; 

Neu, 2018). Self-selected teams are teams where the responsibility of forming the team lays 

with the people and not the management (Chen & Gong, 2018; Neu, 2018). This is not to be 

confused with self-organized teams, who also organizes themselves. However self-organized 

teams can decide between different projects and customers (Kräkel, 2017). Instead self-selected 

teams get to choose within which area to operate in and after that the team gets assignments 

assigned to them. Self-organized team therefore have a bigger spread of assignment to work 

with (Kräkel, 2017). Both team forms have the authority to create their own activity plan to 

achieve the project's goals and mission (Kräkel, 2017; Neu, 2018).  

 

Self-selection is a cornerstone within DevOps, creating the possibility to work within a iterative 

process that ensures continuous delivery loops between software development and operations 

functions. There has been a trend the past decade in the way organizations is choosing to 

structure themselves, where hierarchical structures are replaced by flexible teams, as self-

selected teams (Kräkel, 2017). Existing research within self-selection is only performed on 

students in a University context, companies implementing this is yet to be studied. Most of the 

existing research that can be read today highlights the areas, social network, skill diversity and 

performance regarding self-selected teams in University environments, where both studies had 

the same conclusions (Chen & Gong, 2018; Neu, 2018). Both Chen and Gong (2018) and Neu 

(2018) concludes that self-selected teams are based upon individuals choosing team members 



from their social network. Chen and Gong (2018) have found that self-selected teams perform 

as well as traditional teams, meaning teams where the management have assembled the teams.  

3.3.2 Social Network 

Self-selection is a way to form teams by motivating people to have the possibility to work within 

a team, with members from their social network (Chen & Gong, 2018; Neu, 2018). Chen and 

Gong (2018) have found, if given the choice, individuals will team up with people in their social 

network. Neu (2018) write that this occurs through a stronger trust in the people in our social 

network and, therefore, we primarily team up with them. Working in a team where the people 

have social connections can contribute to lower the free-riding behaviors, meaning that the 

chance that everyone in the team will contribute to the work will increase (Chen & Gong, 2018). 

Both Chen and Gong (2018) and Neu (2018) have also seen that social connections with your 

team members will contribute to better communication and coordination, which can have a 

positive impact on the work done by the team. When assembling a team with already existing 

connections you will have a better start-up period. The team members will already have 

knowledge about how the other team members prefer to work, which will lead to better cohesion 

(Chen & Gong, 2018). Chen and Gong (2018) indicates that if given the choice, individuals 

will team up with people within their social network at the expense of skill diversity.  

3.4 Self-management  

Self-selection is a process that is part of an agile methodology, as mentioned above. One 

important distinction from traditional project organizations is the shift in responsibility that 

comes with this form of reorganization.  

3.4.1 Leaderships contra Leaders   

In a traditional project organization, there is a project manager, but this is not supposed to be a 

role mirroring  a team leader when forming teams in self-selection, according to Chen and Gong 

(2018) and Neu (2018). The new team has facilitators to help them focus on their goals, but not 

a team leader. To understand the difference, we will begin by presenting the difference between 

leadership and leaders since there can be a conceptual confusion regarding these roles. To 

summarize this, we conclude this section with describing our interpretations of the concepts.  

 

Bolden (2004) refers to Northouse and explain leadership as something experienced when it is 

performed. Performing leadership is explained as experienced in a group context where the 

group have a common goal and the individuals are influenced in some way. This is a broad 

definition, to only have a brief context and leadership basically being people influencing other 

people in some way, according to our perception. Leadership can also be a person leading him- 

or herself, not just other people. Bolden’s (2004) definition of what leadership is defined as 

following: “It depends on a process of influence, whereby people are inspired to work towards 

group goals, not through coercion, but through personal motivation.” (Bolden, 2004, p. 5). 

Inspiration, motivation and engagement will be explained further in the next section 3.4.3 



Engagement and Satisfaction. Bolden (2004) declares that leadership is not bound to a group 

or a single individual, instead it is something that cannot be seen but characterizes the acts 

within the organization. Bolden (2004) conclude his explanation of leadership with declaring 

that the chosen definition of leadership should be chosen with awareness of the organizational 

context.  

 

According to Emerald Publishing (2013), leadership is a key to sustainability - leadership is a 

pattern created through creating the future by getting things done, investing and managing other 

people and lead by example. We interpret this as a reflection regarding the traits of a good 

leader, a specific connection to a person rather than an example of leadership as an isolated 

from a group or individual. Ulrich and Smallwood (2013) describe the difference between 

leadership and leaders as: “From a focus on the leader as a person to a focus on leadership as a 

capability within the organization.” (Ulrich & Smallwood, 2013, p. 34). Our conclusion is that 

the definition of leadership does not have an easy one-liner answer, and it is not necessarily 

connected to a person or a group. Allio (2015) recommend leaders to focus on the strategy, 

instead of the leadership, he claims leaders have a small role in the organization’s success. We 

interpret Allio’s (2015) definition of leadership as closely bound to the leader and not strategy, 

as earlier definitions have connected it to. Therefore, Allio (2015) diminishes leadership to what 

one person can do to an organization. 

3.4.2 What is Self-management? 

Our first clarification regarding self-management is that we have defined the concept as 

covering both self-management and self-leadership. The leadership concept explained in the 

last section and is also applicable on self-management. To lead oneself is expected of the 

coworkers when the self-selection process begins, which is not something expected from the 

individual at this degree before the reorganization. 

 

Gutiérrez et al. (2019) describe self-managing teams as one of the principles described in the 

agile manifesto. Moe, Dingsøyr, and Dybå (2009) describe self-managing teams as a defined 

group of people that together takes responsibility for the teamwork. This includes planning and 

scheduling as well as individual self-leadership and commitment to the plan (Moe et al., 2009). 

We have based our interpretation of self-management on Henrik Kniberg’s framework. This 

framework is based upon his work done at Spotify according to Gutiérrez et al. (2009). The 

model is based on two dimensions of leadership: “1) the team’s autonomy and 2) the clarity of 

the objectives to achieve (alignment)” (Gutiérrez et al., 2019, p.24). In the next step evaluating 

the self-management the two dimensions are compared. To compare them a 2D matrix is built 

where alignment and autonomy is variables in the comparison. A high level of alignment and 

autonomy is a receipt for a high degree of self-management (Gutiérrez et al., 2019).  

  



Moe et al. (2009) defines self-management as:  

 

Members of self-managed teams are responsible for managing and monitoring their own 

processes and executing tasks. They typically share decision authority jointly, rather than 

having a centralized decision structure where one person makes all the decisions or a 

decentralized decision structure where team members make independent decisions.  

(Moe et al., 2009, p.20) 

 

This is the most accurate description according to our perception. It gives us perspective on 

how self-management can be perceived and might be perceived by others. Different factors are 

withheld which gives great perspective. We can also describe self-management through what it 

is not. Moe et al. (2009) describe the transition from a traditional command-oriented 

management environment for the teams towards the collaborative self-management 

environment as a situation where many coworkers prioritized their individual goals over the 

team’s. The authors describe this through the specialization, the work became very independent. 

Moe et al. (2009) describe this situation as perceived as the most efficient way of working by 

both management and software developers. This conclude in self-managed teams being 

interpreted different depending on situation and context, and not a solution for every problem - 

since e.g. the problem of too much prioritization could occur according to Moe et al. (2009).  

3.4.3 Motivation and Satisfaction  

When defining leadership above, Bolden (2004) had a definition where personal motivation 

was a key for the process of influence to work. This is a question of how to motivate and create 

satisfaction, according to us. There are different leadership styles and these styles motivates 

different kind of personalities according to Yukl (2012). Yukl (2012) describe relation-oriented 

leaders as engaging. Borgmann, Rowald and Bormann (2015) review Yukl’s different 

categories of leadership where they have discovered that the expected outcome is not always 

correlating with the praxis. An example of this is how the relation-oriented leadership were the 

form that lead to the most inconsistent environment, uncertainty, under reorganizations and 

change while change-oriented leadership resulted in higher satisfaction regarding workplace 

and assignments, according to Borgmann et al.’s (2015) analysis.   

 

There are different kind of leaderships which can encourage and motivate, as said above, and 

the sources are a bit conflicting on which styles are the most relevant. In the case of self-

selection, the motivation is relevant to compare to autonomy and self-management in terms of 

leadership, since that is the form it appears in this type of organizational structure. Gutiérrez et 

al. (2019) describe self-managing as having a huge impact on motivation. This is due to the 

autonomy of the team and feeling of control and responsibility. Self-management is a part of 

the expected result when performing a reorganization through self-selection as mentioned 

above. Neu (2018) describe a higher satisfaction in self-selected groups and higher team 

performance. The team cohesion can increase rapidly when implementing self-selection 

according to Chen and Gong (2018). Regarding this increase in team work quality Hoegl and 



Gemuenden (2001) describe teams as in need of working with motivating each other, to get a 

positive view on future teamwork. 

 

Boehm and Turner (2005) describe the implementation of agile workways when having legacy 

systems as complicated. Legacy systems often lead to awkward business processes according 

to the writers. The user resistance can be increased when there exist barriers to new workways 

(Gren et al., 2014). Gren et al. (2014) describe motivation in autonomous agile teams as high 

when implemented, since the team have more impact on their daily work. To keep the 

motivation and high performance in the team there need to be an understanding of the agile 

concept from all the surrounding environment, according to Gren et al. (2014). There is a higher 

motivation within the agile teams compared to the traditional project teams, and they delivered 

a higher value too according to Gren et al. (2014). This resulted in higher job satisfaction too, 

but if the employee needed to be involved in a non-agile team after they had tried this, they 

became frustrated (Gren et al, 2014). This concludes in another success story regarding agile 

work but also a warning regarding the combination of agile and non-agile teams, since this can 

decrease motivation for both categories (Gren et al., 2014). Motivation and satisfaction are 

complex and can be helped to achieve with a manager working as a facilitator, as described 

above. It could also be reached by autonomous teams, but this situation is not always clearly 

agile - or non-agile. This could result in effects on the motivation and satisfaction.   

3.5 Homogeneous Teams versus Team Diversity  

In this section we will bring up the influence self-selection have on creating homogeneous 

teams and what effects homogeneous teams can have on the team performance. We will also 

describe how diversity is affected by the selection face and the possibilities and challenges that 

can occur.   

3.5.1 Homogeneous Teams 

A disadvantage that Chen and Gong (2018) and Neu (2018) have discovered with self-selected 

teams is when having the authority to choose your own team, individuals tend to form teams 

from their social networks and with people that are like themselves. Possibilities with having a 

team with similar members are that it can result in better cohesion and communication 

according to Higgs, Plewnia and Ploch (2005). A team like this, built on the same 

characteristics, knowledge, skills and experiences, is also called a homogeneous team (Chen & 

Gong, 2018). Homogeneous teams could be a problem since a difference in knowledge, skills 

and experiences are important to team performance according to Liang, Liu, Lin, and Lin 

(2007).  Having diversity in the team will encourage individuals to contribute with their 

thoughts and ideas, providing a more creative thinking process and motivating environment 

(Higgs et al., 2005). Higgs et al. (2005) have seen that different types of teams are needed 

depending on the required creative level of the task. Tasks of advanced nature requires diversity 

within the team and homogeneous teams will not perform as well as teams with diversity (Higgs 

et al., 2005). Team diversity can also lead to conflicts that can create stress, dissatisfaction and 

demotivation (Higgs et al., 2005). Our definition of a homogeneous team is that it consists of 



individuals that possesses the same characteristics, knowledge, skills and experiences and will 

therefore lack knowledge diversity within the team. 

3.5.2 Team Diversities Effect on Performance  

Liang et al. (2007) formed a model that show how team diversity and interpersonal conflict will 

have an impact on software project team performance. The authors are showing that it exists a 

co-relationship with diversity in teams and performance. Team diversity in the meaning of 

differences among team members and their technical knowledge, values and social skills, that 

arises from differences in education, experience and skill (Liang et al. (2007).  

 

 
  

Figure 5: Shows the positive relationships that exists between team diversity and software team performance. 

This is an interpretation of Liang et al.s model (2007, p. 646). 

