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The aim of this study is to develop proactivity in agile project context through 

principles of self-organizing and shared leadership. Agile methodolodies have 

during the past decade become very popular in IT sector, and therefore it is 

important to further understand what requirements they pose for project teams and 

organizations to succeed. This is a qualitative case study carried out in a Finnish 

multinational IT company that prefers agile methodologies as project 

implementation model. Data has been collected through focus groups. By mapping 

aspects that support and prevent self-organizing and shared leadership, this study 

aims to provide concrete recommendations that can improve proactivity in agile 

projects. 

 

The results indicate that agile project model alone does not guarantee optimal 

team performance if team does not receive enough support from the organization. 

In order to further proactive behavior in teams, both team internal and external 

environment must be aligned in such way that teams have enough autonomy to 

perform the work but simultaneously receive enough coaching and support from 

organization. Clear goal setting, transparent and participative decision-making and 

tight customer co-operation are also crucial for teams to success.
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Tämän työn tavoitteena on proaktiivisuudeen kehittäminen ketterässä 

projektiympäristössä itseohjautuvuuden ja jaetun johtajuuden kautta. Ketterät 

menetelmät ovat viimevuosikymmenen aikana nousseet yhä suosituimmiksi IT 

alalla ja tästä syystä on tärkeää ymmärtää tarkemmin millaisia vaatimuksia ne 

asettavat projektitiimien ja organisaatioiden menestymiselle. Tämä laadullinen 

tapaustutkimus on toteutettu Suomalaisessa monikansallisessa IT yrityksessä, 

jossa suositaan ketteriä projektimenetelmiä. Tutkimusaineiston keräämisessä on 

käytetty fokusryhmähaastatteluita. Tutkimus pyrkii tarjoamaan konkreettisia 

toimenpide-ehdotuksia tarkastelemalla tekijöitä, jotka edistävät ja estävät 

itseorganisoitumista ja jaettua johtamista ketterissä projekteissa.  

 
Tuloksien perusteella ketterä projektimalli yksinään ei takaa tiimin ihanteellista 

suoriutumista, mikäli tiimi ei saa tarvittavaa tukea organisaatiolta. Proaktiivisuuden 

lisäämiseksi tiimin sisäisen ja ulkoisen ympäristön pitää tukea tiimin itsenäisyyttä 

siten, että tiimi saa tarvittaessa riittävästi tukea ja valmennusta organisaatiolta. 

Selkeät tavoitteet, avoin ja osallistava päätöksenteko ja tiivis asiakastyö ovat myös  

välttämättömiä tiimien menestymiselle.  
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1. Introduction  

 
According to Foresight 2030 survey, the requirements in working life are 

fundamentally changing and will in the future call for “increased acceptance of 

personal responsibility and self-management“ (Tulevaisuus 2030). Strictly defined 

job responsibilities and roles are fading and success in work life is forecasted in 

the future to depend more and more on multi-responsibility taking and proactive 

attitude. These skills, however, are not traditionally strengths in Finnish 

organizations, where obedience is more commonly encountered (Helsingin 

Sanomat 20.3.2016.)     
 

Considering the before mentioned, it is justified to state that fostering proactive 

behavior in Finnish organization context is an important and current topic to both 

business and academia. Proactivity is to certain level personality dependent but it 

can be fostered through organizational structures that are based on self-organizing 

and shared leadership. This study focuses on these specific constructs and in 

supporting proactivity in team environment. 

 

In order to study the phenomenon, I have selected Finnish IT –industry as 

example context since it employs approximately 50 000 people in Finland with 

around EUR seven (7) billion turnover and is a representative example of globally 

highly competitive and fast developing field that requires continuous adjustment 

from both companies and employers like wise in order to succeed (Information 

Technology Industries, 2016). During the past decade, use of agile project 

methodologies, which are based on self-organizing teamwork, has been a steadily 

growing and applied in more than 50% of software development projects (Stavru 

2014). Agility is based on empowered teams that embrace change and openness 

in the collaboration and the methodology itself guides self-organizing with many 

concrete practices and is thus a manifestation of shared-leadership in a team. With 

example of Finnish IT project teams following agile methodologies the aim of this 

research is to understand how proactive behavior can be supported in 

organizations where teams consist of people with very different demographical 
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and professional backgrounds, motivation factors and working styles. In this 

context, initiative taking comes naturally to others but some people long for more 

authority and boundaries in their work. Mapping the underlying factors that affect 

the self-organizing and shared leadership in teams is a step closer in 

understanding how proactive behavior in a team can be developed in 

organizations. 

 

This research is carried out in a form of qualitative case study and even though it 

is claimed that the results of case studies are vaguely generalizable, the chosen 

approach is beneficial in providing concrete tools and guidelines regarding the 

research topic. Since the way agile project teams function reflects the emerging 

changes in working life, the results of this study will benefit both organizations and 

academia and understanding the phenomenon of shared-leadership in supporting 

proactivity is important from multiple viewpoints. First of all, in organizations the 

efficiency can be expected to benefit from a more proactive organizational 

behavior, and it also contributes to motivational factors. However, even more 

important motivation for organizations to foster shared leadership lay in the 

competitive advantage it can provide. Increasing number of engineering work and 

IT projects are being outsourced to cost-efficient locations. By developing self-

organizing skills and cultivating proactive behavior, companies are able to provide 

more expertise that is hard to copy. Agile methodology alone does not provide 

competitive advantage, but when paired with committed, high performing team that 

is able to exceed customer expectations and meet strict schedule expectations 

while working independently towards project goals, the higher cost-structure of on-

site project teams can be more easily justified.  

 

1.1 Research background  
 

Agile methodologies have roots among practitioners and they can be used in 

various project contexts in flexible ways. Along the popularity of the phenomenon 

as industry practice, agile methodologies have received growing attention also 

from academia with intention to map the concept and the key patterns in order to 
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further contribute in the development of it. This research addresses the proactive 

behavior of agile project teams in software development context. According to 

literature review and field observations carried out in the beginning of this research 

process, agile practices alone do not guarantee self-organizing capabilities and 

they therefore require supporting environment and suitable processes and 

guidelines in order to genuinely evolve. In research there is lack of understanding 

how to develop both self-organization and shared leadership capabilities in agile 

teams and therefore the topic requires further attention.  

 

My personal observations from Finnish IT organizations revealed that even 

advancing communication, continuous improvement mentality and lean and 

adoptable processes, agile methods as such do not resolve challenges that project 

teams and supporting delivery organization encounter in software projects. It is 

evident that project practices alone are not enough to fundamentally optimize team 

capabilities, even though they can help to deliver more in time and budget 

solutions to end-customers and further advance project implementations in several 

ways, e.g. by introducing more efficient engineering practices. In highly 

competitive software business, ability to tackle problems encountered in software 

projects can act as competitive advantage that can also improve and educate 

customer organization and thus provide benefits to all stakeholders. However, 

according to my personal project experiences, there is lack of understanding how 

to improve the team environment for proactive behavior.   

 

This research is shifting focus from implementation of agile practices to the 

behavioral aspects and learning capabilities of project teams which impact several 

project stakeholders (e.g. customer and organization outside project team), project 

outcome (e.g. project deliverables, risk mitigation, profit, opportunity capture) and 

project team capabilities (e.g. knowledge co-creation, leadership and motivation). 

Studying these aspects in the Finnish IT industry context provides both scholars 

and practitioners with deeper understanding on organizational behavior, 

leadership, and management practices regarding project and other temporary 

team based organizations. Further development of agile methodologies 

contributes in building competitive advantage in the Finnish software development 
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industry by providing more skilled and innovative project models that can 

challenge the price competition that prevails in the industry. When project delivery 

capabilities, expertise and efficiency of local on-site teams override the financial 

savings of out-sourcing to low cots locations, the higher price of implementation 

can be justified. 

 

1.2 Case company  
 
This research is a case study curried out in a Finnish multinational company that 

delivers customer specific software implementation projects of various lengths, 

most projects taking approximately 6-12 months to complete. For each project, 

dedicated project team is summoned taking into consideration customer and 

projects requirements and technological aspects. Project teams consist of several 

experts that are responsible of defined project tasks or streams. Most of the team 

members work full time with the project during its entire length, but some 

specialist, such as business analysts, project managers and quality assurance 

responsible might only work part-time for the project.  

 

Projects are carried out with agile project methodologies, Scrum is mainly used as 

delivery framework but teams have freedom to adjust their practices if necessary 

or if customer cooperation so requires. The goal of project method is to obtain fast 

and honest communication and transparency of project progress to all 

stakeholders. Another goal is to create collaboration in planning and execution of 

development work so that expertise of each individual team members can be 

utilized and enhanced through collaboration. Agile methods also aim in increasing 

pro-activeness in a way that all team members are contributing in all stages of the 

project and also informed about all issues concerning the project. Development 

wise the ideology is to build product in an incremental way so that from early 

stages of the project the product itself would be available for testing and feedback 

from all stakeholders.  
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The challenge with the current project model is that even if transparent to all 

stakeholders, there is still proactivity lacking in the teamwork. It has been reported 

by project and line managers that teams still fail to take action even if problems 

are spotted and recorded early during the project. In some cases teams do notice 

and talk about problems or issues but fail to organize needed action or escalation 

until a risk is realized or an opportunity missed. This leads to risks of losing 

improvement opportunities with regard of the customer solution, project model 

itself and to less efficient project deliveries with decreased profits, when risks are 

realized. 

 

Even if agile project methodology is used in the case organization, it is clear that 

the mindset of learning, trying new practices and sharing responsibility within the 

team needs to be improved. In the high technology industry of continuous and fast 

changes, ability to learn, react and leverage in all activities is crucial. Project 

teams need new tools for developing their own working methods and support from 

the organization that enable them to make decisions and take action regarding the 

work, methods and customer cooperation. Project teams already exchange best 

practice related information regarding solution specific issues but lack of 

communication regarding lessons learned experiences on project practices 

between teams is an underutilized opportunity for learning. Also the case company 

size and level of international operations enable multiple cross-organizational 

learning points, which should be further explored.  

 

This research will cater the needs of the case company to address mindset and 

work practice related changes that will provide competitive advantage in the 

organization. Efficiency demands, digitalization and increasing international 

competition in software industry put pressure on developing working methods and 

products that are difficult to imitate. This cannot be met with only product offering 

related aspects, but with service configuration that considers customer needs with 

co-creation aspect throughout the entire process. Proactive and innovative product 

delivery model is essential part in this chain and increased efficiency and flexibility 

in project practices also provides ways to improve project profitability. Mindset and 

work practice related changes obtained in the organization also facilitate other 
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change management initiatives and foster ideation capabilities beyond project 

work. Involving individuals with broader roles and responsibilities in projects can 

also be regarded motivational, since it commits teams in becoming more self-

organizing and having more influence over their own work. Finally there is also 

possibility to provide more financial incentives to teams, if projects are completed 

with better profits.   

 

1.3 Research questions 
 

This research studies how team proactivity can be increased, by developing self-

organizing and shared leadership in agile project teams. Previous academic 

research has mainly focused on individual proactivity and lacked the aspect of 

supporting proactivity in a temporary project team. Through a case study this 

research aims to map what aspects prevent and support self-organizing and 

shared leadership in agile IT –project context in Finland. Based on situational 

analysis, this research then aims to place suggestions on how to develop the 

teamwork in the case organization. Main research question (RQ) of this study is:  

 

- RQ 1: How can team capabilities for self-organizing and shared leadership 

be developed?  

 

In order to provide development ideas, understanding of prevailing situation must 

be gained, and thus sub-questions address current situation in the case 

organization: 

 

- SQ 1.1: How do the principles of self-organizing and shared leadership 

manifest in teams?  

- SQ 1.2: What aspects limit teams from following the principles of self-

organizing and shared leadership? 

 

By studying these aspects it is possible to reveal barriers that exists for the teams 

and better understand how the conditions can be improved. This research 
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provides development suggestions to further support self-organizing and shared 

leadership that can be implemented in the case organization but the 

implementation of improvements is not in the scope of this study. 

 

1.4  Key concepts and theoretical framework 
 

Theoretical framework of this research is based on organization theory, key 

concepts being self-organizing and shared leadership. Both concepts have been in 

previous research studied in the context of agile methodologies, but the 

interconnection of these concepts lacks academic attention. Also, there is 

research missing, which would in particular consider the viewpoint of proactivity in 

this context even though this is one of the fundamental aspects in agile 

methodologies and also in both self-organizing and shared leadership.  

 

This study relies on work of Morgan (1986) and Takeuchi & Nonaka (1986) when 

inspecting the self-organizing capabilities. The reason for selecting these is 

because of the alignment they have with principles of agile manifesto and 

therefore this approach is justified when studying agile teams. 
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Table 1. The connection of self-organizing with agile principles 

Morgan (1986): 
Requirements for 
Self-organizing 

Takeuchi & Nonaka 
(1986): 

Requirement for 
Self-organizing 

Conditions for  
self-organizing 

Alignment with agile 
manifesto 

Minimum critical 
specification & 

bounded autonomy 

Exhibiting autonomy  Autonomy and 
management 

support 

Customer 
collaboration over 

contract negotiation. 

Requisite variety Cross-fertilization 

Team structure and 
abilities 

Individuals and 
interactions over 

processes and tools. 
 

Working software over 
comprehensive 
documentation. 

Redundancy of 
functions 

 

Learning to learn Self-transcendence Adjustment and 
learning capabilities 

Responding to change 
over following a plan. 

 

In order to investigate shared leadership capabilities, framework from Carson, 

Tesluk & Marrone (2007) is used in this research. Their framework considers two 

important aspects of shared leadership: team’s internal and external 

environments. The framework is applicable for this research, because the aim is to 

understand how team behavior can be developed, and through this viewpoint it is 

possible to study limitations and development points that are needed from within 

the team but from management or other stakeholder outside the team. 

 

Table 2. Framework for shared leadership 

Shared Leadership 

Internal team environment External team environment 

Shared purpose 

External coaching support Social support 

Voice 
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Proactive behavior in organizations can be defined as “behavior that directly alters 

environments” (Bateman and Crant 1993) indicating that people with proactive 

attitude seek to change conditions that they are surrounded with. When 

considering organizational behavior proactivity is often pursued, since it predicts 

that people will independently take initiative to improve the status quo and this 

provides development potential for organizations, if compared to more static and 

hierarchical behavior. As Bateman and Crant further describe the behavior and 

attributes, it is about continuous participation and extended responsibility bearing: 

“proactive people scan for opportunities, show initiative, take action, and 

persevere until they reach closure by bringing about change” and thus this 

behavior it very tightly linked to both self-organizing and shared leadership.  

 

The following picture of theoretical framework illustrates how the concepts of self-

organizing and shared-leadership are connected to each other and to agile 

framework, but also to proactivity which is expected outcome, when the level of 

self-organizing and shared leadership are strengthened in the team.  

 

Figure 1: Theoretical framework for the study 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Shared	
leadership	

Agile	
framework	

Self-
organizing	

Pro-	
activity	
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1.5 Delimitations  
 

The context of the study is IT-industry in Finland, specifically business-to-business 

software projects that follow agile methodologies and deliver customer solutions 

implementations with temporary project team structure. It is recognized that 

several factors influence the teamwork (such as organization culture, vision and 

general management principles) but this research focuses on team level and 

capabilities that can be developed through activities taken from within the team but 

also from management. Research is done in the context of b2b –customers and 

thus the results are not necessarily adaptable in b2c –environment.    

 

Further on when carrying out case study it should be noted that results are to 

some extend limited to the case organization. However, the data analysis method 

considers this limitation in order to provide more applicability for research findings.  

 

1.6 Research Methodology  
 

In order to gain a comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon, I chose to 

use qualitative research approach in this case study. When aiming to understand 

the social constructs and people’s experiences in organizational context, 

qualitative methodologies provide better tools over quantitative measures, which 

often fail to describe and identify the ground laying factors behind phenomena. 

Thus, qualitative means meet the objective of examining concepts and improving 

the comprehension from academic point of view and simultaneously catering the 

need of developing the operations in the case organization in practice. The 

empirical findings were gathered through focus groups, since this method provides 

access to ample qualitative data and simultaneously allows emergence of new 

topics and insights, since question setting is not limited to known constructs but 

respondents are allowed to bring up their own view points related to the topic. 

Research approach is abductive and data analysis was done with Gioia 

methodology, which is based on linking findings into emerging constructs. This 

methodology provides possibility to theory generation while it gives voice to 

respondents. (Gioia, Corley & Hamilton, 2012, 2.) 
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1.7 Structure of the study 
 

This study consists of six parts. After introduction to the research (chapter 1), 

context of the study: agile software development is presented in chapter two (2) 

and theoretical background in chapter three (3). The part three (3) discusses self-

organization and shared-leadership and reviews the existing research related to 

these concepts in agile context. After theoretical part, I will explain the design, 

methods, data collection and analysis of this study in the chapter four (4) and 

present the research results in the chapter five (5). Discussion, development 

suggestions, managerial implications and theoretical contributions are discussed 

in the chapter six (6) and to conclude, this part also states the limitations and 

future research directions considering this study.  
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2. Agile software development 

 

The concept of agile software development started to formulate through industry 

practices in the mid 1990’s and with growing popularity among practitioners during 

the past decades, it has received increasing attention also from academia. Agile 

methodologies are founded on the understanding that software development is not 

a linear process like manufacturing processes but requires iteration and feedback 

loops that enable continuously adjusting development cycles. The ideology of 

iterative working methods in regards to software development was not new when 

introduced, since as early as in 1960’s some software developers are known to 

have used similar techniques but not in a systematic way. The concept was 

formulated and articulated officially year 2001 when the principles were listed in 

Agile manifesto, guiding the baseline values for the different practices that are 

labeled as agile methods. (Williams and Cockburn, 2003.)  

 

Original manifesto for agile software development is based on four major 

guidelines (Manifesto for Agile Software Development, 2016): 

 

1. Individuals and interactions over processes and tools  

2. Working software over comprehensive documentation  

3. Customer collaboration over contract negotiation  

4. Responding to change over following a plan 

 

The methodology is based on flexibility in interaction, collaboration and responding 

to change – all done in an agile way; meaning continuously, whenever needed and 

thus obtaining low bureaucracy in all aspects. There are different styles of agile 

software development practices that have been developed around the world and 

main methodologies include Dynamic Systems Development Method (DSDM), 

Feature-Driven Development (FDD), Extreme Programming (XP), Crystal, 

adaptive Software Development (ASD) and Scrum (Chow & Cao 2007; Williams 

and Cockburn 2003; Conboy 2009). Out of these notably Scrum has been referred 

to having roots in Nonaka’s (1994) knowledge creation theory that highlights the 
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critical importance of individuals, interaction and continuous loops of sharing and 

building on tacit knowledge (Sutherland 2010).  

 

From practitioners view, purpose of Scrum is to develop and maintain solutions 

and products that can be viewed as complex. Scrum is process framework that 

guides on teamwork, roles, project events, artifacts and rules but does not give 

exact definition of processes or techniques that should be applied. Scrum 

practices are based on iterations, simplicity, and decreased guidance that is 

embedded in continuous learning by doing incremental deliveries. A Scrum project 

consists of iterations called sprints, and the framework included only few roles: 

scrum master, product owner and team. Self-organizing Scrum teams consist of 

competent individuals that can guarantee cross-functionality instead of fixed 

expertise. Everything that needs to be accomplished in the project is compiled into 

prioritized list called backlog and team together estimates the effort needed to 

complete each item. Any single person does not assign work since the team 

members have authority to pick-up the work items independently from the backlog. 

Length of each sprint may vary but certain ceremonies are to be arranged during 

each iteration. In order to guarantee transparency of all work, artifact inspection 

(assuring that sprint goals are met) and adaptation (to modify deliverables to meet 

goals) ceremonies required are: sprint planning for team to agree on sprint goals 

and priorities, short daily meetings to keep track of work progress, obstacles and 

to share all project related information, and finally sprint reviews and 

retrospectives to demonstrate the sprint deliverables and reflect on feedback on 

project work. (Schwaber, K., & Sutherland, J., 2015.)  

 

Agile practices have been shown to contribute to the project efficiency. Chow & 

Cao (2008) highlight in their research the benefits of agile practices compared to 

traditional project models, stating that until introduction of agile project framework, 

many projects failed to deliver outcomes according to the defined schedule or 

purpose and agile methods address these challenges and act as a more efficient 

project delivery process compared to traditional ones (Chow & Cao, 2008). 

Iterative nature of agile projects provides incremental deliveries and therefore 

reduces the risks of project failing, if project goals are well recognized among team 
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members. Also the internal pressure that agile teams experience when delivering 

within time boxed sprints has been found to contribute to team ability to innovate 

and learn (Annosi, Magusson, Martini & Appio, 2015). These findings indicate that 

schedule pressure experienced in agile context can cater both end-customer with 

more precise and in time solution deliveries while advancing the developing 

capabilities of teams. 

 

Even the schedule pressure of sprints has been noticed to act as incentive for 

teams, it can also create negative impact that deteriorates learning orientation in 

the team, when team concentrates on keeping the agreed sprint scope and 

schedule, instead of taking time to tackle problems that are at hand but do not 

belong to sprint plan (Hoda et al. 2011). These findings underline how much 

influence the context can have on the success of an agile project and how 

important it is that team is given the authority and time to follow agile practices, if 

the methodology is introduced. Some of the key methods to foster the agile 

teamwork are making sure that project team shares common vision for both long 

and short term orientation, and cultivating attitude to improve the cooperation 

continuously (Moe, Aurum, Dybå 2011). These require that team dedicates time 

for reflection and specifically research by Hoda et al. (2011) has shown that a 

single scrum practice of holding retrospectives is improving continuous learning in 

agile teams, even in the situation when teams are facing pressure to deliver within 

each iteration.  

 

Many agile practitioners highlight importance of agile techniques and following 

guides of the agile manifesto when using the methodology. Studying critical 

success factors (CSFs) of agile projects has indicated that prerequisites for 

successful agile projects are however much fewer than anticipated, indicating that 

following agile manifesto principles to the detail is not that crucial in succeeding 

with the method. Indeed important factors culminate in choosing agile delivery 

strategy, following agile software engineering techniques, and forming teams with 

appropriate skills and motivation whereas otherwise strictly following all agile 

principles in the industry (such as physical project facilities, agile appropriate 

project types and executive and sponsor support) did not seem to be necessary 
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for methodology to prosper (Chow & Cao, 2008). A concrete technique that has 

been shown to deliver team cohesion and learning is the practice of team 

reflection and evaluation in the form of arranging regular retrospectives, meaning 

that pausing to take time to analyze current situation helps teams to in becoming 

more efficient over time (Whitworth & Biddle 2007). 

 

Further examining of agile teams in practice has revealed that teams can lack 

ability to identify whether a practice actually contributes to project agility or not 

(Conboy, 2009). This indicates that implementation of agile methodology does not 

guarantee success if the ideology and benefits of each practice are not thoroughly 

understood and thus introducing agile methodology is a complex process (McAvoy 

& Butler 2009). In fact it seems that agile development team can remain very 

process obedient if project practices are not followed with a fundamental cultural 

and value change, and the team can thus follow agile methods in a superficial way 

without continuously developing their practices and behavior, as the founding 

values of agile methods underline. Therefore introduction of agile methods require 

aligning of practices and team culture.  

 

According to Dybå and Dingsoyr’s review of agile software development practices 

(2008), introduction of agile methodology highly depends on organizational 

aspects. The method is a multidimensional and highly dependent on the way it is 

introduced since success of agile projects relies on the support received from the 

organization and the method alone cannot be expected to solve all project 

challenges, but it can facilitate change in working practices and also impact the 

values that govern in the entire organization. (Dybå and Dingsoyr, 2008.) 

Organizational values have been found to guide time usage in agile projects, 

leading teams to prioritize delivery goals according to set sprint plans in fear of 

otherwise being regarded as failing (Annosi, Magusson, Martini & Appio, 2015). 