 

The diversity will significantly increase the interpersonal conflicts, regarding task- and 

relationship conflicts, that will affect team performance in a positive direction (Liang et al., 

2007), this relationship is displayed in Figure 5. Hoegl and Gemuenden (2001) describes that 

it is of great importance for the team quality that it exists a diversity in the team’s knowledge 

and experience, to ensure that the team possesses all skills that are necessary to fulfill their 

tasks. The conflicts that arise in teams with diversity in knowledge, skills and experiences will 

create quality interaction between team members (Liang et al., 2007; Hoegl & Gemuenden, 

2001). Liang et al. (2007) describe that there exist a relationship with a diverse basis and quality 

teams. 

  



3.6 Prior Research Summary 

There exist differences between traditional teams and agile teams and how they are formed. A 

traditional team is handpicked by skills, will only exist a period of a time and have a clear leader 

(Fernandez & Fernandez, 2008). Agile teams are self-managing and there exist several hybrid 

methods that have evolved in different organizations (Lindvall et al., 2004), one hybrid is self-

selection. Self-selection teams are created by individuals choosing their own teams, where the 

team members usually are from the same social network according to Chen and Gong (2018) 

and Neu (2018). Self-selection is a part of DevOps, that are an agile approach to handle software 

development deliveries to ensure qualitative results (Paez, 2018). This is done by supporting 

continuous short feedback loops, which will create better control and visibility over the software 

development (Kuusinen et al., 2018). Implementing agile methods, that enables flexibility, into 

traditional organizations, usually comes with several challenges (Lindvall et al., 2004). Due to 

this, it can be hard to change a well-structured organization, where structures and processes are 

well established (Lindvall et al., 2004). Moe et al. (2009) describe self-selected teams as a 

defined group of people that together takes responsibility for the teamwork. Self-managed 

teams are responsible for managing and monitoring their own processes and executing task 

(Moe et al., 2009). Gren et al. (2014) describe that the motivation in agile teams are usually 

higher than in traditional teams, since the agile team have more impact on their daily work. 

There exist challenges and possibilities with self-selected teams, one of the challenges are 

homogenous teams, that comes from having the same characteristics as the people in your social 

network (Chen & Gong, 2018). This will affect the diversity in knowledges and experiences in 

the team and, therefore, the performance. Performance comes from the conflicts that arise in 

teams with diversity in knowledge, skills and experiences will create quality interaction 

between team members (Liang et al., 2007; Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001).  

  



4 Empirical Material 

In this section the people who have been interviewed will be presented and what the main takeaways 

from the interviews are. We will also present the internal documentation. This will be presented through 

the main themes found when analyzing this data. 

 

4.1 Our Case: The Organization IFS 

IFS is short for Industrial and Financial Systems and is mainly an ERP-system developer 

company. IFS also have other services and products bought when expanding the company over 

the years (IFS, 2019). IFS was founded in 1983 by five engineering students from Linköping’s 

University (IFS, 2019). The headquarter are still located in Linköping, in the science park next 

to the University, and now there are approximately 3500 employees and 10 000 customers 

worldwide (IFS, 2019). The development of the products is mainly done by the offices located 

in Sweden and Sri Lanka (IFS, 2019). The department we have chosen is the R&D department, 

which stand for Research and Development and is a software development department. 

4.2 Respondents 

We have interviewed six persons in different roles, these respondents will be presented below.  

4.2.1 Director of Development (DoD)  

The Director of Development was the person initiating the self-selection process. He has been 

working at IFS for about a year and has been through a self-selection process on his previous 

workplace - which also was a software development company. When he began at IFS a year 

ago, he had the role Product Manager, this role meant being both the requirements owner and 

responsible for the software development. Now his only responsibility is the software 

development.   

4.2.2 Software Engineer (SE1)  

SE1 began at IFS approximately 1,5 years ago and is hired as a Software Engineer but in 

practice he basically works as a Systems Engineer. He knew what self-selection was from 

before the reorganization, since he had heard of Spotify, but not from any own experience of it. 

He was very positively surprised by the reorganization, and how well it had solved some of the 

problems IFS had before, based on an outdated organizational form, according to him. He has 

the role of Process Master in his team.  

  

4.2.3 Software Engineer (SE2)  
The SE2 began at IFS about 2 years ago. She had no knowledge of what self-selection was 

before encountering the process at IFS. She has the role of a team member in her team.  



4.2.4 Lead Software Engineer (Lead SE)  

The Lead SE began at IFS over ten years ago, so he has a very high level of knowledge within 

his area. He had no experience of self-selection before the process at IFS but had heard of it 

from another department at IFS which had already been through the self-selection process. He 

has the role of a team member in his team.  

4.2.5 Lead Business System Analyst (BSA)  

The BSA has worked at IFS for about 12-13 years. He has advanced to lead BSA after joining 

Technology but started his career at IFS as a consultant. Before joining his current team, the 

BSA was a part of a DevOps-group at IFS, investigating how they could use this method in 

their daily work, since self-selection is a cornerstone in DevOps, he had some previous 

knowledge of the process. He has the role of a team member and he was the respondent in the 

pilot interview.  

4.2.6 Senior Software Engineer (Senior SE)  

The Senior SE has been working at IFS in two periods, in total 17 years. He has described them 

working with agile ceremonies before, but never with self-selection and he has no previous 

knowledge of it. He has heard other companies reorganizing through self-selection. He is the 

Process master in his current team. He has the role of the Process Master in his team.  

4.3 The Process and Current Work-flow 

4.3.1 How IFS Work and Agile Ceremonies  

What ceremonies are performed and what routines that come with the goal “True Agile Teams”, 

self-selected teams, will be declared in this section. Some teams have used agile ceremonies 

before, since the use of AQUA, short for Agile Quick User friendly Adaptable (IFS, 2016), in 

some parts of the organization, but not everyone are applying them, according to the DoD. The 

SE1 mentioned that it was a lot of resistance from senior coworkers, regarding the 

implementation of AQUA. The SE1 said that the seniors did not want to change their old ways 

of working, they wanted to keep the traditional project structures - since they thought they were 

better. This complicated the implementation phase of AQUA and the self-selected teams. 

According to the DoD the agile ceremonies used when adopting self-selection in IFS are; daily 

stand-ups, sprint planning, sprint review and retrospective.  

4.3.2 Roles in Self-selected Teams 

The DoD and the BSA explained the new team composition as following. All self-selected 

teams have team members and three of the team members have the roles of a Business 

Requirements Owner (BRO), Architect and Process Master. The BRO is a facilitator helping 

the team making choices, and having responsibility for prioritization of the backlog, 

communicate the customers specification and are keeping track of what other teams are doing. 



Architect is a specialist within their area, knowing their overhead plan and guiding the team 

with a long-term perspective. The Architects are the specialists have the main responsibility 

regarding the technical specifications. The Process Master is the person responsible for 

upholding the agile ceremonies.  

4.3.3 The Self-selection Process  

The first step of the process of reorganization to self-selected teams where to decide the 

functional areas and assign each team a BRO and an architect. These roles were assigned by 

the management, according to the DoD. The DoD described the process of deciding areas as an 

iteration with the architects, some team members and the management group. The architects 

then dividing the areas into functional areas, that can be seen in Figure 6.  

 
Figure 6: How the teams’ functional areas were divided in the department Platform and Cloud (PaC), where 

self-selection was performed. 

The next step was to include the team members, this was done according to a timeline of the 

self-selection process presented by Dissanayake (2018), seen in Figure 7. After the iterations 

the BROs presented their functional areas, to give the team members an understanding of what 

every area would work with before deciding which area or team they wanted to work in. The 

DoD also described that each team should consist of approximately the same amount of people, 

but that too can vary from different teams. During the team selection all teams were visible on 

a Trello board, where you could see which other coworkers that were a part of each team 

(Dissanayake, 2018). Trello is a technical aid and coworking space, it works as an online 

Kanban board. The Trello board consist of columns, representing the teams, and cards with 

pictures that could be moved between the columns - representing the team members, this can 

be seen in Figure 7. This was iterated three times according to Dissanayake's (2018) 

presentation, and the DoD said they had an extra iteration ready if the teams would not be ready 

to go-live after the third iteration.  

 

 



 
Figure 7: The rough time-plan presented 2018-09-12 (Dissanayake, 2018). 

Dissanayake (2018) described that the teams should raise concerns between the iterations 

through placing them on a label on a Trello board. This means they were visible for everyone. 

Between each iteration the coworkers could help each other find solutions to these concerns 

(Dissanayake, 2018). This could for example be a team lacking competence or capacity to solve 

something in their functional area according to the DoD. This is illustrated on the fictional self-

selection Trello board below in Figure 8. The red banner at the top of column 4 and 6 are 

concerns raised by the teams. The BSA described the concern cards as a tool for describing if 

they could do their work assigned to the team or not. The DoD said the management group 

spoke a lot about team size and the site aspect when choosing team, so they should end up 

between five to nine team members in each group and have team members both from Sweden 

and Sri Lanka.   

 

 
Figure 8: This illustrates how the Trello-board looked for the teams during the self-selection process, this is an 

example shown by one of the respondents. 

After the iterations were done and they declared the teams as ready they did a survey which 

was sent out by email. The result showed that more than 70 % said they had chosen the team 



by the area and task (Platform & Cloud Self-selection Survey, 2018). The DoD thought that 

even though most people said that they chose team depending on the area or task, most choices 

were in fact based on who they wanted to work with. He assumed that people like to work with 

people that are like themselves and said that is something the management team was aware of 

before the process began.   

4.4 Choice of Themes  

Here we will explain our choice of themes for the empirical thematization, which is presented 

below. Why we have chosen thematization as a method is explained earlier in 2 Method. We 

have chosen these six following themes: Team Choice, Team Diversity, Overlapping 

Assignments, Experienced Ownership, Management Influence and Performance. These are the 

six areas that were the most common in the interview material collected and the previous 

literature on the subject. These are also the area’s most commonly mentioned together regarding 

challenges and possibilities with self-selection and which is the purpose of the essay - and, 

therefore, the best fit to answer our research questions and object of the essay.   

4.5 Team choice  

All respondents were asked how they thought regarding the choice concerning choosing teams 

and work area. The answers of how they chose teams were divided into two groups, who 

preferred different factors. BSA said that he based his decision of team on what people he 

wanted to work with. If he had wanted to work with a technique that really interested him, he 

would have chosen another team. The BSA explained that his selection was driven by wanting 

to work with a couple of people that he had worked well with before. The BSA also thought 

that a lot of people chose their team based on the same factor, people they enjoy working with. 

The BSA based his choice on having fun while working, which he thought depends on the 

colleagues - the chemistry and atmosphere within the team. The other group based their choice 

on the opposite factor - they chose their team by choosing the area they wanted to work in. 

Senior SE, Lead SE, SE1, and SE2, all described that they chose team deepening on the area 

they wanted to work in. SE2 saw it as, self-selection actually allowed you to choose the area 

you are interested in or an area you are skilled in. The SE2 described this as working with 

something you like or know well, will lead to better productivity. The SE1 also chose team 

based on the area, he wanted to have the ability to further develop something that he already 

had helped to develop from the beginning. The SE1 reflected on choosing team regarding 

having the possibility to become a specialist in an area. He felt that being surrounded by all 

senior developers with would help him becoming an expert. The SE1 explained his choice: 

 

Feeling needed, that you can contribute to something important. It is easy to get small tasks to 

execute and fix some bugs here and there, but the big core system has often been written by 

someone with a high level of expertise. And being part of a team that will write a core system 

from scratch is my motivation for choosing this team.  

 



Even if most of the respondents said that they did choose by which area to work in, all 

respondents mentioned that they did know some people in their current team from working in 

the same projects prior to the self-selection. The BSA, Lead SE, SE2, and SE1 have worked 

with two or three of the team members before, and the senior SE also mentioned that he was 

working with some of the coworkers as he had before the reorganization.   

  

The DoD thought that even though the coworkers said that they had chosen team dependent on 

the area, most people chose based on who they want to work with. The conclusion is that 

individuals like to work with people that are like themselves, which also can be seen at how the 

team ended up. The DoD said: “You cannot avoid that the individuals that are in the team have 

been an insignificant factor when choosing”. Wishing that in the end, it would have been a 

higher degree of team diversity. The DoD and the senior SE also mentioned that they thought 

that people got comfortable when choosing a team and, therefore, stayed within the area they 

already knew.  