These results indicate that when examining project team performance, the 

organizational environment plays important role in the way project team performs 

and on the culture and goal setting that project team internalizes. Thus when 

aiming to further advance project team capabilities, the organizational context and 

its impact on team should be not excluded from the consideration.  
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2.1 Importance of team in agile  
 

Work team can be defined as group of individuals “intact social systems with 

boundaries and differentiated roles -- have one or more task to perform -- and 

operates within an organizational context” (Hackman 1987, 322). Whereas teams 

have the expertise to perform their work autonomously, it is also reasonable to 

presume that they also posses the insight on how to organize their work in the 

best possible way (Grant 2001, 162). In knowledge intensive industries 

organizational capability to learn has become a key success factor, and people’s 

ability to learn from each other correlates to the organizational development that 

eventually provides competitive advantage. Teamwork fundamentally is based on 

knowledge sharing and co-creation. The success of a team depends on 

individual’s ability to share information and team as a unit to learn something new 

through co-operation. (Senge 2006, 4).  

 

Agile principles are based on the teamwork benefits and consideration that 

because of capabilities of sharing and co-creating insight and knowledge, 

collection of individuals is more efficient and capable in decision-making than any 

single person alone. The team dynamics in agile context rely on skills and abilities 

that are widely recognized in general teamwork literature; co-operation, 

communication and capability to adapt and act on the situations that the team 

faces. However, in the agile context the expectations from individuals are even 

extended than when compared to regular team work, since with agile method team 

members need to be capable and willing to not only take initiative within the team 

but also act beyond the team boundaries for example in collaboration with end 

customer, and indeed, cohesion within the team has been claimed as the key 

factor in success of an agile team. (Chin, 2003, p. 87- 88.) 

 

Even team dynamics and collaboration are needed and important factors for 

successful team work, studying social nature and behavior in agile contexts has 

shown that overtime, teams can converge in their mind-set and behavior, leading 

team members becoming increasingly homogenous and attached to the practices 

and dynamics of the project (Whitworth and Biddle, 2007). This can deteriorate 



	
	

23	

team’s productivity when considering ability to adjust to change and carry out 

continuous learning. Too much cohesion in agile project teams can lead to 

impaired decision-making if teams become too compromising when seeking to 

maintain team dynamics at any cost and therefore fear to raise contradictory 

opinions in decision-making situations (McAvoy & Butler 2009). Further on it 

should be noted that even there is environment with freedom to state different 

opinions, it does not always lead to equal opinion sharing, since individual 

experiences or seniority can affect how opinions are valued in the team discussion 

(Tessem, 2014). In order to overcome these challenges, there needs to be climate 

of appreciating different perspectives within agile teams, and obtaining it requires 

action and cannot be expected to appear as side product of the agile method.  

 

Further on, team motivation is an important factor of team success. The relation of 

responsibility and power is however different in agile context than with non-agile 

projects, since in agile, power does not act as reward system that grows along 

with the gained experience (Tessem, 2014). It is important to notice that not all 

individuals are motivated by responsibility and thus in agile context the autonomy 

and accountability can for some work in opposite way, causing more stress than 

feelings of reward. Still, main motivational factor in agile team should originate 

from opportunity to learn and impact the ways of working. Truly agile team is 

assembled of individuals that seek to improve their working methods continuously 

and proactively and embrace culture of change and feedback in all aspects of their 

work (Williams and Cockburn, 2003). This highlights how significant the motivation 

and behavior of each team member is when adapting to agile working methods. 

 

Shared motivational values contribute to the team identity, which can become very 

strong when following agile practices. Professional identity in software context is 

traditionally linked to development roles, but in agile models it has been studied in 

some context to change how individuals regard their professional identity. This is 

important viewpoint, since shared team identity contributes to communication and 

collaboration within the team. It improves the team member’s ability to function 

and identify themselves beyond their traditional role limits, immersing them more 
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in the shared team context instead of individual goals and responsibilities. 

(Whitworth & Biddle 2007).  

 

Even agile methods are based on continuous learning and embracing quick 

changes it does not guarantee success and the performance in teams does not 

always live up to the ideal level, leading teams to fail in bearing the shared 

responsibility collectively. The iterative nature of agile projects challenges decision 

taking and implementation, since decisions points are not as clear as in a more 

traditional and hierarchical waterfall project environment (McAvoy & Butler 

2009).  Reasons that hinder the decision-making are multifaceted; team dynamics, 

unclear role definitions and impression management can deteriorate team’s ability 

to make decisions. Also organization structure and culture can prevent team 

autonomy, enabling individuals outside the team to impact or make decisions 

concerning the team, creating frustration for the team members when trying to 

take responsibility over their project (Moe, Dingsøyr & Dybå, 2009). Aspects such 

as poor interaction and communication within team, low degree of participation, 

lack of confidence from junior team members to contribute and frustration that is 

created from too frequent and long meetings has been proved to deteriorate to the 

performance and level of shared to responsibility in agile teams (Drury, Conboy, & 

Power 2012). In addition, the schedule related pressure that teams have for 

delivering outcomes within time boxed iteration cycle has been shown to impact 

team’s ability to pause to make situational analysis and take needed action 

(Fitzgerald, Hartnett & Conboy 2006). A relevant reason for problematic team 

performance is also lack of knowledge among team members, which causes that 

individuals are not able to contribute to the discussion and thus do not understand 

the severity or possible consequences of the decision or situation (Moe, Aurum, 

Dybå 2011).  

 

Project teams also experience conflicting interest from different stakeholders and 

pressure to show that they are making progress. Even though there are high 

quality expectations for the projects, studies show that these are not always 

communicated clearly and thus tangible deliverables gain increasing importance 

and long-term interest are overrun by short-term goals, such as sprint objectives. 
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(Moe, Aurum & Dybå 2011.) These findings further on highlight the importance of 

clear and shared team goal that guides all team decisions.  

 

2.2 Roles and capabilities in agile context 
 

Traditionally roles in organizations have been based on hierarchy, and specifically 

on individual accountability and on defined responsibilities. This structure has 

provided points of control for managers and enabled individuals to advance in the 

organization by meeting with their preset personal goals. Mutual, shared 

accountability that agile teamwork is based on, can thus be regarded problematic 

by managers and team members likewise, if it is considered as lacking control 

mechanism for responsibility ownership and as missing personal performance 

indicator that would guarantee rewarding on individual level. (Katzenbach & Smith 

2001, 134-135). Therefore the approach and attitude towards roles requires 

readjusting from all levels of the organization when introducing the agile project 

model. 

 

Agile methodologies require new roles and responsibilities from the entire team 

and a fundamental shift of considering individual responsibilities, since defined 

roles are restricted in scrum to product owner, scrum master and the development 

team (The Scrum Guide, 2016). Traditional role of project manager as decision 

authority does thus not contribute to agile process (Drury, Conboy, & Power 2012). 

The role of project management has changed drastically while introducing agile 

methodologies, the responsibilities of project manager in agile context is to rather 

facilitate than control the project (McAvoy & Butler 2009). If organizational context 

is not familiar with agile practices, it might be expected that a single person still 

carries the overall responsibility of the project and shared responsibility of agile 

teamwork are not well enough understood. In deed, instead of traditional manager 

roles, titles such as scrum master and coach are used in agile context and people 

in these roles are responsible of goal and resource aligning and fostering 

motivation in the team. (Anderson et al., 2003)  
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Regarding team capabilities, agile approach calls teams to find a balance of 

specialization and cross-functionality, meaning that teams need to consist of 

individuals that have certain level of special expertise but obtain enough knowhow 

to provide redundancy for it to overcome vulnerability of being dependent of single 

experts to carry out certain responsibilities. Being cross-functional requires 

leveraging from team members and this can act as incentive, since when achieved 

it provides more comprehensive understanding of project and more scalable 

learning opportunities than traditional role based view. (Hoda, Noble & Marshall, 

2011). Agile practices alone do not guarantee that balance between cross-

functionality and specialization is obtained, since personalities and individual 

preferences affect how the team forms. Tessem (2014) noticed how some 

individuals seek to obtain their position as experts even in the scrum environment, 

and therefore it should be noted that in order for project to obtain learning 

mentality and knowledge redundancy with cross-functionality, it requires attention 

and work from the team or team lead (scrum master). It is also vital that 

organization culture supports the aim for redundancy and this way encourages 

teams in achieving of cross-functionality (Moe, Aurum, Dybå 2011). 

 

The need of cross-functionality requires mechanisms that cultivate shared 

responsibility and reciprocity within agile teams. Team co-operation and 

communication are crucial when following agile practices but there is need for 

balance between cohesion and heterogeneity. Too dynamic team behavior can 

cause challenges, since team decision capability can suffer from the cohesion, if 

team members start to avoid stating conflicting opinions with aim to maintain 

consensus and positive atmosphere in the team. Thus in order to reach efficient 

group decisions, the project manager should take the role of critical facilitator, also 

described as devil’s advocate. This approach includes guiding the team discussion 

by bringing up latent issues that might otherwise not processed because of group 

thinking dynamics and aspiration to maintain mutual opinion within the team. 

(McAvoy & Butler 2009.)  
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3. Theoretical background  

 
This part gives overview to main concepts of the study, self-organizing and shared 

leadership. These constructs support the leveraging abilities of teams in becoming 

more proactive. In this part I also present the main research findings from previous 

studies in agile context. 

 

3.1   Self-organizing in teams  
 
 
The nature of team work and increasing use of team based organization 

constructs specially in service companies has changed the landscape for 

managing in organizations and given more emphasize to supporting teams to 

behave in a self-organized manner. Having an independent unit of individuals with 

special knowledge on a subject matter also predicts that the knowledge on how to 

best organize the work between team members also exists within the team. (Grant 

2001, 161-162.)  

 

The advantages of self-organizing structures have been acknowledged for 

decades and therefore fostering, development and exploitation of them has been 

in the interest of several scholars (Takeuchi & Nonaka 1986; Manz & Sims 1987; 

Uhl-bien & Graen 1992; Silverman & Prost 1996; Wheatley, M.J. and Kellner-

Rogers, M., 1996; Wageman 2001). According to Morgan (1986) and Takeuchi & 

Nonaka (1986) requirements of successful self-organizing have been identified to 

relate to the level of autonomy and managerial involvement, variety of skills that 

team posses, how independently the team is able to operate and to adjustment 

and learning capabilities the team is able to establish and develop. Hackman 

(1987, 334) further contributed to this research field and emphasized the 

importance of management in regards to team design and organizational context, 

and the team competences considering the capability of plan, manage and 

execute the work.  
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3.1.1 Autonomy and management support 

 

Morgan (1986) defines autonomy to include the freedom for team to define its 

goals (minimum critical specification from outside the team) and working practices 

with consideration that managerial interference will, in some level, be always 

necessary and will also guide team in difficult situations. In Takeuchi & Nonaka’s 

(1986) definition the limitations of authority are as well understood and described 

as “minimum interference from senior management”. To further elaborate on the 

limitations, Morgan uses the description of bounded autonomy, referring to a 

connection of freedom and responsibility that needs to be in balance in order for 

team to gain managerial trust that enables autonomy.  

 

In knowledge creation and learning processes, autonomy plays important role 

since it provides conditions to create and discover new knowledge, once 

individuals interact in a non-controlled way. Autonomy can further on act as an 

important motivator and improve commitment on individual level once people feel 

that they can impact their environment, and this in turn reflects to team behavior. 

Providing autonomy requires careful situational reading from the managers, since 

too high level of control prevents the autonomous behavior but lack of 

management initiative can enable teams to stay in their comfort zone making them 

stuck on the old behavioral constructs and thus preventing the development and 

learning. Management should be encouraging enough to promote certain level of 

pressure and even allowing some chaos in the organizations, like articulated by 

Morgan as bounded autonomy, since these in turn guide people to reinvent 

working methods and pursuit higher goals. (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2001, 34-

35.) Tata & Prasad (2004) observed that centralized macro-level authority on 

general policies and procedures did not influence the efficiency of self-organized 

team but it was crucial for these kind of teams to have authority on micro-level, 

indicating that teams with possibility to make decisions on their tasks and other 

every day issues performed better in the efficiency.  

 

An important factor that should not be left without consideration is the emotional 

support that management provides and the general atmosphere that is fostered in 
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the organization. Care is fundamental for creating trust, when lacking people are 

reluctant to share their information and collaborate with others, and rather 

compete with each other (von Krogh 1998). Both trust and commitment are 

fundamental in knowledge creation and require love and care to be established, 

because without positive atmosphere to contribute, information can become a tool 

for power and people will lack motivation to share their knowledge. Management 

therefore needs to create positive atmosphere with strong and shared goals in 

order to guarantee environment for cooperation (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2001, 

37). 

 

It can be concluded that in order to give room for self-organizing from 

management perspective, it is crucial to provide direction and intention, but 

provide freedom for teams to choose the action and working methods that are 

most optimal for the work (Wheatley and Kellner-Rogers 1996). In optimal situation 

the team has only some critical limits from management, freedom to work with the 

goals, practices and priorities they consider the most adequate, but simultaneously 

team experiences that they will receive managerial support if needed. 

 

3.1.2 Team structure and abilities 

 

Self-organizing team needs to be composed of such expertise that it can 

autonomously working complete the tasks at hand. This ability, labeled as cross-

fertilization by Takeuchi & Nonaka (1986), secures that team members are 

specialized enough to carry out work of various expertise by collaborating in a way 

that information and knowledge is shared between specializations areas. 

Collaboration allows cross-functionality and redundancy that guarantees team’s 

independence; it ensures that team is able to deliver, even in case of changes in 

the team composition and is thus not dependent on dedicated team members for 

carrying out certain tasks but fosters self-organizing capabilities (Morgan, 1986). 

Redundancy also contributes to the knowledge-creation process in a team, since 

people are more prone to insight sharing, once they know that others are able to 

contribute to the information they possess and their thinking process actually 
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supports the leveraging of knowledge in the organization. Redundancy of 

information also promotes natural responsibility and leadership sharing within the 

team, since in these situations the person who has most suitable expertise of 

certain phase tends to take a leading role in that particular moment. This behavior 

enables seamless role rotation, which further contributes to the knowledge 

creation within the team. (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2001, 36.) 

 

It can be concluded that self-organizing requires individuals to define their roles 

and responsibilities from a new perspective. Along joining a self-organizing team, 

individual’s need to start to evaluate their role depending on the contribution they 

can make to the group’s tasks and team goal, rather than in relation to one’s 

traditional role, job requirements and individual performance (Manz & Sims 1987). 

Therefore the team capability is tightly paired with the team structure and culture 

that prevails in the team, team needs to have the right amount of expertise but 

also goals and communication for team capabilities to develop.  

 

3.1.3. Adjustment and learning capabilities 

 

The third fundamental value for self-organizing team is the ability to learn to learn, 

indicating behavior of analyzing and adjusting team behavior (Morgan 1986). This 

capability requires communication and practices that enhance such information 

sharing that enables other team members to understand linkages between tasks 

and areas of interest. Takeuchi and Nonaka (1986) have addressed attention to 

same topic with the term self-transcendence. In their model the ability requires that 

the team assess its performance reflecting to self-defined team goals and is 

capable to adjust working methods when needed. According to Nonaka, Toyama 

and Konnu (2001) creation process is not possible without certain level of chaos 

and variety of expertise in the team supports the aim of maintaining a balance 

between order and chaos. Adjustment and learning can further be facilitated when 

there is easy access to information, so that all team members can access it flexibly 

and quickly. (Nonaka, Toyama & Konno 2001, 36-37.) 
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Team adjustment abilities are linked to the team’s decision-making process. 

Engaging and informing team members about the process contributes to the 

individual’s commitment to the made decisions. Having several team members 

involved in the process is generally regarded to expand the knowledge and view 

points available, and thus generating more justified decisions. (Mickan & Rodger 

2000.) Individual’s level of commitment is important for the team capabilities, since 

higher level of commitment can be seen to correlate to the adjustment willingness.  

 

3.1.4 Self-organizing in agile project teams  

 

Self-organizing has been recognized as one of the most important success factors 

in agile projects (Chow and Cao, 2008) and it has therefore attracted previous 

academic interest. Moe, Dingsoyr and Dybå (2009) have done research on the 

barriers of self-organizing in agile teams. They found problems to connect to both 

team specific factors and organizational context. On team level the challenges 

were related to commitment, failure to learn and to leadership and decision-

making roles and patterns, whereas on organizational context the structure for 

organizing work, control and culture played most significant roles. When 

considering the team level challenges, lack of clear and shared goal among team 

members and missing team structure to foster cross-functionality weakened self-

organizing capabilities. Further on team needed to experience that they truly have 

autonomy to make decisions. Lack of decision-making related to team learning 

since having the possibility to also make mistakes and fail as a team in the long 

run in fact facilitates team learning. Finally, prevailing old leadership mentality that 

leans on single authorities and individual goals created significant problems for 

self-organizing to take place in a team, since it prevented interaction, 

communication and shared decision-making to take place in a team. When 

considering the organizational context, the biggest barriers consists of having such 

operational structures that hindered teams from forming and staying stable, 

bureaucracy that did not contribute to delivering the project and finally such culture 

or hierarchy that emphasized individual accomplishments over team 

achievements.    
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Having shared focus, trust among team members and ability to reorganize have 

been identified as important factors for self-organizing in agile teams (by Cockburn 

and Highsmith 2001) and a significant problem related to this in both team and 

organizational level relates to communication and trust. If team members do not 

communicate and share knowledge, they have tendency to work in isolation from 

each other, which reduces redundancy and prevents team level learning. Trust 

has been observed as critical factor in guaranteeing team’s self-organizing 

capacity, since it reduces hierarchy and bureaucracy from organizational context 

and improves information sharing among team members (Moe, Dingsoyr and 

Dybå, 2010). A concrete example of project lacking organizational trust is situation 

where team needs to deliver progress results to project stakeholders, preventing 

them from concentrating on the actual goals that they have. This is taking 

unnecessary effort from team to impression management and the problem relates 

to organizational trust towards teams to deliver. Further on lack of trust within team 

members can cause impression management even within a team, causing team 

members to hide their errors and preventing feedback and genuine performance 

improving. Indication of lacking trust can also emerge as “decision hijacking” 

where decisions are not made collectively but by a single team member who 

expects to have the needed knowledge or authority to make the call (Moe, 

Dingsoyr and Dybå 2009). This kind of behavior further decreases the experienced 

trust within team and also decreases motivation to take initiative within the team. 

 

Team decision-making capability and obstacles for it have been studied by Drury, 

Conboy & Power (2012) revealing connection with team engagement. In their 

research it was discovered that teams hesitated to take decisions and looked for 

authority to make the final call. The reasons were discovered to relate to lack of 

expertise and commitment, rising from complexity of project issues and also 

mental modes that expected either senior experts in teams or managers to make 

decisions. Complexity of project issues is also linked to the conflicting expectations 

that agile teams experience, simultaneously the teams are expected to take 

overall responsibility of the project but factually the team is so focused in 

completing each iteration that long-term goals can become forgotten. Conflicts 
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were also experienced by senior experts who felt that in agile project model they 

are not entitled to make final calls even they had the knowledge to make 

appropriate decisions and in fact less experienced team members relied on them 

taking the lead. Another aspect contributing to decision-making capability is lack of 

shared understanding of the target, both on strategic and operational levels (Moe, 

Aurum, Dybå 2011). These findings highlight the importance of communication 

within team members, not only related to project tasks but expectations on each 

other’s roles. (Drury, Conboy & Power 2012).   

 

In Drury et al. (2012) research it was also revealed that project member’s previous 

experiences affect their attitudes. If there was history of team decisions being 

overruled by higher authority, the team members felt frustrated to even try to make 

impact by taking initiative in decision-making. Another concrete challenge in 

decision taking was unclarity regarding responsibilities on project issues. Even 

challenges were raised; team failed to agree on follow up steps and no one was 

pointed as problem owner. This can be tracked to mental modes of history of 

having defined project roles that do not exist as such in agile context, and project 

members expecting project or other manager to carry ultimately responsibility on 

assigning responsibilities to project team members. According to these findings it 

becomes evident that agile project practices require implementation of changes in 

project roles and surrounding organization and attention on communication within 

the team in order to create behavior of shared responsibility and proactivity in the 

team. However it could be questioned whether the shared responsibility caters the 

needs of project team as such and whether instead the focus when improving 

decision-making and implementation should be in scrum master or project 

manager removing the project obstacles more efficiently. (Drury, M., Conboy, K., & 

Power, K., 2012).  

 

It seems that even culture of shared responsibility is prevailing in agile projects, 

there is often incoherence regarding responsibilities preventing action taking in the 

team. This can stem from nebulous role definitions but also group thinking 

paradox. In order to overcome these challenges, teams should ensure there is a 

process to both make and implement decisions. Scholars have stated (e.g. 



	
	

34	

Robbins & Finley, 1998; McAvoy & Butler 2009) that in fact the operationalization 

in decision-making is more crucial that the process of reaching the decision, 

indicating that many good decisions fail because of lacking implementation. To 

improve the decision process and overcome the challenges of aiming for 

consensus, teams should practice to agree on the most suitable person to own the 

problem, assign action points for each decision and also seek early enough help 

also from project stakeholders. This however requires that teams are able to 

identify the problem and its importance is recognized. (McAvoy & Butler 2009). It is 

also important that there is culture to notice challenges as soon as they appear, 

and regular meetings, such as daily meetings are used to spot issues requiring 

attention (Moe, Aurum, Dybå 2011).  

      

3.2 Shared leadership in teams  
 

Organizations that are becoming more and more team based require self-

organization capabilities that build efficiency by knowledge sharing, 

communication and cooperation. Leadership is recognized as critical factor in 

team effectiveness, especially in knowledge intensive organizations and in this 

context it is a quality that should emerge within the team instead of being a 

responsibility carried by single individuals (Carson, Tesluk & Marrone, 2007). In 

fact the leadership capacity in an organization has been defined as capability that 

is formed by individuals contributing to it in formal and non-formal ways (Wang, 

Waldman & Zhang, 2014). Without questioning, traditional linear leadership has it 

place and needs, but the concept of shared leadership is useful in the context of 

agile project team performance, since it aligns aspects of shared team vision and 

behavior in ways that agile project methodology does not consider. 

 

Shared leadership has several definitions, for example “distributed influence from 

within the team” (Pearce & Sims 2002) or “shared, distributed phenomenon in 

which there can be several (formally appointed and/or emergent) leaders” (Mehra, 

Smith, Dixon & Robertson 2006). It is a team property that is based on common 

goals and values that engage all team members in carrying responsibility. 
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Whereas teamwork is more concentrating on the tangible inputs and outputs that 

the team can accomplish, generated from cooperation and mutually taken action, 

shared leadership enables more fundamental changes in the individuals and team 

dynamics, creating culture of distributed accountability and engagement in the 

outcome. (Wang, Waldman & Zhang, 2014).  

 

Shared leadership has been studied to contribute to team effectiveness in several 

ways. According to Wang et al. (2014) the benefits of shared leadership lay in 

team capability to change and develop and is thus seen as important accelerator 

in situations that require teams to adapt to new circumstances and build up their 

working methods. Another stated benefit is the team’s ability to react to issues and 

have authority to make quick decision when needed (Tata & Prasad, 2004; Moe et 

al, 2009). Important aspect of shared leadership is also how it improves team 

orientation, through affecting attitudinal and behavioral properties. Indeed, while 

creating common goals shared leadership helps to bring up emerging properties 

from team members and thus it influences behavior in both individual and team 

level. (Wang, Waldman & Zhang, 2014). 

 

Even the benefits of shared leadership have been highlighted by several scholars, 

Karhatsu, Ikonen, Kettunen, Fagerholm & Abrahamsson (2010) direct attention to 

limitations the concept might have, since some studies demonstrate no impact 

between project performance and shared responsibility (Karhatsu, Ikonen, 

Kettunen, Fagerholm & Abrahamsson, 2010). Thus a question requiring 

consideration is identifying whether the sharing of leadership and responsibilities 

increases motivation in all project levels, since the results might be the opposite 

for some individuals or even some teams depending on the project context. In any 

case, it is clear that creating culture of shared leadership is more multifaceted than 

building traditional leadership, since it requires both alignment of motivation for 

several individuals but also establishment of new practices for cooperation. 

Carson et al. (2007) suggest that team needs a “shared purpose, social support, 

and voice, and level of external coaching support” to further the culture of shared 

leadership to take place.      
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3.2.1 Internal team environment  

 
Conditions for teams internal environment require time to develop, indicating that 

shared leadership is difficult to obtain in short term team set-up or if team 

composition is often changed. Internal team environment is seen to consist of 

three attributes that are interconnected: shared purpose, social support and voice. 