 

All the respondents got asked what characteristics they were relating to a bad and a good team. 

One characteristic of a good team that was mentioned was the ability to debate within the team, 

scrutinizing the solutions. This was mentioned both by the BSA, the lead SE, the SE2, and the 

senior SE where the respondents thought that debating would lead to better teamwork, more 

creative products and solutions. The DoD characterized a well-functioning team as a team that 

have the support required to make the right decisions and that they are feeling ownership of 

their functional area. Regarding team size, the BSA, the SE1 and the DoD think that the best 

team size is as small as possible, about five to nine team members. The first characteristic of a 

bad team that were described by the lead SE and the SE2 was a team where the people cannot 

argue. A team that will stick to their opinion, without the ability to debate the solution. This 

will cause the team not creating the best possible product. The second characteristic of a bad 

team, that all respondents agreed on, was a team that did not have diversity in skills and 

knowledge. The third, and last, characteristic of a non-functional team is mentioned by the SE1. 

He believed that older teams often got to comfortable, resulting in them working in old ways, 

not wanting to learn new strategies and workways. Therefore, the SE1 believed that the best 

composition of a team is where it exists a mixture of age and seniority.   

 

The SE1 did say that it was a lot of resistance towards the self-selection process. The user 

resistance were mainly the senior co-workers that have been at the company for a longer time 

according to the SE1. The SE1 felt that the resistance maybe came from not wanting to adapt 

towards more agile methods and that well-functioning teams from before needed to split up. 

One example that was brought up by the SE1 and the BSA regarding the self-selection process 

was one person that wanted to work within another team than the one he had ended up in. This 

was a side effect from that this person were the only one who had the specific competences that 

were needed in one of the areas. The SE1 believed that some people needed to go to certain 

areas, due to their competences. The SE1 thought that if a team completely are missing some 

competences it was due to two things, (1) that the team forgot to flag about it at the beginning, 

or (2) did not understand the meaning of the area and the competences needed until later in the 

process.  



4.6 Team diversity 

Team diversity was one of the areas spoken about the most in the pilot interview with the BSA. 

The BSA described a cornerstone of a well-functioning team being team diversity. This 

respondent meant team diversity being important in the aspect of seniority versus junior 

coworkers, and the BSA also included personalities within the diversity aspect. The BSA 

described a risk with lacking team diversity: “[...] diversity is a very good factor to have in mind 

as well, if you are a lot of the same in one team you may end up with what is characterized with 

‘group-think’.” He referred to people not having their ideas challenged and, therefore, ending 

up without discussions which could lead to products with flaws - that no one in the group has 

thought of, since they all value the same factors. The DoD also explained that it is important to 

have different kinds of people to be able to solve problems. The DoD meant different people 

result in better discussion and are, therefore, better at solving problems than likeminded.   

Something that all respondents brought up during their interviews was the importance of having 

a wide knowledge and skills base. The BSA described diversity as crucial for a good team, as 

mentioned above. Diversity regarding knowledge to enhance the groups problem solving skills 

is also something the lead SE and the SE2 mentioned. The SE2 described the importance of 

having people willing to learn new things. To get a broad knowledge within their teams’ area. 

The lead SE described a functional team as being able of having arguments and discussions, 

but most importantly be willing to learn and change your opinion. This is something correlating 

with the BSAs description of ‘group-think’, which he found negative. The senior SE and the 

BSA described a wish of having an ideal team with T-shaped colleagues. He described the T-

shape competence as having both specialization within some area and also brief knowledge 

about several others. The senior SE also admitted that the seniors have an edge but that it is 

hard to change their set of minds, regarding new workways. This is something the SE2, the 

BSA and the lead SE mentioned as important - having the ability to drive discussions and having 

an open mind for new solutions, where the BSA thought that the team should keep an open 

debate of the products being developed. The SE1 described a good team as composed of 

different individuals. He described the diversity as important regarding which site they work 

on (which the senior SE also mentioned), a diversity in which roles they have and the 

importance of mixing senior and junior coworkers.  

When it comes to the composition of the respondent’s own teams, we found that they had 

different opinions regarding what they thought the team was missing and the division of 

characteristics. The senior SE described that his team is composed of similar people, where 

most of them are seniors and expert on their areas. He described the teamwork as not sharing 

assignments, rather dividing them between each other, without competition about who should 

take what since they have such different knowledge basis. The senior SE also describe this as a 

problem since this has led to low performance, no clear goals and usually not achieving their 

sprint goals, which will be further explained in 4.9 Performance. The SE1 described his team 

as not as diverse as he would have liked. The SE2, on the other hand, described their team as 

having a good diversity. She described their team as lacking knowledge of their area in the 

beginning but being open-minded and willing, and eager, to learn. The lead SE also thought his 



team were good in the aspect of the diversity, but that there always are room for improvement. 

The BSAs view on his team was that they had a very good balance. The BSA explained that he 

thought they had a good balance in many different perspectives, such as age, gender, seniority 

and characteristics. The BSA described that they had a mix of people who likes polishing and 

working with details and people eager to ship and getting things ‘out of the door’. He found this 

mix important to get a good quality on the products, but not getting stuck polishing it too long 

at the same time. The DoD described the self-selection process as:  

[...] most team members have said, verbally and in a survey, that type of work is the primary 

driver for selecting teams. However, I suspect that selecting teams based on people you want to 

work with is, consciously or subconsciously more important than what we say. The survey has 

shown that selecting teams based on the people you want to work with is not an insignificant 

factor.  

The DoD also described this as something they were aware of before starting the process and 

he thought this is something that is a pattern in most of the teams. According to the DoD this 

has led to similar people working in the same team. This was the DoDs view on the first try 

with self-selected teams. But since he thought the teams are aware of this, he thought they 

would choose with diversity in mind the next time.      

The BSA explained ‘group-think’ and he described consequences due to this through several 

examples, one of them was: “If you only have a group of people that are very technically 

inclined, then you will build… what most often happens is that you end up with a product that 

is designed for technically inclined users as well”. His point was that with similar people you 

can get flaws in your product, you will create something that is alike the group and its reasoning. 

Another consequence of how IFS historically have been organized is the creation of experts 

which the DoD, the BSA and the SE1 addressed as problematic. The DoD described that the 

self-selection initiative was a way of getting the people in the teams to earn more on knowledge 

sharing. The senior SE described their current team as a team built on different experts - lacking 

the T-shaped knowledge. So, he also requested more knowledge sharing. The DoD described 

that by working through building teams for every new project and then disassemble them results 

in experts, with no benefit of sharing their knowledge.  

4.7 Overlapping assignments  

Above in section 4.6 Team Diversity the senior SE described a situation within IFS where a lot 

of people have expert competence, instead of being T-shaped. The DoD describe this because 

of the old organizational method. This, however, is not the only consequence of having different 

organizational methods, overlapping assignments could also be a result of this - which is 

described in this section.  

 

The senior SE described the initial situation between the teams as one with high tension. He 

thought there were conflicts since the functional areas do not have clear boundaries and 

responsibilities. The senior SE thought this have led to some things being left undone - since 

no one has felt the responsibility to do it. The SE1 also described one person in their team being 



part of two teams, one team working in a traditional project form and one team which have 

went through the self-selection process. The SE1 said this person spent most of his days in 

meetings, since he is part of two teams this means double daily meetings. The SE1 did not 

mention if the person found being a part of two different teams as something bad. The SE1 also 

described the formal stuff and bureaucracy as time-consuming. When needing help from a 

traditional project, due to a change in an area with overlapping code, the self-selected team 

needs to do a request. The request will then be noted by the project team and then prioritized, 

therefore, could a five-minute assignment take several days.  

 

The SE2 described their former code base as impossible to separate into different functional 

areas. This means a lot of dependencies between the teams, which should have full ownership 

over their functional areas. The lead SE and SE1 described the most common dependency 

between teams as code changes who require multiple teams being involved. This leads to the 

self-selection teams being codependent with each other and with traditional project teams. The 

communication will be described in the next paragraph. The lead SE said: 

  

“Earlier we had our concept areas [functional areas] and our way of structuring, with the new 

concept areas, for example the server area has been split by three teams and this is a 

challenge!”  

 

The BSA also described IFS as an old company when it comes to software development, which 

has resulted in a lot of legacy code. The BSA described that one challenge emerging from this 

is the question is the ownership of the code. The BSA meant that it is hard to take responsibility 

when the legacy code is all intertwined with the hole organization.  

 

The SE1 described a situation that happened within his team, where the management came and 

ordered them to pause their work to start on another project. The SE1 said: “we were told to 

pause everything and start working 100 % on this new project. This is the exact opposite of 

self-management”. While doing this, the team needed to start making estimations, so that the 

management could get an overview of what the team were doing and how fast. In this initial 

situation the SE1 felt that his team’s ownership over the area was taken away. The SE1 

described that this came with one positive outcome and that was that they now are responsible 

for the area they are supposed to and can take their own decisions regarding the development. 

All respondents felt that they had a better self-ownership over what they are doing today than 

what they did in previous projects in the organization. The BSA said that this came from the 

teams both developing and doing the support of their own area, due to this they are more 

involved and have a natural feedback cycle. The DoD had the same thoughts regarding the 

subject, he felt that keeping the same team with responsibility for both development and 

support, improved cohesion. Even though the senior SE felt ownership over his work today, he 

felt that his teams did not have an overall ownership over their tasks. The senior SE said that 

the management still told them what to do sometimes, which is contradictory to self-managed 

teams. He also felt that being top-managed takes away motivation. The senior SE also 

mentioned that his motivation depends on if he has a clear goal to work towards, which his team 

did not have now.  



4.9 Management influence  

As mentioned above in 4.3.3 The Self-Selection Process, the management took part in creating 

the teams, by forming the functional areas together with the Architects, recommending team 

size and deciding who was going to be the BRO and Architect in each team. Some respondents 

had expected this, and some had not. An example of this is the BSAs reaction to what roles that 

were selectable. He thought that more roles were going to be open for self-selection and were, 

therefore, a bit disappointed with the selection of areas and roles were limited. This was 

something that the senior SE also mentioned, feeling that the self-selection process not really 

was free self-selection, since limitations existed regarding the roles and areas.  

 

The senior SE would also have liked to see that the management would have asked the BRO’s 

of what they thought was needed in every team and being more specific about the division and 

descriptions of the areas. A lot of confusion regarding who own what arose, which all 

respondents thought could had been avoided. The senior SE would have liked the management 

to be clearer about what they wanted everybody involved in the self-selected process to think 

about when choosing teams. He did not find it clear if the management wanted the coworkers 

to pick something that they already had experience in, or to choose something completely new. 

He felt that the management could have given a clearer description of the process. The DoD 

said they, the management team, always sat at the side-line. The SE1 felt that the management 

initially communicated that your choice of a team should be based on personal reasons, 

something that you would like to work with. He said he felt that the process did not really live 

up to this. As describing what could have been done differently if the process would be redone, 

the SE1 said: ”I would, in the early phase, communicate the fact that everybody won't be able 

to get what they want”. The SE1 believed that the acceptance of the self-selection process could 

have been better if this was clearly communicated. The SE1 also thought that the management 

could have been stronger and more dominant when introducing the process, to avoid resistance. 

He said that a lot of resistance that arose when reorganizing came from senior members of the 

organization that clearly described their disapproval of the process in front of all individuals 

going into the self-selection process. The SE1 quoted one senior coworker who had said 

following in a meeting with all coworkers from PaC by saying: “I really don't like what we are 

doing with self-selection, I think this is a big mistake we should go back to how we did it 

previously”. The SE1 described that, senior coworkers’ opinions weigh heavily in the 

organization and seniority imply respect. The SE1 felt that the senior coworker’s world affects 

people and that the management should have managed the situation better and stood up for the 

self-selection process better.    