Shared purpose is based on the team’s common understanding of goal and 

purpose, which further contributes to motivation on individual level and to 

willingness to take and support team action that contributes to the overall target of 

the project. Social support instead is referring to both psychological and emotional 

support given between team members and providing environment of trust, which 

encourages team members to participate and contribute. This in turn develops 

sense of shared responsibility within the team. Third and final element in internal 

team environment is voice, which in this context signifies participation and 

engagement in the teamwork but also physical input in the dialogues that take 

place within the team. Without enough voice and participation, team is missing 

discussion among its members, resulting in deteriorated insight sharing and more 

centralized decision-making. (Carson et al. 2007.) 

 

3.2.2 External team environment  

 
To develop shared leadership capabilities in teams, the provided coaching needs 

to address team abilities to self-manage and become autonomous. This way the 

coaching activities in the end become unnecessary since team behavior develops 

so that it is independently able to guide its own performance. This activity is 

described as supportive coaching and it assists in reinforcing the experienced 

level of autonomy and confidence in the team, which in turn fosters leadership 

among the team. Further on supportive coaching improves the experience of 

shared commitment in the team, resulting in increased participation in team 

activities. Finally external coaching can provide team with concrete methods on 

the best practices and in deed help in building strong internal team environment.  
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3.2.3 Shared leadership in agile project teams 

 

Shared leadership in the context of agile project work has drawn some previous 

scholar interest. Moe Dingsøyr & Kvangardsnes (2009) set out to study the topic 

with research question: “What are the main challenges in establishing leadership 

in an agile software development project?” and found that in their case project 

there was absence of methods to enable efficient learning and sufficient level of 

autonomy on all aspects (individual and project, internal and external) leading to 

lack of leadership ownership from any of the project members. The study however 

had several limitations and thus the scholars concluded that further research is 

needed, especially regarding barriers of leadership. (Moe et al., 2009.) 

 

Further on shared leadership has been recognized as critical component for agile 

software team performance in a study of Karhatsu, Ikonen, Kettunen, Fagerholm & 

Abrahamsson (2010). They proposed a framework of six individual elements in 

building self-organizing team which concluded that self-organizing requires 

“autonomy, team orientation, shared leadership, redundancy, learning, and C&C 

(communication and collaboration)” and according to the pilot they gathered that 

autonomy paired with communication and collaboration are the most relevant 

building blocks in creating self-organizing teams. This finding indicates the 

constructs of shared leadership and self-organizing are tightly connected and 

should indeed be both considered when analyzing team behavior. The research 

further on concluded regarding shared leadership that team should be managed in 

collaboration and lack of cross-functionality decreases the team capabilities to 

share leadership.  

 

3.3 Conclusions of theoretical background  
 
 
Understanding and development of agile teamwork is increasingly important, since 

in IT industry more than 50% of software development projects already follow 

these principles (Stavru 2014). When considering proactivity, until now research 

has not examined how proactivity can be supported and increased in agile project 
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teams and what structures and prerequisites teams need in order to become 

proactive, even though this is one of the fundamental prerequisites for agile team 

to become successful. This study is thus increasing the understanding of 

interconnection of self-organizing and shared leadership in the agile context. 

 
Based on the literature review, both self-organizing and shared leadership are 

important components in agile project environment but research findings state that 

the methodology alone does not guarantee successful teamwork and emergence 

of these constructs. Research has shown on team level correlation between self-

management and proactive problem solving behavior but in practice organization 

structures seldom succeed to support and implement truly self-management team 

designs (Williams, H. M., Parker, S. K., & Turner, N. 2010). Optimal utilization of 

agile practices thus requires support and further investigation. 

 
When having more and more dynamic organization structures, proactivity 

becomes a necessity for success but it also contributes to the employee level by 

improving job satisfaction. According to Kirkman & Rosen (1999) teams that 

receive the support to act in an autonomous way are not only more productive and 

proactive but also more content with their job, organization and team. Further on, 

since proactivity has also been proven to contribute to the job performance (Crant 

2000), the benefits are so clear it makes it crucial for organizations to identify how 

to foster this behavior. 

 

Self-organizing, shared leadership and agile practices in teams all call for similar 

conditions; enough autonomy and freedom but such environment that support is 

available and team-members are encouraged to increased communication. These 

all improve proactivity and thus it is in place to investigate how the conditions can 

be developed.  
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4. Research approach  

 

The focus of this research is to understand how self-organizing and shared 

leadership can be developed in agile project teams. In order to understand the 

phenomenon, empirical research was carried out in its natural environment in a 

Finnish software development organization that utilizes agile project 

methodologies to deliver customer projects. When research is aiming to 

understand and explain phenomenon in a specific environment and the interaction 

and significance of individual agents in this context, it is applicable to utilize 

qualitative research methodology. Specifically qualitative approach is justified 

when the target is to study and understand situations in their natural, uncontrolled 

circumstances and thus the qualitative approach is the most appropriate for this 

empirical study. (Metsämuuronen 2008.) The research problem is also highly 

culture related, in regards of national limitations that are prevailing by examining 

organization located in Finland but also in the context of identifying cultural 

aspects of a specific organization. This aspect is further guiding to carry out 

qualitative research, since this methodology is bringing most insight when 

pursuing to understand the dimensions of the culture and dynamics of social 

phenomena (Alasuutari, 1995). The approach for the research is abductive. 

 

While planning data collection strategy for a research, it is needed to analyzed and 

evaluated what kind of research questions apply, how much control the scholar 

has in the research set up and in the actual environment where the study is being 

conducted (Yin, 2003). Considering the research problem, use of case study 

seemed most appropriate and it is particularly suitable as data collection strategy, 

when examining contemporary, real life phenomenon with empirical approach that 

aim in answering exploratory questions formulated with how’s and why’s. Benefits 

of using case studies lay in their abilities to track complex social behavior and 

further on practical recommendations can usually be drawn from the results. Even 

the results cannot directly be generalized; case studies contribute to increasing 

knowledge of phenomena and can therefore lead to further understanding and 

theory building. Since not based on statistics and means, case study requires 
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diverse data collection, consisting of several different data sources and viewpoints 

in order to make interpretative explanations of the phenomenon. (Robson 2002; 

Saunders, M., Lewis P., and Thornhill A.  2009; Yin 2003; Metsämuuronen 2008). 

 

Furthermore, taking into account the context and the scholar's role in the 

organization, it can be defined that the data collection process includes 

ethnographic qualities. The research problem is focused on social interaction, 

which is representative for ethnomethodology (Silverman 2005, 112). 

Ethnographic research is concentrated on human factors of the phenomenon and 

method includes participatory in depth observation of rather small sample in order 

to thoroughly understand the cultural and social characters and motivation, before 

drawing the conclusion or recommendations. Recognizing the ethnographic 

features of this research helped the scholar to notice and mitigate the risks of this 

study. In the context of the study, the researcher is rather active participant, due to 

her prior work history in the organization. This can cause problems of subjectivity 

and result in the researcher not noticing blind spots in the fieldwork, due to the 

familiarity of the research environment. Also the data collection can be challenging 

in regards of anonymity, because of the acquaintance of the participants and the 

researcher. In order to tackle these challenges, the main data collection happened 

through focus groups, where the role of the researcher is minimal, only facilitating 

the discussion of collegial group. Further, during the process of focus groups, the 

anonymity of the participants is emphasized, in order to create atmosphere for 

open discussion. Risk mitigating factor for the validity of the data collection was 

also the situation, where the researcher hadn’t worked in the organization during 

the past 18 months, and this decreases her familiarity for the interviewees and 

also helps her to gain objective perspective for the research problem and findings. 

(Metsämuuronen, 2003, 171-174).  

 

The pitfalls of case and ethnographic approach are claimed to lay in their low 

generalization. Even the findings of the study are context specific connecting the 

research into theoretical framework that is based on previous research results and 

relevant, academic literature can reduce the risk. (Metsämuuronen, 2003, 174.) 

The chosen research approach can be further justified, since the goal of the 
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research is to understand the phenomenon in a specific context of a case 

organization and to spot factors through which the proactive behavior can be 

supported further in this environment.  

 

4.1 Data collection  
 
Planning the data collection process and deciding on the most appropriate data 

collection method turned out to be a challenging part of the empirical research. 

The amount of potential interviewees was around 60 people, and early on during 

the project it was communicated from the case company that preferred method for 

research is interactive, qualitative approach. However, because of time and 

resource constrains, it was not feasible to carry out in-depth interviews with all 

relevant organization members obtaining key information and experiences on 

project practices. Therefore, I chose to collect data through focus groups. Focus 

groups enable obtaining information of wide viewpoints on collective level and 

since it engages numerous persons simultaneously in the process it provides a 

timely efficient method to understand the multifaceted viewpoints and also 

dominant collective interpretation of the research topic (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2006, 61 

- 63). Also, qualitative research often leans heavily on reinforcing existing 

theoretical constructs but with focus group method it was possible to gently 

moderate the discussion without limiting the topics. When questions are more 

loosely set, it enables emergence of new information since it does not limit or 

heavily guide the terms and vocabulary that the interviewees are using and thus it 

provides potential access to insights of the of the people participating in the 

research and provokes discovery of new knowledge on the subject. (Gioia, Corley 

& Hamilton, 2012, 1-3.) 

 

Decision on using focus groups was supported by the situational analysis and 

observations that I carried out in the case organization during early stages of the 

research process. Discussions with organization representatives emphasized the 

need to utilize the research process itself as a method of facilitating knowledge 

sharing and learning within competence teams and therefore the organization 

representatives were in favor of collective and open data gathering methods that 
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would help to leverage their current understanding of practices while providing 

input for the study. Furthermore observations in the organization revealed the 

concern that collegial competence teams in fact did not have habit of discussing 

project challenges and experiences among the team members, and therefore the 

competence teams would benefit from a process of open discussion facilitated by 

a third person. Since focus groups engage group of people with similar interests, 

background or experience in a discussion of rather limited topic for a short period 

of time, it is regarded as a method that both fosters the idea and insight sharing 

within the group and also enables emergence of such research topics and focus 

areas that the researcher was not initially aware of and therefore the gained 

knowledge can be much more complex than in a traditional interviewing situation. 

It is thus efficient way of gathering knowledge about the reality behind the 

research phenomenon. (Liamputtong 2011, 2-4.) 

 

Another significant contributor for organizing focus groups was that simultaneously 

it provided not only way to gather comprehensive data but also possibility to get a 

some practical demonstration of how differently self-organizing and shared 

leadership practices manifest in competence groups. With focus groups it was 

possible to observe team dynamics and behavior, and track differences between 

teams. This provided insight into people’s actual conduct in interaction situation 

and gave more versatile possibilities to comprehend the phenomenon than only 

tracking what is said in focus groups.  

 

The advantage of focus group method is based on several people sharing their 

viewpoints and experiences and the understanding of the prevailing feelings, 

values and thoughts that are revealed in this process of discussion. In addition the 

method is based on interaction, which provides access to valuable information on 

communication methods that cannot be obtained if carrying out individual 

interviews. (Liamputtong 2011, 5-6.) Therefore with focus groups it is possible to 

gain access to factors steering team behavior and find overseen viewpoints that 

would benefit from further research attention. On the other hand the 

disadvantages of focus groups also lay in the communication and group dynamics. 

Dominant speakers and hierarchy can influence how much people engage in the 
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discussion (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2006, 63). Since focus group participants should 

share similar background regarding experiences or concerns on the research topic 

(Liamputtong 2011, 34; Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2006, 62), the focus groups were 

summoned from organizational competence teams, meaning that people in the 

same focus group had similar working roles and task but would not necessary 

have experiences from working in same projects or customers.  

 

In total, there were five (5) competence teams in the organization at the time of the 

research and they all participated in the research. The researcher provided each 

focus group with six (6) discussion topics in the form of semi structured questions 

and the group members were allowed two minutes of thinking about the topic and 

making notes about it by them selves before allocating 10 minutes to discuss the 

topic together in the group. According to focus group principles, the researcher 

remained as a facilitator and not participated in the discussion, since the target is 

to enable atmosphere of  “collective conversation” and not of an interview 

(Liamputtong 2011, 3).  Researcher intervened the discussion in minimal way, only 

occasionally encouraging silent participants to contribute in the discussion or by 

addressing follow up questions to the group. 

 

In total 28 persons participated in focus groups. The participants were asked to 

submit background information on length of the employment in the organization, 

title and sex for research demographic purposes. Explaining in the beginning of 

the focus group that no comments or results will be reported with any personal 

data concerning the respondent emphasized anonymity of the participants. 

Because of this, the quotations that have been used in this work are not connected 

to individual respondents. The focus groups were arranged during 28th of April – 

20th May 2016. The length of focus groups varied between 1 to 1,5 hours. The 

discussion themes and supporting sub-questions can be found in the appendix 17 

and summary of data collection in table 3.  
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Table 3. Summary of focus groups and data collection. 

Focus 
group 

Target group Participants Time Documentation 
method 

FG1 Quality Assurance & 
Business Analysts 

8 28.4.2016 Taped with 2 different 
devices, transcribed 

FG2 Front-end developers 4 29.4.2016 Taped with 2 different 
devices, transcribed 

FG3 Project managers 4 29.4.2016 Taped with 2 different 
devices, transcribed 

FG4 Team leaders and 
consultants 

5 16.5.2016 Taped with 2 different 
devices, transcribed 

FG5 Software developers 
and architects 

7 20.5.2016 Taped with 2 different 
devices, transcribed 

 

4.1.1 Descriptives and rationale of focus group method 

 
I chose focus group method because it provides access to ample empirical data by 

providing comfortable atmosphere for participants to have open dialogue on 

research topic since any of the answers are not linked to particular respondent and 

allows emergence of underlying aspects by unstructured question setting. The 

groups consisted of collegial peers, except for FG1, which acted as pilot and 

where two team leads participated. Team leaders were noticed to take active role 

in the discussion and as this was spotted, team leaders were not invited to 

participate in following focus groups together with their subordinates and instead 

there was a separate focus group arranged for them (FG4). 

 

Focus groups were summoned by personal calendar invites after providing 

general information about the research and its targets in the organization. Most of 

the participants attended the focus group face to face but also teleconference line 

was available for those who were not able to join the meeting physically. Meetings 

took place in a conference room in the case organization head quarters in 

Helsinki. Focus group participants were allowed to discuss the topics in Finnish or 

English, depending on the attendants. All discussion themes were provided in 

English but in case there were only Finnish speaking people attending, the 

discussion was carried out in Finnish. Focus groups descriptives are summarized 

in table 4.  
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Table 4. Focus group descriptives 

Focus 
group Target group 

Lenght of  
employment in 

the 
organization 

(years) 

Language Notes 

FG1 
Quality Assurance 

& Business 
Analysts 

0,1-1,5 English Pilot, 2 team leaders 
participated. 

Face to face meeting. 

FG2 Front-end 
developers 

1-10 Finnish Face to face meeting. 

FG3 Project managers 0,8-4 Finnish Face to face meeting. 

FG4 

Team leaders and 
consultants 

1-6 

Finnish 

One of the 
respondents needed 
to leave in the middle 
of the FG. 2 persons 
joined the meeting by 

phone. 

FG5 

Software delopers 
and architects 

1-8 
English/ 
Finnish 

Face to face meeting, 
one of the persons 

needed to leave in the 
middle of the FG. 

 

4.2 Data analysis  
 

In order to conduct data analysis I followed systematic approach of first reducing 

data, secondly displaying it and finally drawing conclusion and verification from it. 

In qualitative research the amount of data is often overwhelming and therefore it is 

important for researcher to find and focus on the findings that are most relevant in 

regards of the research topic and questions. This requires data processing that 

identifies the most relevant information from the full data set. Once data has been 

processed, it can be displayed in a visual form that enables identification of 

patterns and underlying constructs and provides possibility to conclusion forming. 

(Simons 2009, 120.)  

 

I started data analyzing by transcribing each focus group discussion and coding 

the findings in separate excel sheets. After coding, I categorized the findings of the 

focus group based on relevancy to conceptual framework and emergence 

frequency and compiled the findings in tables. I further on compared the codes 

and categorizations in order to find dependencies among them, to identify most 
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significant topics; and also to reduce categories to such level that data amount is 

easier to comprehend. (Simons 2009, 121.) As a framework for data analysis I 

used Gioia methodology which by identification of 1st order concepts and 2nd order 

themes allows systematic and transparent analysis and conclusion drawing 

throughout the process. Even though Gioia methodology is structured and 

systemic it in fact, according to its founders, calls for flexible orientation that 

considers the research context and is used rather innovatively way than rigorously 

according to some strict recommendations. The reason why I found this approach 

adequate is that it simultaneously captures the field findings and enables further 

theory building by linking the emerging concepts with broader thematic 

dimensions. (Gioia et al., 2012, 2-6.) During data analysis I thus aimed to stay 

receptive to discovery of inchoate constructs that called for attention but did not 

have background from my theoretical framework. Therefore I finally collected my 

findings under three categories: self-organizing, shared-leadership and emerging 

factors.  

 

4.3 Reliability and validity  
 

When considering reliability and validity of a research, the fundamental question is 

to assess, whether the results indicate objective reality and truth (Hirsjärvi & 

Hurme 2006, 185). Validity of qualitative research methodology requires 

comprehensive data collection (Yin 2003). Fundamental data collecting methods 

for qualitative research are observations, text analysis, interviews with open 

questions and transcriptions of conducted interviews. Observations and secondary 

data analysis act as method to understand culture and behavior of the context 

where as transcriptions are important in comprehending how interviewees 

organize their communication. (Metsämuuronen 2008; Saunders et al., 2009). 

Since several data collection points provide the needed broad understanding that 

enable to build interpretative explanations of the phenomenon (Alasuutari 1995, 

16), the research data was reinforced by observations and discussion in the case 

organization.  
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Reliability originates from quantitative research approach and refers to the ability 

to draw identical results if the research is repeated with same participants and 

same means. In focus groups, it should be recognized that the results are 

dependent on context variables such as group dynamics and other event and 

location related factors. (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2006, 186). My chosen data analysis 

method can be regarded to improve reliability of this research. Conclusion drawing 

process of the researcher is transparent and thus reliability of the research is 

increased since the results can be reviewed by a third person and justified by the 

process which uses categorization of data and mapping the results to interrelated 

concepts. This increases objectivity of the results, even though it should be 

recognized that certain level of subjectivity in research is acceptable, since results 

are always interpreted through researchers individual experiences. (Hirsjärvi & 

Hurme 2006, 186).  Indeed, the followed abductive research approach relies on 

the insights and analysis carried out by researcher, since this is recognized as 

needed action in order create new “conceptual views of the empirical world” 

(Suddaby 2006, 639).  

 

Research validity also dates back to quantitative research methods but is still of 

relevance when evaluating qualitative studies. In a case study it is to be 

considered, whether the results are strictly case specific or can be applied in other 

circumstances to predict future outcomes in similar context and also it should be 

evaluated if the research succeeds to answer the research question(s) and 

manages to address the research aim with such constructs that reflect the 

phenomenon in question.  (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2006, 186-187).   

 

4.3.1 Discussion on reliability and validity  

 

Reliability and validity of findings were addresses in the data collection and 

analysis process by several means. Transcriptions were done one by one, as soon 

as possible after each interview and the analysis of data was started immediately 

after each interview, so that initial emerging information could be tracked and 

documented. This enabled capturing attributes characteristic to specific 
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competence team and made it possible to carry out analysis of differences 

between the groups. In addition to recording the discussion, interviewer made 

hand written notes during the sessions. As a relevant notion to interpreting 

interviews it should be noted that the taped material was of very high audio quality. 

(Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2006, 185). 

 

Relevant question on validity of the research considers the structure and concepts 

used. It is necessary to analyze, whether the research in practice addresses the 

research objectives and phenomenon of interest. (Hirsjärvi & Hurme 2006, 187). 

To increase the validity, the focus group themes were based on literature review, 

which revealed the most relevant topics from previous research identified to 

contribute to proactivity. Also, in the beginning of the focus group, participants 

were given introduction to the research by explaining the purpose of the study and 

clarifying targets of the discussion. However, reliability of the results can be 

analyzed to deteriorate from data collection method since downside of focus 

groups method is the low controllability of group discussion. Themes are 

interpreted differently depending on the participant and since the method calls for 

people to discuss the topics freely, the outcome of each focus group differs 

slightly. On the other hand this enables rich data that enables emergence of new 

insight related to the research topic.   

 

Considering the data collection, a contributing factor for validity is the focus group 

set up since people can be expected to be more honest about their opinions, when 

they share them in collegial environment and know that individual comments that 

could be linked to participants’ identity are not reported in the results. On the other 

hand it could be noticed that a factor deteriorating validity can be that people do 

not want to share very personal experiences that are against the collective opinion 

of the focus group. Further on contributing to the validity is the schedule in the 

focus groups, since 10 minutes for each topic is short time for a group of people to 

discuss something in a diverse way. However, the amount of focus groups 

increases validity of this research, since it secures multiple views on the topic.  
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When analyzing reliability and validity of research results, to increase the 

transparency all the phases of research have been described in detail. Also the 

process to reach conclusions has been explained and the data analysis material is 

in full provided as appendix of the study. Quotations from focus groups have been 

included in the results section in order to further provide transparency to 

conclusion drawing and finally to increase the reliability, the findings of this study 

have been reflected to previous research results in the discussion section 

(Silverman 2005, 152). 

 

 
 
 
 
  



	
	

50	

5. Empirical findings 

 

This chapter presents the results of focus groups. Findings are presented first from 

the viewpoint of team dynamics and behavior and then from the supporting and 

preventing aspects for self-organization and shared leadership. Also aspects that 

emerged from focus groups but did not fall into any of the predefined categories 

from the theoretical framework are presented since they provide deeper 

understanding on the phenomenon by bringing up viewpoints that the literature 

review did not consider and this enables broader analysis of the phenomenon. To 

summarize, results of each focus group are presented visually. Part of the 

quotations from focus group have been translated from Finnish to English, the 

original quotations are available in appendix 18. 

 

5.1 Focus Group 1: Business Analysts and Quality Assurance   

 
The first focus group consisted of members from business analyst and quality 

assurance team. This focus group acted as pilot and revealed that team leaders 

should be excluded from the focus group, since their participation can limit the 

openness of discussion.  

 

5.1.1 Team dynamics and behavior 

 
General atmosphere in the discussion was open, people laughed and contributed 

to the discussion quite actively, but there were clearly a few more active 

participants in this focus group, who took often the first turn to speak. People did 

not really encourage other members to contribute, and thus a few more silent 

participants did not make many comments. Also, some of the people had very 

short or no experiences of project work in the organization because they had only 

recently joined the organization. Contributing to the results of this focus group, it 

became evident that supervisors should not participate in the same discussion 

with their team, since this can limit people from commenting on more negative 

experiences related to management support and autonomy in the organization. 
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Regardless of these limitations, I decided to include the material in the research 

but keep these aspects in mind when analyzing the results. 

 

5.1.2 Aspects supporting self-organizing 

 

Analyzing the factors related autonomy and management support, the importance 

of management behavior and practices emerged as pivotal element in enabling 

autonomy according to focus group 1. These focus group participants 

communicated management trust and team independence as crucial enablers for 

self-organizing and experienced to have high level of autonomy in the case 

organization:  

 

“I think you can have as much responsibility as you want to have, that is at 

least my opinion, if you raise your hand and say that you want to take care 

of this, I want to evolve this process, I think the current culture gives you the 

permission to do so.” 

 

From the focus group it thus appears that in general self-organizing and 

extended responsibility bearing is appreciated in the organization and only one’s 

willingness, self-management skills and personal capabilities can limit the 

amount autonomy on individual level. In addition to individual abilities, following 

project model practices was brought up as component that supports team 

learning and self-organizing, in case used properly: 

 

“We have couple of projects where we have retros after every sprint, and 

just before the new sprint starts, when we have action points set for all 

almost all people there and we then check on those once or twice per each 

sprint and we follow up if there has been action on those.” 
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5.1.3 Aspect preventing self-organizing  

 

From the focus group 1 findings organization structure, unclear responsibility 

boundaries, and management availability were brought up as issues preventing 

the teams from becoming more autonomous. According to respondents, 

management has sometimes very long reaction time on supporting the teams and 

at the same time it was unclear for team and for individuals alike, what the 

boundaries for them to act on are: 

   

“Those inputs to make the decision might take really long to arrive. So you 

get answers but maybe not on time. So sometimes you just have to make 

decision based on the information that you have and it is not nice because 

you know that you should have some other aspects. Some time when these 

key people from the business are not reachable, and you can’t get answer 

from them to back up your decisions, it really harms the project work.” 