 

Some respondents brought up how the daily work was structured and how the teams interacted 

with one another. One thought came from the BSA, he would have liked to see that it existed 

more information sharing regarding what the other teams are doing, to get a sense of what they 

have been doing lately and what other teams are doing now. As the teams got settled some of 

the respondents found it hard to focus on their new areas, due to outside factors which drove 

them into shifting focus. The BSA described the situation as his team needing to help another 



project at IFS, but there was a lot of confusion about how. Meaning that their focus shifted for 

a while before going back to doing things that their team was meant to do. The SE1 described 

the same situation happening to his team, where they were told assist in a project will pausing 

everything else. He also mentioned that while doing this project the team was assigned a project 

leader. The BSA felt that the management did communicate out that the self-selected teams 

would end up becoming self-managed, autonomous, which he thought they are now, though 

they were not immediately after the process ended. Another opinion about the daily work that 

was brought up was the impact on the teams from the rest of the organization. When working 

towards regular, more traditional, projects within the organizations some conflicts arises, 

according to the senior SE. Where the agile teams are meant to come with small and continuous 

deliveries, the project team only comes with one big delivery, that could be delivered after one 

or two years. The senior SE, did see this overlapping, self-selected teams and traditional project 

teams, being a problem in the long run.    

4.10 Performance  

In the previous section describing team diversity the senior SE described an ideal team as a 

team built with T-shaped coworkers. This would allow more people to test code and user 

experience, without having to learn a lot before. The senior SE also described their team as 

lacking drive. This is something he thought was based on lack of competition between the 

colleagues in the team. He thought the team would get more produced with more similar 

knowledge, feeling the pressure of performing if multiple coworkers have the same skill. The 

senior SE also thought a project manager could help their situation, by giving the teams clear 

goals, though he felt responsible in his role to motivate his team. The senior SE did not feel that 

it was his responsibility to motivate his team, according to his understandings. He also describes 

a difficulty of reaching the sprint goals, often the coworkers misunderstand the assignment or 

were not good enough at estimate the time, according to the senior SE. The SE2 and the lead 

SE felt that the scope changed a lot in the beginning, which ended in that the teams did not 

make their sprint goal, but now when the organizational change is through and everything is 

settling, they have become more productive. This is something they accounted for according to 

the DoD.  

The main improvement area right now is the communication between the departments in the 

building according to the DoD. The SE1 had seen senior co-workers having trouble of accepting 

the new ways of working. He felt that they constantly gave resistance towards the new agile 

methods. The SE1 thought that communicating that this is a workways to improve the 

production and having higher quality on the product in the end could counteract the user 

resistance. Ensuring that everybody is aiming towards a common end goal.  

When the DoD began at IFS, he said there were roughly 20 people in each team which he 

thought was way too much. That is one of the reasons why he initiated the self-selection process, 

creating smaller teams. Meaning that smaller teams cause higher profits and higher performing 

teams, creating better output. The SE1 described that he preferred smaller teams, he believed 

that his teams’ size, consisting of five members was perfect. Meaning that a team should not go 



over eight to nine members, feeling that the team tend to snooze on the stand-ups if they get to 

large. He thought that having a small team where people have a broad knowledge of the area, 

gets everyone more involved in the current status of the development. The SE1 was skeptical 

towards this process in the beginning but think it has turned out good - he found that self-

managed teams had resulted in the creation of better products than before. The BSA said that 

he thought ‘group-think’ could lead to products created by the team only fit to meet people like 

them with alike needs and requirements. Diverse teams could be creating better products as a 

production flow can be created with different approaches and bias, according to the BSA, SE2 

and the lead SE. The BSA also described it as important to have fun in the team and at work. 

According to the DoD having fun, and having happy coworkers is, unfortunately, not enough 

to motivate a reorganization due to the cost.   

The senior SE found that the support and the development of the product should be done by the 

same people - he thought it was the most efficient way, since the teams will work on a 

sustainable solution. This is the way it has become after the self-selection process, support and 

development is part of every functional area. This is something the DoD did found important 

for the performance.  

4.11 Empirical Material Summary   

We have found six themes that we have divided our empirical material by, these are: Team 

Choice, Team Diversity, Overlapping Assignments, Experienced Ownership, Management 

Influence and Performance. We have found that all respondents did find diversity important to 

have in mind when assembling a team. The respondents had spited opinions regarding if their 

own team had a wide knowledge base. There existed two meanings regarding the process of 

choosing teams. One respondent did choose by wanting to be with certain people and the rest 

of the respondents said they chose team depending on the area they found interesting. Even 

though there did not exist any shared opinion on the reason to choose a team, we saw that all 

respondents did know at least two of their current team members from before. The next theme 

we found was overlapping assignments. All respondents found it hard to know where the team’s 

area boundaries existed, especially at the beginning. This resulted in long waiting periods 

sometimes, that occurred when the self-selected teams needed to request stuff from other 

traditional projects at IFS, not knowing who should be responsible over certain areas. The team 

members felt that their self-management and self-ownership was reduced as a side effect by the 

overlapping assignments. Most of the respondents felt that they had gained a stronger feeling 

of ownership over their work, meaning that a better ownership creates a better cohesion and 

motivation in the team. The respondents had divided meanings about what the management 

could have done differently when forming the teams and areas. One respondent thought that the 

management should have made more roles self-selectable and another felt that the management 

should have communicated out better what to think about when selecting your team. The last 

theme is performance, which the respondents’ thought was connected to team size, team 

diversity and feeling ownership of your work.   



5 Analysis 

In this section we will analyze our empirical material combined with prior research on the subject. We 

will analyze the material through the themes that we have found and analyze and compare findings 

through Bazeley’s (2009) method.  

 

5.1 Research Questions  

The research questions presented in 1.3.1 Research Questions, are discussed in 5 Analysis and 

answered in the following section and answered in 6 Conclusions. Our research questions are 

presented again below, since they are the base of the choice of themes, the research questions 

are what we want to answer through the themes.  

  

1. What challenges and possibilities exist within self-selected teams implemented in 

traditional projects in a software development organization?   

 

2. How can these challenges and possibilities be managed? 

5.2 Choice of Themes 

We want to start the analysis by connecting to the prior research and to our empirical material 

through our six themes. These themes are based on frequently discussed topics in the empirical 

material and prior research, and this is visualized in Table 2. Team Diversity aims to describe 

the situation in the teams regarding challenges and possibilities with homogeneous teams. This 

is closely bound to Team Choice which is the theme mapping the factors of why the respondents 

chose their current team. Overlapping Assignments both describe the unique situation at IFS, 

being a traditional project organization implementing agile workways in a software 

development company. A traditional organization which have resulted in legacy code 

interfering with the autonomy of the separate new divisions of the group. Experienced 

Ownership is an area closely bound to overlapping assignment and Management Influence. This 

theme aims to map the experience of motivation connected to the autonomy of the teams. 

Management Influence describe the management's role change and how the respondents have 

thought of it. Performance aims to answer the question of self-selection being worth 

implementing, or at least our respondents take on it.      

  



Table 2: A visualization of how we have thematized the different parts of the thesis, from definitions and division 

of the problem to prior research and empirical material.  

Problems Literature Themes Empirical Themes 

Homogeneous teams Homogeneous Teams vs. Team Diversity 

Social Network 

Team Choice 

Team Diversity 

Performance 

Self-management Self-management 

 

Overlapping Assignments 

Management Influence 

Performance 

Traditional vs.  

Agile Projects 

Traditional Projects contra Agile Projects Overlapping Assignments 

Experienced Ownership 

Performance 

 

In the following section we discuss these themes from the gathered empirical material, 

presented in 4 Empirical Material and comparing our findings with the prior research, which 

we presented in section 2 Prior Research. We will also include our own interpretations on the 

subject.  

5.3 Team Choice  
Chen and Gong (2018) have seen that when given the choice of whom to work with, people 

tend to team up with people within their social network. From the respondent's answers, this 

was not the case, where only one respondent answered that he chose team dependent on the 

people working there. The rest of the respondents mentioned that they chose team by which 

area they wanted to work in. The respondent's answers are also supported by the findings in the 

survey (Platform & Cloud Self-selection Survey, 2018). The survey showed that 70 % of the 

individuals who went through the self-selection process chose teams dependent on the team’s 

areas and not by their social network. Even though the surveys and the respondents' answers 

showed people choosing teams dependent on which area they wanted to work in, we think it is 

the opposite and that the respondents have not been truly transparent. This is based on the 

respondent’s answers regarding already knowing people in their current team from before and 

Chen and Gong (2018) and Neus (2018) view on choosing teams by their social network. The 

DoD thought that people did chose teams dependent on their social network, even though they 

said otherwise. When asked if the respondents knew anybody from their current team from 

before, all respondents said yes. All respondents know at least two team members in their 

current team from before, from working in the same projects. Neu (2018) believes that people 

will choose a team depending on their social network, due to having a better trust in people that 

already are within your social network. We believe that choosing a team depending on your 

social network can have its challenges and possibilities. Neu (2018) describe a possibility as 

knowing the people you are working with will give you the upper hand of creating a good 

communication structure and shorten the start-up period. We believe that better communication 

will lead to better coordination. According to Chen and Gong (2018) and Neu (2018) good 

communication arises from team members having better cohesion. All respondents could relate 



to having good cohesion in their team, which we believe is built up from knowing people from 

before. The BSA described that he wanted to work with certain people, due to being able to 

have fun while working, creating a good atmosphere and cohesion. But having fun together is 

not enough, even for the team members. The DoD described the team as enjoying their work 

more now contra before, but that this, unfortunately, is not enough. The BSA described that the 

work environment and having fun during work is one of the most important factors to him when 

working. The primary challenge with having people within your social network in your team 

comes at the expense of skill diversity (Chen & Gong, 2018), which can create homogenous 

teams as described below in 5.4 Team Diversity. We, therefore, believe that the possibilities of 

having the choice of choosing people within your social network will create motivation, due to 

the possibility to work with people that you already are comfortable with. Hoegl and 

Gemuenden (2001) describe teams as needing to feel satisfied to get motivated to continue 

working. We see this as a possibility to use when it comes to self-selection, since the coworkers 

can choose where they want to work which we think will lead to the team members being 

satisfied with their team. This is something most of the respondents agree with. We think 

motivation is a central part in good cohesion and Chen, Gong (2018) and Neu (2018) say that 

better cohesion results in better performance. 

 

Even though self-selection was supposed to give every individual a free choice of selecting 

teams, this was not the case for everyone, according to the respondents. Both the BSA and SE1 

explained that there were some individuals that, more or less, already were assigned to a certain 

team, because of possessing special competences. The two respondents explained that their 

coworker wanted to try something new within the organization and, therefore, chose a team 

outside his former area. Being the only one with his expertise, made him needed within his 

former area. We saw this as going against the self-selection process, where the DoD described 

the process as a possibility for people to try a new area that they had not worked within before. 

This is another challenge, which we have identified, that has arisen within Team Choice in the 

self-selected process, where few people possess specific competencies and are, therefore, 

needed within a specific area. We believe that this could be prevented by continuously 

spreading competences within the organization, ensuring that more than one individual 

possesses a specific competence, as discussed below in 5.4 Team Diversity. We believe that 

working with DevOps, continual loops and feedback (Kuusinen et al., 2018) and having a stable 

team with a long-term focus, can create these conditions toward spreading knowledge in the 

organization. Spreading knowledge within the organization are something that we think can be 

encouraged through having small and stable teams. All respondents thought that the best teams 

are those who are small, as in five to nine team members. The SE1 believed that small teams 

have better communication, which leads to the team becoming more involved in all the 

members daily work. 

 

Another challenge with self-selection that we have identified is that some people were not ready 

for choosing their own team. For example, the SE1 quoted a senior coworker who found this 

reorganization useless. Ulrich and Smallwood (2013) describe leadership as a capability in an 

organization and Allio (2015) describe it as a part of the strategy. This is something we see as 

a great responsibility, which we do not think everybody was ready for when the self-selection 



process was introduced. The SE1 and the senior SE thought that the management should have 

had a clearer structure and meaning communicated to the teams when introducing the self-

selection. We too think this could have prevented some of the user resistance and could have 

prepared the coworkers for the new responsibilities and possibilities to shape their own future.  