 

“Finding your level of confidence where you can make decisions. It is 

missing, we don’t have any guidelines for let’s say Project Manager, that 

you have this type of budget you can use freely.” 

 
Furthermore, according to participants of this focus group, time limitations that 

people have to perform their work; teams decision-making capability and unclear 

roles are linked to autonomy in a hindering way. Role unclarity coupled with hectic 

schedule is causing problems in decision-making, as the following examples 

illustrate:  

 

“Sometimes there is no time to take any more responsibilities. In some 

projects your current activities are even too much so might not want to take 

any more to your plate” 

 

“I find that if the decisions are sort of very easy and obvious they are made 

quickly, but when ever we need to discuss or bring in something new, then 

we have difficulties in making the decisions.” 
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The problems related to responsibilities can be tracked to root to the ways 

projects are handled and led in the organization. This focus group communicated 

great lack in following agile practices in the projects and team inability to adjust 

and learn that could in fact be facilitated if agile principles were implemented in a 

more disciplined way. Instead it was experienced by focus group 1 participants 

that teams were very keen on following routines and existing hierarchies in their 

everyday work. This is further emphasized by the fact that those few participants 

that had experienced very strict following of agile practices had much better 

perception of the learning and improvements capabilities in teams than the rest 

of the group. The findings communicate change resistance in organization that 

could be tackled by project model execution activities. Following quotation is 

demonstration of teams sticking to routines:    

 

“One is also sort of getting used to your everyday work, just do the things 

the same way, you don’t get any sort of external shock to act differently, 

you have found a way that works and you keep repeating it.” 

 

5.1.4 Aspects supporting shared leadership 

 

Analyzing shared leadership capabilities reveals that among focus group 1, the 

team spirit, social support and coaching play important role. When examining the 

Key Performance Indicators (KPI’s), it is evident that in fact many exist in the 

organization but they are not directly communicated and shared with the team, 

and this causes confusion:  

 

“I guess also in some level the health check metrics define the goals, but I’d 

say in some level. Because they are not maybe known within the projects.”   

 

Further on observing the findings from viewpoint of the team environment, 

according to focus group 1 the received social support from the team is high, 
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likewise the spirit within the team. Peer coaching and mentoring is easily 

available, and it is easy to get help when needed.  

 

“There is coaching available, we have different topics for agile, QA and 

leadership, but it’s not offered actively, and it’s not asked systematically. So 

it happens ad-hoc and very little.  

 

5.1.5  Aspect preventing shared leadership  

 

According to focus group 1, teams have unclear vision and contradictory opinion 

on project KPIs. When examining the KPI’s, it is evident that in fact they exist in 

the organization but are not clearly enough communicated and shared with the 

team, causing unawareness of project monitoring and evaluation and ultimately 

the feeling that project vision is unclear. The biggest challenge is thus that KPI 

process lacks transparency towards teams and performance is focused around 

schedule and deliverables, not long-term goals. Following citations are illustrations 

related to this topic:  

 

“I know Health Check but I have no idea what it is giving or what is the 

feedback from it.” -- “what comes to project goals I often see them being 

very hazy and unclear, even the scope.” 

 

Even it was clearly stated that social support is easily accessible in the case 

organization, it was unanimously stated that in generally official support and 

coaching is not actively offered but requires proactivity and knowing the 

processes.  

 

“It is not systematic coaching, is more of a problem solving, mentoring.” – 

“is available but not promoted actively. You will get it if you know where to 

ask it.” 
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Related to internal activities, it was revealed that according to focus group 

participants, internal development is not highly prioritized in the organization and 

it fails to attract management attention. Following caption communicates this 

phenomenon:  

 

“Why this internal development such an important task and it needs to be 

taken seriously and it needs to be supported by management, that they also 

see the need to improve things and not just that we are doing projects after 

project and we forget to think about how we succeed in those projects.“  

 

5.1.6 Emerging aspects  

 

As motivational and committing aspects, the ability to learn, develop one’s skills 

and have impact in the organization were discussed among the focus group and 

these are strongly linked to promoting proactiveness. The importance of receiving 

feedback and achieving one’s personal targets were brought up as motivational 

aspects. 

 

“It’s motivating to achieve your goals, it’s nice to know where you are 

aiming and what is your definition of done.” 

 

Preventing aspects emerging from the focus group 1 findings relate to customer 

co-operation and quality. The focus group 1 findings highlight that the work 

between customer and project team could be optimized in several ways. Firstly, it 

was discussed that customer satisfaction is not measured and thus teams often 

lack feedback from customer side. Also customers seem to require significant 

support from the team to function, and this can have direct impact on the 

teamwork and roles that are needed in the team. Even more significant aspect 

relates to quality. It was discussed through several examples how project schedule 

and attitude in the organization to prioritize deliverables over quality caused 

problems in the organization. Lack of long-term orientation to invest in high quality 

can result in poor customer satisfaction and retention and also in internal problems 
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when people are less committed to their work, when not being able to keep the 

standards that would make them proud of the results. Following are couple of 

illustrations of the quality related discussion carried out in the focus group 1:  

 

“Maybe the motivation in long-term would be to really find the solution that 

are sustainable and long-term and get away from quick fixes.” – “Because 

of that time pressure, we don’t have time to do properly what they would 

like to do.” 

 

5.1.7 Summary of focus group 1 

 
To conclude the findings of the first focus group, the discussion brought up several 

points regarding management and responsibility boundaries that should be 

clarified and how general schedule pressure was experienced in a negative way 

both on individual level but also in project work as decreasing quality. The 

organizational freedom of taking additional responsibilities whereas team 

environment and dynamics were reported as positive contributors but lack of 

implementing agile practices prevents teams from tackling change resistance and 

enables stagnation on old routines. According to the discussion the coaching 

initiatives are available in the organization but what should be focus more is the 

customer work and feedback loops that could enable further development 

possibilities for teams and individuals alike. Figure 2 summarises the focus group 

1 findings and the tables with comprehensive data is available in appendices 1, 2 

and 3.   
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Figure 2. Summary of focus group 1 

 

5.2 Focus Group 2: Front-end developers 
 
 
The second focus group consisted of members from front-end development team. 

Since this group is an individual competence team in the organization, it was 

rational to address them as separate focus group from other developers in the 

organization.     

 

5.2.1 Team dynamics and behavior 

 
 
Atmosphere among participants was relaxed and there was a lot of joking and 

laughing during the discussion. The participants tended to agree with each other’s 

opinions and continue discussion from the viewpoints that other participants had 

made. Participation in discussion was quite equally distributed but one person 

proactively took several times the first turn to initiate the discussion and others did 
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not question this or encourage others to participate more. The relaxed ambience 

might have caused that some of the most difficult topics were not highlighted in the 

discussion, even though the group did discuss openly about several challenges 

they had faced in different projects and in the organization in general.  

 

5.2.2 Aspects supporting self-organizing 

 
The most meaningful components contributing to self-organizing within this focus 

group are tracked to experienced level of autonomy both within the team and by 

individual team members, to project practices and to history of working together. 

Project teams were highlighted to have freedom to develop and form their ways of 

working and practices as they preferred.  On project team level, it was 

experienced that taking additional responsibilities beyond defined project roles 

was not limited, and in fact the autonomy on project level was experienced very 

high and teams felt they can influence the way project is carried out.   

 

"We can pretty well decide our selves how to divide the work according to 

people's interests and abilities, and depending on the schedule who does 

and what" 

 

Looking into team structure and abilities, the most notable aspects relate to project 

practices, roles and cross-functionality. Established project processes and 

practices contribute to the structural capability of the team but major challenge 

emerging from focus group data was related to project roles. Simultaneously 

flexible roles provide possibility for team members to take additional 

responsibilities and contribute beyond preset role limitations to the teamwork but 

at the same time ill-defined roles caused confusion in finding the person that 

should take action in situation that we experienced to call leadership and decision 

owning.  

 

"Roles are sometimes unclear, who communicates with customer and if the 

person in charge of the issue should do that" 
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Further on, inspection of team’s adjustment and learning capabilities reveals that 

significant aspect contributing to the teamwork is history of working together 

(experience threshold). Knowledge of working together improves team 

performance and also facilitates adaptation to changing circumstances in the 

team.  

 

"It has become a team already, because earlier we carried out planning and 

design with smaller team" 

 

5.2.3 Aspect preventing self-organizing 

 

From focus group discussion it became clear that among this group it was 

experienced that in general in the organization, management was not considering 

employee opinion in the work planning, causing that on individual’s level the 

experience of autonomy regarding their work is in fact low. Further on relating to 

management support for the project, results revealed that on organizational level 

the key performance indicators (KPI’s) for project’s measuring are unclear and it 

was also not explicit how and by whom projects are monitored. Illustration of 

unclear KPIs and their impact on work:  

 

"probably there are performance indicators but they don't appear to 

developers and the team at all, and maybe these customer related 

performance indicators are sometimes discussed, but it doesn't affect our 

work in any way" 

 

On team level, the leadership was reported to sometimes lack if the issue for some 

reason was unpleasant or too complicated for anyone to act on. Significant 

disadvantage highlighted by focus group 2 results was lack of cross-functionality in 

teams, which forces people to stay in their pre-defined competence role since 

there is no one else in the team that possessed certain expertise and could 

perform particular tasks. This blocks individual’s opportunity to grow from one 

project role to another and hinders responsibility ownership that goes beyond 
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ones’ competence area. Following is a quotation from focus group 2 illustrating 

limitations of cross-functionality:   

 

"it is a resourcing question, since if a person takes more leadership 

responsibility, it is away from development effort or which ever other 

responsibilities or roles the person has" 

 

According to focus group 2, significant challenge in the case organization relates 

to the experience threshold since focus group participants experienced that this 

was not always respected by management in work planning and people did not 

often have chance to impact which projects they were allocated to work in. This 

reflects to experienced level of autonomy, work engagement and work motivation 

but impacts also the team’s development capabilities since any changes in the 

project team will affect the team dynamics and also established project practices. 

Another issues mentioned by the focus group members relates to project practices 

since it appears that even some projects follow project models in a strict way, 

others still fail in introducing the practices that have mutually been agreed on and 

this deteriorates team’s internal development capabilities. As an illustration of 

before mentioned missing management – team co-planning and individuals 

autonomy over project allocation are the following quotations from focus group 2 

discussion:  

 

"I had joined the customer project XX and had been there for about 2 

months or something before I left -- of course who ever it would have been 

joining the team and then leaving that soon it would have been a bad thing 

for the team. I think the team had pretty much no say in the situation". 

 

"You were thrown from project to project, and even there was another 

project for the same customer, you were not necessarily in it, but someone 

else was allocated in the project and you were again thrown to some other 

customer case, and this happened continuously so it was quite 

challenging." 
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5.2.4 Aspects supporting shared leadership 

 

From focus group 2 findings the importance of internal team environment in 

sharing leadership and responsibility becomes evident. Team dynamics, 

transparency in communication and team accomplishments were dominantly 

discussed among participants and can be categorized as important attributes in 

supporting formulation of internal team environment. Findings also highlight the 

importance of social support and caring within the team. Team and its 

performance seem crucial motivational aspect for team members. In order for 

team dynamics to form, it is important that team set up is stable and people get to 

know each other on some level, since this improves social support provided within 

the team. Below an illustration of this phenomenon from focus group 2 discussion:   

 

"It is very important to get to know your team members and also discuss 

about non work related topics to understand what type of people they are. 

When one has interest to know each other also outside work context, it 

helps also in the work related issues when you know the other person at 

least a little bit." 