5.4 Team Diversity  

As Chen and Gong (2018) and Neu (2018) describe the diversity is a vital part of a well-

functioning team. This is also a factor several of our respondents have brought up regarding 

well-functioning teams. The senior SE commented that he thought this was not an important 

factor for a team to produce good products - he thought people who are alike can do this as 

well. Liang et al. (2007) describe homogeneous teams as a problem, since diversity in 

knowledge and experience is important for the product development. We assume that most 

people think this is a vital factor for getting a productive and functional team, since all, but one, 

respondent described this as important. A possibility with this, according to us, is that 

encouraging diverse teams could lead to a better team dynamic and performance. This 

possibility is difficult to apply in a self-selection process in praxis according to the DoD, since 

it is hard to communicate what diversity is. The DoD also described that he wanted to limit the 

management’s influence on the process, to keep it a self-selection process. A challenge Chen 

and Gong (2018) and Neu (2018) write about that the individual’s choice of team members are 

connected to their social network, which are discussed in the previous section 5.3 Team Choice. 

This is something the DoD have mentioned that the management group were prepared for - the 

coworkers choosing people they are alike and like to work with. This could lead to difficulties 

completing tasks, since the team will lack diversity in skill and knowledge (Chen & Gong, 

2018; Neu, 2018). The senior SE described his team as lacking diversity regarding seniority. 

He also described his team as lacking drive, they have no one pushing to reach their sprint goals 

and no competition regarding assignments. Our opinion, from his statement, together with the 

literature, is that this lack of drive might come from the lack of diversity regarding seniority. 

The senior SE, on the other hand, said it was due to lack of competition regarding the 

assignments - he thought they needed to be motivated through having the same qualifications 

in the team.  

 

A possibility with having a homogeneous team is better cohesion and communication according 

to Higgs et al. (2005). Higgs et al. (2005) describe too much differences in a team as possibly 

creating tension and conflict. Liang et al. (2007) and Hoegl and Gemuenden (2001) describes 

that diversity will lead to qualitative interactions between team members, leading to better 

performance. From the results of the empirical material the people seem to understand that 

diverse teams perform better, but not all have acted on it. The DoD thought that most teams 

have realized afterwards that too similar team members might result in ‘group-think’, and that 

they regret their choice regarding similarities afterwards. The SE1 also describe self-selection 

as resulting in slightly homogeneous teams, and that having a great time at work probably is 

not enough. The SE1 also describe that he can see that the organization is bigger than this - he 

does not think everyone have realized this. We think diversity needs to be prioritized since the 

product and the performance needs to come first. Higgs et al. (2005) also argues that different 



people can motivate discussions and creative solutions, which Liang et al. (2007) also describe. 

The lead SE and SE2 both brought up being able to discuss and argue solutions as important 

for the team’s cohesion. We can, therefore, both see possibilities due to a pleasant work 

environment, but also a challenge in the product they are developing. ‘Group-think’ and a lack 

of scrutinizing seem to have a negative effect on the product, however, this is not something 

the DoD have noticed yet even if they have a high degree of homogeneous teams. 

 

Liang et al. (2007) have a model illustrating interpersonal arguments and discussions having an 

impact on software project team performance, which can be seen above in Figure 5 in 3.5.2 

Team Diversities Effect on Performance. This model shows how the conflicts can create a better 

result and performance. We also understood the respondents answers as more positive regarding 

performance when they perceived their team as more diverse. For example, the lead SE thought 

their current team were good at scrutinizing their tasks and products and that this led to better 

cohesion than his previous team had. The SE1 thought the team lacked diversity regarding 

social categories, since most of his team members were in Sri Lanka, which means different 

values regarding prioritization of work. We interpret this as the SE1 referring to the cultural 

differences when comparing Sri Lanka and Sweden. Liang et al. (2007) and Hoegl and 

Gemuenden (2001) describe diversity leading to quality interaction. Our thoughts regarding 

these statements are that lacking diversity, regarding seniority and social categories, is a 

challenge. 

 

Several of the respondents brought up the situation with the creation of experts due to the “old” 

traditional project organization. The DoD described it as if they had not been gaining anything 

by sharing knowledge in the past, and this resulted in the creation of experts. The SE1, the SE2, 

the BSA and the lead SE all thought knowledge sharing and discussions are an important part 

of the organizations and teams, to work well. The BSA even though they should have joint 

sprint reviews to share knowledge between teams, which the DoD sees as a next step in this 

process - which they were not ready for immediately. We think the knowledge sharing; quality 

of interaction and information have a positive influence on the organization and the team’s 

performances. This is also confirmed by Liang et al. (2007) who describe communication and 

knowledge sharing through having team diversity as a performance enhancer. 

5.5 Overlapping Assignment  
A problematic thing with doing self-selection in a big organization is that it is not possible in 

practice to do a reorganization on the whole organization at once according to most of the 

respondents interviewed, including the DoD. This means some people will be working in more 

traditional projects and other in the “True Agile Teams”, self-selected teams. Fernandez and 

Fernandez (2008) describe traditional projects as having clear features, functions and 

requirements, which are pre-defined, and this is not the case for agile projects. The authors 

describe the teams in traditional projects being handpicked - which the DoD described too in 

his explanation of traditional projects. This cause the team to lack stability, which the DoD 

thought reduced the performance in the long run. One reason the organizational reformation 

took place was to make the work environments and team more stable, according to the DoD. 



We also think that another angle at this is the loss of difference in a team, when having the same 

team members in a team during a long time. We think this could lead to group think and 

reforming teams from time to time is an advantage when it comes to differences in problem 

solving skills, and differences in how to solve a task. Pollack et al. (2018) describe the project 

triangle as lacking the information of some parts of the project success - even if it is a good tool 

to describe parts of the project. We have chosen their definition and Serrando and Turners 

(2015) to show how a traditional project is conducted, which factors they have taken in regard, 

and this can be seen to the right in the Figure 9 below. The rotation of personnel to meet these 

requirements, as a short-term goal for a single project at a time, is something the DoD wanted 

to get away from. The SE1 described that they have one person in their agile team, which is 

still part of a traditional project team. The SE1 described the team members day as being filled 

with meetings because of the agile ceremonies and then the updates in the traditional teams. 

We did not speak to this team member directly, but we think this is a non-effective way to spend 

the day, constantly having updates and meetings. The DoD said that they were prepared for 

additional cost in the beginning when introducing a totally new way of working, with a different 

perspective on responsibility, since a reduction of performance were expected.   

 

 
Figure 9: Agile contra traditional project prioritization regarding time, scope and resources. The agile triangle 

is an interpretation between Fernande, and Fernandez (2008) and us. The waterfall triangle is an interpretation 

between Serrando and Turner (2015), Pollack et al. (2018, p. 532) and us and is a visualization of traditional 

projects. 

 

The organization's size has an impact on how this kind of implementation of new workways 

go, according to Dikert et al. (2016), who describe bigger organizations as having a harder time 

implementing agile workways. This has resulted in the organization partially transforming into 

a more agile workplace. According to the SE1 not all teams can work agile. To be able to have 

small functional deliveries there need to be a possibility to scale the scope of the product. This 

is one of the differences between agile and traditional workways, since the scope is flexible in 

agile projects, this can be seen above, in Figure 9. Some areas simply have too complex 

products to adjust the scope according to the SE1. These kinds of complex products can only 

be created for one delivery, not partially or scaled. Not being able to do this is against DevOps 

principles (Kuusinen et al., 2018). This is something we do not see as a problem if these teams 

are not forced to deliver according to the agile strategies. What could be a problem is the 

synchronization in deliveries between teams if the areas are bound to each other, according to 

us.  



Working agile is becoming more popular because of the quickly changing demands on the 

software development market (Earley, 2014). Earley (2014) describe that organizations need to 

respond quickly to change, especially software development organizations due to the market’s 

nature. Gren et al. (2014) describe that you can do this through agile workways, making the 

organization more cross-functional and transparent, self-selection enables autonomy and, 

therefore, faster deliveries. Kuusinen et al. (2018) describe this as being a part of DevOps. 

These are, however, conflicting criteria’s when having traditional projects surrounding the agile 

work environment, we have illustrated this above in Figure 9.  The three criteria’s, resource, 

time and scope, can be hard to manage when combining traditional project environment with 

agile methodologies. This is primarily a problem regarding deliveries, according to us, since 

the feedback-loops are much shorter in agile projects. Another conflict between traditional and 

agile projects is the frequency regarding customer contact. The BSA and senior SE described 

that they lack customer contact. They both think closer contact with the customers would make 

their product better. Closer feedback-loops is part of the DevOps principles too (Kuusinen et 

al., 2018). They also describe the consequence of agile teams working with tasks belonging to 

a bigger traditional project with a fixed scope, which clash with the agile project triangle since 

the scope is estimated. The DoD described the lowered throughput in the implementation phase 

of self-selection. We think this can be a reason to why the costs increased in the beginning when 

implementing agile strategies such as self-selection. Lindvall et al. (2004) describe this 

challenge in Figure 4 in 3.2.4 Incompatibilities when Implementing Agile Methods into 

Traditional Surroundings. below, illustrated is the outside factors from the traditional 

organization that will affect the agile teams. With a big organization the teams cannot be truly 

independent and autonomous, which is a goal with DevOps and self-selection (Paez, 2018; 

Kuusinen et al., 2018). 

 

A challenge the software development companies need to face is the changing environment 

(Earley, 2014). To manage the challenge of a changing environment IFS have decided to 

implement agile workways. A clear possibility, according to us, with implementing agile 

methods in one part of the organization at the time is reducing the immediate cost, since not all 

departments take the blow of reduced performance at the same time. Another challenge is trying 

to reduce the coworkers having double assignments between different departments and forms 

of organizing. Changing workways and having to switch between areas are something we think 

will reduce the performance for the coworker. A possibility at IFS is their already partially 

implemented hybrid-workways between agile and non-agile, AQUA, which probably have 

made the coworkers known to agile methods, and the transition easier.   

 

Another challenge for IFS is the internal communication. Many respondents described the 

internal communication within the teams as good, and functional, but e.g. the BSA described 

that he thought the communication between teams need to improve. The DoD described that he 

has recognized this as a problem as well, and the people represented by different functions 

sitting at the headquarters in Linköping seldom communicate with each other between the 

departments. Everybody knows somebody in each department, but they do not know where 

they work - they know them through taking coffee breaks together. The lead SE thought the 

legacy code, something being a consequence of the “old” organization, is a reason of the 



communication needing to improve. The DoD have said that he thought that there is no longer 

a natural communication channel through the management group so this is something that will 

fall into place when people realize they need to communicate directly with each other. The SE1 

thought that the teams should have communicated clearly from the beginning regarding the 

functional areas and assignment, but that it is getting better. The senior SE thought that the lack 

of communication when taking on support tasks was a source of conflict - since no one took 

them on at first, if they were unsure it was theirs to take. Liang et al. (2007) describe conflicts 

as something that can result in higher performance, but this is only through discussions and 

communication. We think the teams need to start communicating, if they do not communicate, 

they miss the opportunity of performance enhancement – since the conflicts will not be handled 

as quickly. Another possibility to improve is, therefore, according to us, a clearer definition of 

the team’s functional areas being communicated from the beginning and efforts made to 

improve the communication in their daily work. A challenge is avoiding affecting their 

autonomy in the team while interfering with the way the teams communicate. 

5.6 Experienced Ownership 

We think that the need of communicating a lot with other teams, and with other areas, effects 

the feeling of ownership. The autonomy is experienced as less when dependent on others, and 

this could be a challenge for IFS.  

 

Self-leadership was expected from every individual going through the self-selection process. 

This was met with mixed opinions, both positive and negative, according to the respondents. 

Bolden (2004) explains that leadership is something that is created while it is performed. Bolden 

(2004) describes it as influencing and motivating people towards the same goals is a leader’s 

role. As the self-selection process is primarily built on self-management, there could be an 

absence of a mutual goal since each team member could have their own. Therefore, the team 

can have a hard time motivating themselves to work since it can result in that they do not feel 

as having something to work toward together (Gutiérrez et al., 2019). The senior SE felt that 

his team had an absence of ownership, due to unclear goals to work towards. He thought they 

would benefit from having a leader that naturally would take control and steer towards the 

organizational context and goals, which will be further explained in 5.6 Management Influence. 

The rest of the respondents did not find this as a problem, feeling that the teams increasing 

communication were leading to that the team created their goals together. The team’s self-

management is created through individuals taking responsibility for the team's tasks together 

(Moe et al., 2009). A side effect that can occur when executing self-management is becoming 

self-orientated, only wanting to work towards individual goals, according to Moe et al. (2009). 

This could come from having bad communication in the team that could lead to low motivation 

towards contributing to the teams work and goals (Hoegl & Gemuenden, 2001). We believe 

that this have happened in the senior SE team. Another factor of having split goals within the 

team is something we believe can come from the team’s size. We believe the team's size could 

have an impact on the team goals, bigger teams resulting in split goals throughout not having 

the same motivation to begin with. This can, according to Gren et al. (2014), come from agile 

teams becoming more motivated when having a bigger impact on each other’s daily work, 



which often occurs in the smaller teams. The DoD also mentioned that he had seen that small 

teams often have a better personal commitment towards the team’s goals. The team size can 

become a challenge or a possibility regarding the motivation and self-management. We think 

this possibility should be taken advantage of, keeping the small teams regardless of them being 

more dependent on others. This is due to having a hard time dividing the areas and making them 

totally autonomous, according to most of the respondents, but team size is within their control, 

compared to code legacy. The dependencies are something, for example the lead SE, brings up 

as probably impossible to get rid of - since IFS is an old software development organization. 

Even though there existed different opinions regarding ownership, we believe that self-

management is a possibility, since we have seen positive attitudes towards leading oneself and 

the team towards common goals.   

 

Having ownership over you work and being able to self-manage, require that you feel 

responsible for managing and executing your tasks (Moe et al., 2009). Three of the respondents 

felt this being a problem when it came to legacy code and the code being intertwined. The 

dependency-problem is based on the organization being relatively old for a software 

development company, having a lot of legacy code according to the BSA. This makes the 

functional areas and parts of the product hard to divide, resulting in overlapping responsibilities 

according to the BSA and lead SE. Leading to the self-selected teams sometimes having 

problems executing their own tasks, because of other actors involvement and way of prioritizing 

assignments according to the SE1, the SE2, the lead SE and BSA. The team’s perception of 

self-management depends on the different prioritizations from the rest of the organization, since 

they are dependent on each other (Moe et al, 2009).    

5.7 Management Influence  

The DoD described that the management had a big part in forming teams, together with the 

architects, and had a series of recommendations for the teams - as team size. After this they 

basically sat at the sideline while the iterations of the teams occurred. The architect and BRO 

were chosen by the management group according to the DoD, and this is according to DevOps 

principles on how self-selected teams should be assembled (Paez 2018; Kuusinen et al., 2018). 

The model describing DevOps is making it possible for the team to both create value faster and 

fail faster through the short iterations, which enables a faster learning process (Paez, 2018; 

Kuusinen et al., 2018). Allio (2015) think the leaders should focus on strategy rather than 

leadership - this is in line with how IFS have managed the self-selection according to us. The 

DoD thought that it was important to show trust by having the management group positioned 

“at the side-line”, and this is something he felt that the management did. The uninvolved 

management group is something the respondents to have recognized. Some of the respondents, 

e.g. the senior SE, even though they had needed more support and guidelines from the 

management during the process. The management group have focused on getting a strategy into 

place for a more sustainable, high performing organization in the long run through self-

selection. We think that IFS has created a possibility of performance enhancement and made it 

possible for the employees to form their own career and skills to a greater extent through self-

selection. Traditional project organizations have teams assembled by the management group. 



The DoD thought having teams assembled by the management group result in increased 

administration through having Project Managers and having to consider whom work best with 

whom and so on. Therefore, self-selection should result in reduced costs with regards of reduced 

administration, according to us.  

 

When the coworkers have begun to understand their own strengths even better and what they 

need in a team we think that the result from the self-selection will be even better. We have 

understood, through the interviews, that a challenge at IFS is to keep the motivation up in the 

self-selected teams when having to prioritize a comprehensive project in the organization. 

These kind of projects leads to management interfering with the team’s work, prioritizing their 

tasks, which is against self-selection and autonomy principles. This is also discussed in the 

previous section 5.5 Experienced Ownership. Borgmann et al. (2015) describe that change-

oriented leaders result in better preparations for change. Therefore, change-oriented leaders 

have more satisfied coworkers within software development, since this business requires 

constant changes. Yukl (2012) describe that different leadership styles motivates different 

people. A challenge could maybe be that some people need a leader to be motivated. This is 

something we understood from the senior SE. He explained that his team lacked “drive”. That 

his team could use a motivating Project Manager, or a leader to help them prioritize and 

motivate them, which is something they lack now. The SE1 explained a situation where his 

team needed to prioritize a specific project, that was assigned to them by the management 

responsible for the overall delivery of the product at IFS. The team were to pause all their 

regular tasks during this period. The SE1 said that his team also got a Project Manager during 

this period of re-prioritization. The SE1 explained that he at first found the Project Manager 

who was involved initially as de-motivating. He thought this showed lack of trust, since they 

did not get to work as an autonomous team - which they were supposed to be. The DoD 

explained that they need to show full trust in the teams, to make them feel trusted, but that it 

can come orders “from above”, to interfere. This is a challenge that we have recognized. This 

is something we think the management group at Technology could have communicated during 

the self-selection process to prepare the team members for this scenario.  

 

The SE1 quoted one senior coworker who had said following in a meeting with all coworkers 

from PaC by saying: “I really don't like what we are doing with self-selection, I think this is a 

big mistake we should go back to how we did it previously”. This is something the SE1 wanted 

the managers to stand up too, since the seniors have much influence and respect with many 

coworkers. This is a situation that also can be a challenge in an older organization such as IFS 

- senior coworkers who have experience in their field do not get questioned for what they 

express, is something we have interpreted from the respondent. Borgmann et al. (2015) describe 

different leadership-styles as dependent on the individual and the situation. We think this is a 

situation where some of the coworkers have not taken the leadership strategy as well as others. 

5.8 Performance  

The last theme is performance, which the respondents’ thought was connected to team size, 

team diversity and feeling ownership of your work. In this section the performance factor will 



be discussed. This is a factor described by many of the respondents, a factor crucial for business 

and a factor which is included as a possibility in most of our previous sections in one way, or 

another. Performance is something we have interpreted as the experienced effectiveness, for 

example, if the respondent think they most often fulfill their sprint goals or not. It is also a hard 

factor to describe, since e.g. the DoD, but also the literature, describe software development as 

hard to measure. Both Pollack et al. (2018) and Serrando and Turner (2015) describe the project 

triangle as important when prioritizing within a project – but also hard to use when measuring 

the success of a software development project. The DoD describe that this reorganization, in 

the end, is made to be better at fulfilling goals, producing and earning more - resulting in a 

higher performance. The possibility and promise of this are an important factor when it comes 

to choosing method, as the DoD said - happy coworkers is sadly not enough. 

 

In the previous section we wrote that the senior SE said that their team lacked drive. They 

needed a competitive element, or a Project Manager helping them with their direction. This 

drive can also come from diversity in the team, which they lacked regarding seniority. This is, 

therefore, a challenge for this team, a senior team with experts, everybody minding their own 

area and missing sprint goals since they do not have the drive, or motivation, required. The 

senior SE thought their situation could be better with having more T-shaped coworkers, a 

situation the BSA describe that they have evolved in his team. The SE2 and lead SE also 

describe a drive and willingness to learn as strong performance factors. This could, according 

to us, simply be because they need different type of guidance. The diversity is a factor we think 

could be taken advantage of for enhancing the performance. We base this on Ling et al. (2007) 

and Hoegl and Gemuenden (2001) stating that diversity is important for team performance. At 

IFS the DoD and management group communicated that they would like to see the teams being 

assembled of team members from different sites, and this is a requirement all teams fulfill. To 

communicate the importance of diversity is hard, and it is easier to understand while you are in 

the situation, according to the DoD. The communication regarding diversity is, according to us, 

a challenge. The SE1 experienced increased autonomy and trust in the team after the self-

selection process. Gutiérrez et al. (2019) describe leading oneself, autonomy, having a huge 

impact on motivation. We think motivation is a great tool for having a high performance, since 

the respondents that said they had higher motivation also describe reaching their sprint goals. 

 

Something unique for IFS is that they are a non-agile organization, according to our 

interpretations, when AQUA have not really resulted in agile deliveries and alike, maybe only 

more meetings. The combination of agile and non-agile methods is something Gren et al. (2014) 

describe as a risk and can cause loss in motivation and satisfaction for both teams working in 

either organizational method. We think that this can result in a cost and motivational loss at 

IFS. The possibility of changing the organization department by department is not having 

everybody having a loss of production at the same time. Another possibility is that each time a 

department do self-selection they can take the opportunity of seeing what possibilities they can 

take advantage of and what challenges to prevent, according to us. Krehbiel et al. (2017) also 

describe that agile methods are proved successful and hybrids between different methods have, 

therefore, been developed. We interpret IFS use of their organization structure combined with 

the agile method self-selection as a self-constructed hybrid method. Krehbiel et al. (2017) write 



that complex projects should use agile methods, since they have techniques for gathering 

knowledge through continuous feedback-loops throughout the development process. We think 

that they can benefit from the possibilities of agile methods through this. Another possibility, 

which right now is a challenge we have mentioned above, is the communication. The DoD 

described it as an area they would improve, since the communication channels do not come 

natural to the coworkers at first. This is something we also think is a possible area to get better 

at IFS, since they seem to have some challenges with internal communication in the 

organization, according to us. This might improve when teams gradually become more agile 

too. The SE1 was skeptical towards self-selection at first but thought the new organizational 

form have resulted in better products, this is something the BSA also agrees with.    

 

The reduced team size was brought up by many respondents as a positive effect of the self-

selection process. The DoD also said this was a main goal with the self-selection, the previous 

team size of approximately 20 people was too big according to him. The SE1 describe teams 

being five to nine people as more active in meetings, involved and engaged in the team goals. 

We think the autonomy in the team combined with the new, smaller team sizes is a key factor 

to higher performance - since many respondents witnessed higher engagement. The motivation 

and satisfaction at work is something the DoD said was not enough as a result - they needed to 

see a higher performance to motivate the self-selection process in more departments. Bolden 

(2004) describe motivation as a key factor for high performance. To conclude this section, we 

see the challenge of having different individuals which all prefer different leadership styles - 

some prefer autonomy, and some do not, but this will always be the case no matter what 

organizational form there is. 

  



6 Conclusions 

In this section we will reconnect back to the object of the essay and draw our conclusions from the 

previous section. We will thereafter answer our two research questions with help from the themes we 

have identified, based on our collected empirical material and previous literature.  

 

6.1 Reconnection to the Object of the Essay and the 

Research Questions 

The object of the essay was to discover challenges and possibilities that exist within self-

selection teams and how to manage them. We have investigated internal and external factors 

that have influenced the teams. Our goal with this is to raise awareness of how these factors, 

these challenges and possibilities, can be managed. We have analyzed our empirical findings 

and compared them to the prior literature on the subject in the previous section. In this section 

we will draw conclusions and propositions regarding our findings. We hope to contribute with 

awareness regarding these findings and bring nuance to the current research of the field. We 

have answered our two research questions based on previous literature and our empirical 

material, that we have divided into six themes. In the following conclusions we have answered 

our research questions with our conclusions in to separate paragraphs in each section. The first 

paragraph aims to answer the first research question, challenges and possibilities, and the 

second paragraph aims to answer the second research question, how to manage the findings. 

6.1.1 Team Choice  

We have concluded that most people said they chose team by area, but all our respondents had 

team members in their current team that they had worked well with before. Our interpretation 

is that most people did not want to admit that they chose team by colleagues but did in fact just 

that. This is our conclusion through most homogeneous teams and the answers in the interview. 

A challenge is that the team’s lack experience and social category diversity through this, since 

social network seems to be such an important factor to many. Another challenge is also ‘group-

think’, a result of similar people not challenging each other’s perception of problems. This is 

not a fact we have found in praxis, but a conclusion from the literature. We think this could 

become a problem, if the teams continue being homogeneous. A possibility with the free team 

choice is the motivation and enhanced performance due to the feeling of autonomy.  

 

These findings could be managed through similar actions as above - communication and 

information. Motivating the team choice with enhanced performance and motivating people to 

challenge themselves. This is also something we think could get better over time, if the 

problems within the teams are addressed and discussed. Taking advantage of the possibility can 

be done through continuing with encouraging the teams to self-management, showing them 

trust. 



6.1.2 Team Diversity 

We have found that team diversity is an important factor when it comes to well-functioning 

teams and performance. We have concluded that the respondents saying they had well-

functioning teams often correlated with having a diverse team regarding experience and 

knowledge as well. A challenge we have found is the homogeneous teams and how to 

communicate to the coworkers what diversity is and how it should be managed in the self-

selection process. Too much difference can lead to conflict, which is a challenge, while 

diversity in general is something we see as a possibility, since it can lead to qualitative 

discussions and a higher performance and product standard. Cohesion and communication 

could be enhanced by diversity, and is, therefore, a possibility according to us.  

 

We recommend that these possibilities should be taken advantage of through describing 

scenarios regarding homogeneous teams during the initial phase of the self-selection process. 

We have concluded that the management group could have given clearer guidelines in the first 

iteration to ensure the positive effects of diversity, without interfering with the coworker’s 

choices. 

6.1.3 Overlapping Assignments 

Challenges with this area is conflicts between the previous organizational form and the new 

agile way of working. Conflicts arise through having different focus on resources, time and 

scope. Another challenge is the cost when implementing a new organizational form, due to 

lower performance in the beginning. We also concluded that a possibility is a knowledge 

diversity in how to manage a task. A possibility is also benefiting of the agile aspects of the 

partially reformed organization. Communication from the management group is also a 

challenge, since they should have clear guidelines, but not interfere with the team’s autonomy.  

 

We conclude that the possibility of implementing agile methods should be taken advantage of 

since agile workways is something software development companies most often profit from in 

the long run. This is due to its adaptability and possibility to faster development of competitive 

software. We have concluded that the management group should have been clear that the teams 

should communicate directly with each other to define support areas that were unclear etcetera. 

This is something we think would have resulted in less conflicts, that were unnecessary, in the 

beginning in the teams.  

6.1.4 Experienced Ownership 

We have concluded that the experienced ownership correlates with the motivation. We think it 

is a possibility to enhance the feeling of ownership for everyone in an organization to enhance 

the motivation and performance. We have also concluded that the experienced ownership was 

greater after the self-selection process, from the respondent’s view. Another possibility is 

keeping the team, or reforming the teams, so they are within five to nine members. This leads 

to a stronger feeling of ownership and heightened sense of engagement in the assignment, 

according to our conclusion. A challenge at IFS is that the intertwined legacy code is a negative 



factor when it comes to the feeling of ownership, and, therefore, product development. This is 

due to strong dependencies and if the teams would have full control over the tasks themselves, 

the solution or development period would be shortened. 

 

Most respondents thought the free choice of team and area was a possibility that had enhanced 

their commitment to the tasks. Variations occurred, but over all this is something we think 

should be developed further in the software development part of the organization. We also think 

the management showing trust in the team’s capacity will motivate the team members. We also 

find the small teams as being a way to get satisfied and motivated coworkers and should be 

taken advantage of. 

6.1.5 Management Influence 

The management team have stood on the sideline the entire self-selection process, through this 

they have shown the coworkers trust. A challenge at IFS is that the departments can get 

instructions from higher up in the hierarchy which can affect the teams who have been through 

self-selection. These instructions could force the self-selected teams to drop their tasks and need 

to reprioritize. This leads to a feeling of lack of control and less trust.  

 

To manage these possibilities and challenges we think the management group should prepare 

the self-selected teams on that they may need to redo the prioritization, due to orders from 

higher up in the hierarchy of IFS. It is also important that they continue to show trust though 

not interfering. The management group could have given clearer guidelines of how the 

coworkers should have thought during the selection, but this is a fine balance between 

interfering and not.      

6.1.6 Performance  

Higher performance is something we have concluded is closely connected to motivation. This 

result in higher commitment and performance. This motivation comes from given trust, 

resulting in the feeling of ownership and control over assignments. Smaller teams are also 

something we have concluded results in motivation and commitment if it does not affect the 

diversity of the team negatively. The agile method DevOps and reorganization part self-

selection is a possibility to achieve these motivational boosters. A challenge with this factor is 

that it is hard to measure. This is a challenge within IFS and the software development business 

overall. Another challenge is the reduced performance in the beginning of a new 

implementation of an organizational method. Due to this the performance enhancement need to 

be bigger than during the previous method to make the implementation worth it, and this is hard 

to prove.  

 

A possibility to take advantage of is to utilize the advantages agile methods have. These are 

experienced as performance enhancers by most of the respondents and that is why we find them 

important. IFS have a diverse business environment, and this is also something we think they 

could use for higher performance and quality in the product. A challenge is how this should be 



communicated, and we think this is hard and should be explained by people who have had the 

experience of diverse contra non-diverse teams. 

6.1.7 Knowledge Contribution 

The essay contributes to a in depth picture of what challenges and possibilities that exists with 

self-selection team and how these can be prevented or taken advantage of. Six themes have 

been found, trough analyzing empirical material and previous research. Within these themes 

we have found and characterized several challenges and possibilities, that have had an impact 

on the self-selected teams. We have summarized the findings from previous sections in Table 

3 below.  

 

Table 3: The table show the challenges and possibilities that have been found from the empirical material and 

previous literature.   

Theme Challenges & Possibilities Suggestions for approach 

Team Choice Challenges: 

● Choosing team by social 

network 

● Homogeneous teams  

 

Possibilities: 

● Motivation from having free 

choice of choosing team 

● Enhanced performance due to 

autonomy 

● Communicate enhanced 

performance through 

motivating people to challenge 

themselves 

● Encouraging the teams to self-

management by showing them 

trust 

 

 

Team 

Diversity 

Challenges:  

● Homogeneous teams  

● Communication regarding 

diversity 

● Differences can lead to 

conflict 

 

Possibilities: 

● Diverse team regarding 

experience and knowledge 

● Qualitative discussions and a 

higher performance 

● Cohesion and communication 

could be enhanced by 

diversity 

 

● Describing scenarios regarding 

homogeneous teams during the 

initial phase of the self-

selection process - anchoring 

knowledge transfer   

● Clearer guidelines in the first 

iteration to ensure the positive 

effects of diversity, without 

interfering with the coworker’s 

choices 

 



Theme Challenges & Possibilities Suggestions for approach 

Overlapping 

Assignments 

Challenges: 

● Conflicts with overlapping 

tasks  

● Different focus on resources, 

time and scope between self-

selection teams and remaining 

organization  

● Communication from the 

management, regarding 

guidelines 

 

Possibilities: 

● Diversity in how to manage 

tasks - higher performance 

● Benefiting from the agile 

methods - short feedback 

loops  

● Take advantage of the agile 

methods, anchor and amplify 

work tools, iterations and 

feedback loops to enhance 

customer relations and better 

software development 

● Communicate clear guidance 

regarding how communication 

should be handled between the 

teams  

Experienced 

Ownership 

Challenges: 

● Intertwined legacy code, 

decreased self-management 

● Intertwined legacy code, 

extended task time  

 

Possibilities: 

● Enhance individual ownership 

to improve motivation and 

performance 

● Team size - smaller teams 

result in autonomy  

● Amplify free choice of role and 

team - increases the 

commitment to the area 

● Showing trust in the team’s 

capacity will motivate the team 

members 

● Small teams should be taken 

advantage of, as being a way to 

get satisfied and motivated 

coworkers 

Management 

Influence 

Challenges: 

● Getting instructions from 

higher management - loss of 

autonomy 

● Managements need to guide 

while being on the sideline 

 

Possibilities: 

● Managements enhanced trust 

towards coworkers 

 

 

● The management should 

prepare the self-selected teams 

on the need of reprioritization 

in some situations 

● The managers should show 

trust by not interfering 

● Create clearer guidelines of 

what factors to consider when 

choosing teams  



Theme Challenges & Possibilities Suggestions for approach 

Performance Challenges: 

● Hard to measure  

● Implementing new 

organizational structures, self-

selection teams, affecting 

throughput in the beginning   

 

Possibilities: 

● Motivation is a ground for 

higher performance 

● Feeling trusted leads to 

stronger commitment towards 

the task 

● Smaller teams are a 

performance enhancer if it 

does not affect the team 

diversity 

● DevOps, short iterations and 

feedback loops 

● Utilize the advantages agile 

methods have 

● Exploit diverse business 

environment - which this is also 

something we think the 

organization could use for 

raising performance and quality 

in the product 

● Take advantage of team 

diversity 

● Communication out what 

diversity is - should be done by 

people who have had the 

experience of diverse contra 

non-diverse teams 

 

 We think the suggestions column could be used for the target group we defined in the 

beginning of the essay. The suggestions are defined to help stakeholders handle the challenges 

that we have defined and take advantage of the possibilities. For example, we think one way 

of handling the challenges and possibilities within overlapping assignments is clear 

communication. We think clear communication regarding the process from the beginning will 

lead to lower needs of administration due to fewer questions, less user resistance and a 

quicker iteration period. To conclude the knowledge contributions, we hope that we have 

given an in-depth picture of the self-selection process and the challenges and possibilities that 

can come with it. 

   

  



7 Reflections, Criticism and Further Research 

We will present how we think regarding how further research could be performed on the area and 

present a summary regarding our study. This will be presented through a critical review and 

reflections on the thesis.  

 

7.1 Reflections 

The purpose of the study was to find and manage challenges and possibilities with self-selected 

teams. We find the object of the essay fulfilled, since we think we have brought nuance and 

reflections to build further research upon. The essay will bring software development 

companies an in-depth picture of what to expect when reorganizing to self-selected teams. 

Organizations that considers reorganize can in this essay get an understanding on what 

challenges and possibilities that can arise. Organizations can hopefully therefrom create 

guidelines to prevent these challenges and take advantage of the possibilities. We had a hard 

time delimiting ourselves during the process of writing the thesis, cultural approaches and the 

feeling of inclusion is big parts of the business and therefor hard to exclude. Each interview 

gave us a lot of information of perception of the reorganization and the organization and that is 

why the thesis ended up more of a mapping of the area - rather than looking at one specific 

factor. A critique regarding this is the limited time we have written this thesis in - resulting in 

the risk of us missing important literature or respondent information we would have gotten if 

we would have had more time. We were both partially new to the subject which have resulted 

in a lot of time spent on literature reviewing, and a lot of time trying to delimit ourselves from 

different perspectives. Another challenge for us have been our bias. We have realized that our 

perspective and bias might have led the study to have a positive angle on the use of agile 

methods. Our own perspective is not necessarily that agile methods are a great solution for 

software development, but our experience and knowledge regarding projects within software 

development during our education have been very focused on agile methods. We think this 

could have led to the lack of nuance in the essay from time to time. 

 

We are happy with having performed a pilot interview; it gave us important perspectives on 

which we built our essay upon. This could also be a critique, since one respondent’s perspective 

shaped the questions and object of the essay to a wide degree. Something we noticed during the 

interviews is also the willingness to get certain answers, certain solutions which could lead to 

encouraging the respondents to answer. It could result in us directing the respondent in a certain 

direction, and we think this is due to us not being very experienced interviewers. This was 

something we could see happening during the interviews even though we had prepared 

ourselves with a thorough interview material. The only solution we can see to this is trial and 

error - we did not know how we would react in the interview situation until we had tried it. Due 

to the time limit we had and limited experience of interviews, we would have liked to have 

further pilot interviews. This could be a prioritization we might have redone if we would redo 

this essay.  



 

The time limit is where, as said above, our main constraint. We also see limitation in the search 

of literature we have made, since we have not found more than three peer-reviewed articles on 

self-selection. We only have two peer-reviewed articles on implemented self-selection. We 

think that there might be more on the subject but could be hard to find due to the organizational 

forms new state. A strength with our study is the use of a new method when studying self-

selected teams, though the two earlier studies were both survey-based. Our study has a new 

angle and new contributions to the specific area. The weakness of this is that this perspective 

needs to be broadened, and this will be furthered discussed below. 

7.2 Further Research 

The prior literature and studies on the subject are all survey studies, therefore, we see an 

informational gap regarding the findings you can get from a quantitative study. This is a method 

we would recommend more researchers to use when doing further research. We also see that 

the area lacks depth in the self-selection specific area. This is due to the lack of quantitative 

research according to us. We can also see the need of looking into the problems further - not 

only mapping problems and possibilities but also further nuance on the subject. Only looking 

into the area would contribute to this - since this is about gaps being filled.  

Homogeneous teams are also a question we would have liked to look further into. To get a depth 

in what types of diversity that is important. To see what kind of feelings the coworkers has 

regarding diversity, and if there are patterns regarding user resistance and this criterion. 

Diversity could be a theme for further studies. Questions regarding this could be:  

● What type of diversity is most important in self-selection teams to work well?  

● How do the team members reason regarding diversity? Does it correlate with user 

resistance when implementing agile methods in the organization?  

Something that we think could be a future research question in the case organization we have 

studied is the BRO (called Product Owner outside of IFS) and Architects’ roles in the team. 

Example of how these questions could be formulated is:  

● How does the BRO facilitate the team’s prioritization and communicate demands 

between stakeholders?  

● Does every team need their own Architect, or could they have experts belonging to 

several teams? 

● How is the performance affected by the BRO/Architect?  

● What qualities is important to have as a BRO/Architect?   
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: Interview Guide for the Pilot Interview 

Intro - part 1  

1. Name: e.g. interview person 1  

 

2. What role do you have within your team and what does your role mean, do you have a 

specific responsibility or task within your team? 

 

3. How long have you worked within a self-selected team? 

 

4. Did you know what self-selection was before it was implemented at IFS? 

 

5. How would you describe the self-selection process? 

a. Did you have any expectations regarding the process before it began? 

b. Did you have any personal goals in the beginning?  

 

6. What factors do you consider, when thinking of a well functioning team? 

a. What is a well functioning team for you? Good teammates? Diversity? 

Effectiveness?  

 

7. What factors do you consider when thinking of a malfunctioning/dysfunctional team?  

a. Do you have any examples from IFS? 

 

How the coworkers experienced the process of self-selection - part 2: 

1. Did you have any expectations of the reorganization through self-selection? 

a. What it would lead to? 

b. Workflow? 

c. And would you say that your expectations were met? 

d. ...or did you become disappointed about anything?  

  

2. What have been the best part of the self-selection process? 

 

3. What have been the main challenges afterward? 

a. Did you feel forced to do conduct/guide meetings? Take on a certain role? To 

do a certain task? 

b. Do you see any limitations with self-selected teams?  

 

4. How do you communicate with other teams and functions in IFS?  

 



Team diversity and expectations - part 3: 

1. Team Diversity versus Homogeneous teams 

a. Was this group your first choice? Or did you need to switch teams? 

b. Did you work in this area before the self-selection process began? 

i. If you haven’t, why did you choose to switch?  

c. What kind of position do you normally take when you’re in a team? 

i. e.g. leader, follower, coordinator  

 

2. Social Network versus Non-diversity Teams 

a. Did you know anybody from your newly formed team from before? 

i. if yes, just as a contact or have you worked in a project with that 

person? 

ii. Are you working with someTHING that you did before starting this 

project? 

b. What was your primary interest when choosing your team? 

i. tasks or social network? 

 

3. Self-leadership versus Team Development 

a. Do you feel that you need to take more responsibility within this group? 

b. Would you say that it exists clear roles within the group? for example, do you 

feel like you have a leader that guide you?   

 

4. Cultural differences 

a. How is the team divided between the offices?  

b. What do you think is different between the offices? 

i. Hierarchy?  

ii. Communications? 

iii. Gender diversity? 

 

5. Software Project Performance versus Teamwork 

a. How do you experience your team's effectiveness? 

b. Are you reaching your sprint goals? 

c. Do your team have a clear mission to work toward? 

  

6. Team quality 

a. Do you consider having good communication within the team? 

b. How do you coordinate the tasks/activities? 

c. How would you say the balance is within the team? 

i. is it a good diversity of knowledge and skills 

ii. and other experiences 

d. Do you feel supported by the team? 

 

7. What do you think good cohesion is?  



a. Do your team have a good cohesion? (sammanhållning)   

 

Do you have any questions? 

Appendix 2: Interview Guide - With the Director of 

Development  

Intro - del 1  
1. Vilken roll har du på IFS? och vad innebär ditt ansvarsområde/din roll?  

 

2. Hur länge har du jobbat på IFS?  

 

3. Vilka faktorer tycker du hör till ett väl fungerande team? 

a. Vad innebär ett väl fungerande team för dig? 

 

4. Vilka faktorer anser du ligger till grund för dysfunktionella team? / Team som funkar 

lite sämre?  

a. Har du något exempel från din tid inom mjukvaruutveckling? Inte enbart IFS.  

 

5. Var hörde du om self-selected teams första gången? 

a. Vad har du för relation till begreppet sen innan? 

Från tidigare arbetsplats  

 

6. Varför valde du att införa self-selection?  

a. Hade du fler alternativa omorganisationsmetod som du övervägde? 

 

7. Ser dina arbetsuppgifter annorlunda ut nu jämfört med innan ni implementerade self-

selection? 

 

Hur the Director of Development upplevde self-selection processen - 

del 2: 
1. Hur skulle du beskriva self-selection processen?  

a. Hade du några förväntningar på processen innan? 

b. Om du hade förväntningar - blev det som du tänkte dig?  

c. Hade du några mål med processen?  

d. Fanns det några regler vid genomförandet av self-selection? 

i. Tyckte du de reglerna efterföljdes? 

ii. Skillnad mellan Svenskar och Lankeser?  

 

2. Vad har varit det bästa med self-selection processen?  

a. vilka fördelar ser du med att genomföra denna process? 



b. Vad ser du för positiva effekter från self-selection processen? 

 

3. Var det en speciell problematik du/ni ville lösa med denna omorganisering? 

a. Har ni sett förbättringar inom det området? 

b. Har det löst problem som ni inte innan visste existerade? 

 

4. Såg du några risker eller utmaningar med processen innan den inleddes? 

a. Blev det som du tänkt dig? 

 

5. Vad har varit er största utmaning efter processen var genomförd? 

a. Har ni någon plan för det? 

b. Var ni förberedda på resultatet?  

 

6. Hur bestämde ni de funktionella områdena teamen delades in i? 

 

7. Hur bestämde ni vilka roller som skulle vara “self-selectable”? 

 

8. Har ni utgått från forskning eller praktik när ni gjorde valet att använda self-selection?  

a. Vilka källor hade du på self-selection? (Både empiri och teori)  

 

Reflektioner kring processen - del 3: 
1. Hur tror du medarbetarna valde team? Exempelvis arbetsuppgift eller kollegor?  

a. Stämmer denna uppfattning överens med monkey survey:n ni gjorde efter?  

 

2. Hur upplever du att sammanhållningen ser ut i teamen?  

a. Nu kontra innan? 

 

3. Hur upplever du effektiviteten inom teamen nu jämfört med innan processen?  

a. Hur ser kvalitén på produkten ut?  

b. Når de sprintmålen?  

c. Har de tydliga mål?  

 

4. Hur sköter de self-selectade teamen kommunikationen mellan varandra?  

a. Och till “övriga” IFS? 

 

5. Skulle du/ni ha gjort något annorlunda i efterhand?  

 

6. Har du något du vill tillägga?  

 



Appendix 3: Interview Guide for the Interview With the 

Team Members 

Intro - part 1  
1. Name: e.g. interview person 1  

 

2. What role do you have within your team and what does your role mean?  

a. do you have a specific responsibility or task within your team?  

 

3. How long have you worked within a self-selected team? 

 

4. Did you know what self-selection was before it was implemented at IFS? 

 

5. How would you describe the self-selection process? 

a. Did you have any expectations regarding the process before it began? 

b. Did you have any personal goals in the beginning?  

 

6. What factors do you consider, when thinking of a well-functioning team? 

a. What is a well-functioning team for you? Good teammates? Diversity? 

Effectiveness? 

answered above   

 

7. What factors do you consider when thinking of a malfunctioning/dysfunctional team?  

 

How the coworkers experienced the process of self-selection - part 2: 
1. Would you say that your expectations were met regarding the self-selection process? 

a. ...or did you become disappointed about anything?  

 

2. Would you do anything different if you got to re-do the process now? 

 

3. What have been the best part of the self-selection process? 

a. Choosing tasks?  

b. Choosing whom to work with? 

 

4. Have your team had any challenges? 

 

5. How did you like the process of selecting teams? 

a. stressful? 

b. fun? 

 

6. Do you often need to communicate with other teams within IFS? 

a. what do you need to talk about? 



b. How have you experienced the communication with the rest of IFS?  

(have you experienced any challenge with communication with the rest of 

IFS?) 

 

7. Do you see any limitations with self-selected teams? 

 

8. What do you see as being the best with self-selection? 

   

Self-management - part 3 
1. Do you feel ownership over your work? 

a. Over your teams functional area? 

 

2. Do you have stronger ownership now then you did before working in a self-selected 

group?  

 

3. Do you experience any bottlenecks in your daily work?  

a. Do ever feel restrained when working, as needing to talk with someone to be 

able to do your work? (Because you lack information about your function?) 

 

4. Do you feel that you take more responsibility for your work within the self-selected 

team? 

a. Would you say that it exists clear roles within the group? for example, do you 

feel like you have a leader that guide you?   

 

Team diversity and expectations - part 4: 
1. Was this group your first choice? Or did you need to switch teams? 

 

2. Did you work in this area before the self-selection process began? 

i. If you haven’t, why did you choose to switch?  

 

3. Did you want to be part of a certain team?  

 

4. Did you know anybody from your newly formed team from before? 

a. if yes, just as a contact or have you worked in a project with that person? 

b. What was your primary interest when choosing your team? 

i. tasks or social network? 

 

5. Are you reaching your sprint goals? 

a. Do your team have a clear mission to work toward? 

 

6. Do you consider having good communication within the team? 

a. How do you coordinate the tasks/activities? 

 



7. How is the cohesion in the team? (connection, atmosphere, sammanhållning) 

 

8. How would you say the balance is within the team regarding skills and knowledge?  

 

9. Do you think diversity is an important factor for team performance?  

 

10. Do you think it’s challenging to work in a self-selected team within a traditional 

project organization?  

 

What challenges with implementing self-selected teams in a traditional organization exists?  
 

 

Do you have any questions? 

  



Appendix 4: Permission Form 

Permission form 
I will participate as an informant in the thesis work Self-selection in Software 
development teams, which is written by Alexandra Gabriel and Emma Liljedahl. 
The Bachelor’s thesis is written within the framework of the Bachelor Program 
in Information Systems (SVP) at Linköping University. I have been informed: 

• About the purpose of the work, and to  

• I can choose to cancel the interview / observation whenever I want,  

• The information collected will be presented in such a way that I as a person will not be 
able to be identified, and that  

• The information collected will be handled according to the guidelines provided by 
GDPR. 

 

 

Date: 

 

 

Signature: 

 

 

Name: 

 

 

Phone number: 

 

 

E-mail address: 

 

 

 

The work is carried out by:  

Name: Alexandra Gabriel & Emma Liljedahl 

Phone number: +4672-201 96 41 

e-mail: alega747@student.liu.se, emmli347@student.liu.se 
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Appendix 5: Informerat samtycke 

Informerat samtycke 

Jag medverkar som informant i uppsatsarbetet Self-selection in Softwere development teams, vilket skrivs av 

Alexandra Gabriel och Emma Liljedahl. Kandidatuppsatsen skrivs inom ramarna för kandidatprogrammet i 

systemvetenskap (SVP) vid Linköpings universitet.  Jag har blivit informerad om  

• syftet med arbetet, samt att 

• jag kan välja att avbryta intervjun/observationen närhelst jag vill,  

• informationen som samlas in kommer att presenteras på ett sådant sätt att jag som person inte 

kommer att kunna identifieras, samt att 

• informationen som samlas in kommer att hanteras enligt de riktlinjer som föreligger enligt 

GDPR. 

 

 

Datum: 

 

 

Namnteckning: 

 

 

Namnförtydligande: 

 

 

Telefon: 

 

 

E-postadress: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Arbetet genomförs av (kontaktuppgifter):  

Namn: Alexandra Gabriel och Emma Liljedahl 

Telefonnummer: 072-210 96 41 

e-post: alega747@student.liu.se, emmli347@student.liu.se 
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