 

Interestingly, teamwork and strong atmosphere within team can improve 

engagement to work even more than organization context. Below is an example 

quotation of this phenomenon. This finding highlights the importance of employee 

and team involvement in the project planning process, since people can find 

difficult to motivate themselves if they cannot impact the project and team they are 

working with:  

 

"within the team in a project it is quite easy to find motivation, but on 

leadeship or company level it is maybe more challenging -- it is the project 

and the team that you work with everyday where you should find your 

motivation, so the company has never succeeded that well in that function." 
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5.2.5 Aspects preventing shared leadership 

 
Preventing aspects for shared leadership regarding internal team environment 

consisted of lacking or unrealistic project goals, and decision-making that did not 

involve the entire team but was centralized to some individuals members in the 

team. Further on when inspecting the components that prevent formulation of 

positive team environment, the unclear or unrealistic project measurements and 

performance indicators can be noted to correlate in a negative way to project 

team’s internal environment. Even though teamwork is in many ways motivating, 

there appeared to be lack of guiding vision for many projects and this causes 

incoherent prioritization and centralized decision-making, since goals and priorities 

of the project are not clear and it makes it difficult for project team to act in an 

aligned way. Following is an example of this:  

 

"in the beginning of the project the goals and tasks are presented and the 

schedule, but then again they are always somehow so unrealistic the 

targets that soon it is already stated that you don't have to care about them 

(laughing). So (the targets) they don't really appear other that on general 

level, if the project is on red or yellow or green [traffic lights]."  

 
When examining organizational context and the support provided to project teams 

in form of management and coaching activities, focus group 2 data revealed that 

support is available but requires proactivity. This was experienced in a two-folded 

way. Low micro-management and high project level autonomy were appreciated 

and it communicated management trust in team’s capabilities. It should still be 

noted that for team members the decision of asking for help could be in 

problematic situations difficult to make since it can be regarded as failure. Also 

general competence development would benefit from more structured coaching 

approach. Example comment illustrating the results:  

 

"It has always been easy to ask for support, so it is available but nothing 

more. So it [coaching] is not offered but you have to request it.”  
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5.2.6 Emerging aspects 

 

The emerging supporting aspects from focus group 2 are related to motivation and 

personal capabilities and interests of taking initiative (appendix 6). Interestingly 

findings report significant personal dependency on who and for what reasons gets 

responsibility in the project team but also highlights several problems preventing 

optimal team work that teams considers out of their control. It was widely 

discussed among focus group 2 participants that in general the organization does 

not limit possibilities to contribute and in fact individual’s motivation is the most 

significant factor to the amount of responsibility that people obtains. It was also 

brought up in the discussion that getting foothold and making influence in the 

organization depends to some extend on the personality. People with strong 

opinions and courage to state their opinions get easier general attention to their 

statements, but this can also indicate that people with longer history and 

experience tend to state their views in a powerful way. Following quotations are 

representative of this mindset:  

 

"Of course if you have strong opinion, so at least in our organisation people 

believe it."  

 

"There is of course certain official job description and responsibility related 

to it, but maybe there is also a non-official position that person has gained." 

 

The preventing emerging aspects from focus group 2 are related to customer 

expectation management and project planning (see appendix 7 for complete list of 

preventing aspects). From focus group 2 findings it becomes evident that 

customer cooperation is at best very close and productive, and enables team to 

partner with customer and contribute to the way projects are implemented. 

However, at worst, customer expectations can constrain project team’s 

performance, for example due to unrealistic project schedule commitments that 

have not involved project team in the planning phase. These results emphasize 

the importance of comprehensive account and project management that engages 

project team in the process and provides team with autonomy to commit to such 
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deliverables that are doable to accomplish, since from the focus group discussion, 

co-planning with customer clearly improved commitment and engagement to work. 

Below two separate quotations from the focus group 2 that illustrate both lack of 

project team involvement in project planning and situation, where team is not 

involved in customer expectation management and relation with customer is thus 

based on mandates, not in co-operation. 

 

"Limitation is time. You are too busy, you don't even have time to think of 

the practices and if they could be improved." 

 

"Now we have overcome the worst rush at customer XX. In the beginning I 

think it was there also the same that what ever had been decided was 

followed and not questioned [project practices]." 

 

In many projects the cooperation with customer and the team is already in such 

level that it enables any team member to contribute beyond fixed role limitations. 

These initiatives require however self-managing skills and motivation to take 

extended responsibilities. Following are quotations from focus group 2 discussions 

illustrating the attitudes of possibilities:  

 

"it is mostly depended on your self, what was also said earlier that it 

depends on your schedule and willigness and resouces [how much you 

contribute beyond designated role responsibilities]." 

 

"I don't think it is other wise limited but people's willigness to take 

responsibility and is a person able to take it, if one has time for it." 

 

5.2.7 Summary of focus group 2  

 
To conclude the findings of focus group 2, this competence team of developers 

experienced level of autonomy in the organization in a conflicting manner. 

Simultaneously the autonomy in projects was considered high, supporting self-

organizing and extended responsibility taking in projects. However, all members 
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had experienced that management did high-level work planning without consulting 

employees and this had caused frustration in teams and lacking respect of project 

team experience threshold that would benefit both teams and customer. The focus 

group also brought up issues related to ill-defined roles, vision, goals and lacking 

coaching support which all directly affect motivation and work engagement in 

project teams. However, team spirit and co-workers were highly appraised as 

increasing motivation, likewise low level of micro-management and ability to act 

beyond any official role limitations. Even though some of the issues emerging from 

this focus group relate to overall processes and account management issues that 

cannot be controlled by project teams, many of the preventing aspects can be 

tackled by project management practices and activities taken by direct 

supervisors. Focus group findings are concluded in the figure 3 below and details 

on supporting aspects can be found in the appendices 4, 5 and 6.  

 

 
 

Figure 3. Summary of focus group 2.  
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5.3 Focus group 3: Project Managers 
 

Even though project management team in the organization is rather small (5 

persons at the time of the research), I addressed them as separate focus group 

because in the organization they form an independent competence team and their 

contribution to the study seemed very relevant and important since they have 

central role in implementation of projects practices and ways of working and 

significant influence on project team capabilities.    

 

5.3.1 Team dynamics and behavior 

 
The nature of project management was clearly visible in the way team behaved in 

the interview situation, since answering questions was very coordinated and all 

participants made sure that there was a rotating turn in answering questions and 

that everybody contributed to each topic. Even the event was very structured by its 

participants; the atmosphere in focus group was relaxed. Everybody took evenly 

initiative to participate in the discussion and there was positive climate and joking 

among the participants.  

 

5.3.2 Aspects supporting self-organizing 

 
In regards to conditions for self-organizing, the most dominant themes in the focus 

group 3 related to autonomy, management trust and support, performance 

limitations caused by work load and, the constraints caused by team members 

personalities and attitudes. I will next present the findings with illustrations, 

complete data of aspects related to self-organizing can be found in the 

attachments 8 and 9.   

 

Regarding experienced level of autonomy and management support it was clear 

that project managers experienced having high autonomy and management trust 

regarding their performance and work responsibilities. There was no 

micromanagement done from management side, and project managers have 

autonomy to develop the project and team practices independently.  
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"We don't have to all the time ask from other stakeholders if we can do 

something, so in my opinion it is quite good in the team the autonomy." 

 

When examining team structure the project roles were reported very flexible, 

enabling distributed responsibility sharing and self-management in the team. In 

ideal situations this allowed teams to proactively identify what capabilities are 

needed to perform the work and members to develop themselves beyond their 

predefined work roles. These capabilities make project management tasks more 

integrated in the team performance, making project manager one of the team 

members and not a decision owner that automatically carries all the responsibility. 

In general project managers highlighted the personality differences over project 

roles in bearing responsibility within the project team: 

 

"It can be any role if a person has tendency to take care of things." 

 

Indeed, team member personalities and lack of responsibility owning on individual 

level was something that all project managers had experienced in their work. The 

reasons were identified to relate to personality, motivation, autonomy and 

hierarchy. Project managers had experienced that the amount of responsibility 

ownership was not so much related to their capabilities to motive people in 

projects but to team member capabilities (self-management skills): 

 

"There are easily a few persons that take the issue forward and other don't 

want to decide or take responsibility and say that this topic doesn not 

belong to their role, independent what their role is." 

 

"It feels that they just don't take the resposibility and you can't even make 

them admit that they cannot handle their it all [current tasks]." 

 

When moving on to inspecting adjustment and learning abilities, it is clear that 

project managers have a lot of influence on how team forms. Some project 

managers recognized that they needed to let their teams also make mistakes, 

since if they control the team behavior too much it constrains the development of 
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self-organizing skills. Project managers also emphasized that the longer the team 

works together, the more capable they are to adjust and learn. Stability in team 

structure is thus requisite for functionality. Following is capture from focus group 3 

discussion illustrating project manager behavior that allows team to learn by 

failing: 

 

"Sometimes it is good to be away and in purpose let something fail, 

because a team member did not handle the issue. So kind of learning 

through mistakes, and that is also how I have been forced to learn it." 

 

5.3.3 Aspects preventing self-organizing 

 
Preventing findigs related to autonomy and management support from the focus 

group 3 were allerting on the level of management support received. Focus group 

participants reported that support was available on request, but it was not offered 

proactively and required usually some kind of escalation or knowing personally 

who to contact in certain situations. Below is a quotation from the focus group 

discussion illustrating lack of management support.  

  

"-- it is a bit unclear, when you have not seen or received any support, so 

there are major differences in this aspect [receiving support]." 

 

A significant constrain that becomes evident from third focus group was related to 

workload, since project managers reported lack of time to carry out all their work. 

This matter affects the quality of the work and might indicate problems in long-term 

work planning and resource management in the organization. Following is an 

illustrative quotation from the focus group 3 discussion indicating performance 

related time constrain: 

 

"When you are in 2 project and busy with both, so you just don't have time." 
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Unclear role definitions affect the responsibility owning in negative way, but also 

seniority or personality can be seen to contribute to the problem. In some 

circumstances there is hierarchy within team, for example it can be constrained 

how much autonomy is given to sub-contractors or junior members, causing that 

these parties require more managing than rest of the team. These situations 

deteriorate general team capability to self-organize:  

 

"Since we have those subcontractor developers, so at least in our team it is 

quite controlled and they are given very specific tasks."  

 

Further on when considering challenges in the team adjustment and learning 

capabilities, according to focus group 3 the lack of team orientation and 

differences in responsibility ownership are preventing aspects. Project managers 

had experienced difficulties in motivating team members since within the team the 

interest to follow goals can differ significantly. In addition missing alignment 

between organization structure and project model can limit team behavior, since 

even projects were expected to done in an agile way, the organization utilizes 

roles that are not recognized by agile methods: 

 

"in agile teams there is normally no such role as lead, but you are supposed 

to do together all estimations and tasks. So our structure is a bit against 

those principles." 

 

5.3.4 Aspects supporting shared leadership  

 
Focus group 3 participants had very consistent experiences on team dynamics 

and collaboration in the organization. It was experienced that atmosphere, social 

support, team spirit and collective decision-making worked in general very well in 

teams and acted as strength on the organizational level. Co-operation and 

communication in teams is transparent and team members and atmosphere was 

experienced very open and good. It was also mentioned that team tends to sit next 

to each other, making the work less structured and communication more 

spontaneous.  
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"decisions have been made collectively and they have been discussed 

together -- it [decision-making] has been easy when from the beginning 

everyone has been aware of it, and kind of commited to it since it has been 

mutually discussed, and not so that it is mandated from outside." 

 

5.3.5 Aspects preventing shared leadership 

 
Contributing to the shared leadership in a negative way, lack of official coaching 

activities was systematically mentioned among project managers since even 

project managers think that it is easy to get support within their competence team, 

it became evident that there is clearly lack of processes and activities for official 

coaching. This along with project goals dictated by customer works against team’s 

ability to share leadership and work independently, since forming team vision and 

ways of working is essential for shared leadership to develop. Illustration of focus 

group 3 discussion related to lacking team goals: 

 

"About the goals, they have normally come quite strongly from the customer 

side in the projects where I have been working. In particular in the latest 

one, it [goal] has been quite dictated [from the customer]." 

 

5.3.6 Emerging aspects 

 
Focus group 3 findings brought up several aspects outside the predefined 

framework that contribute to the team performance. These can be categorized to 

relate to customer, self-management skills and organizational networks. Complete 

table with illustrations is presented in the appendix 10.  

 

Customer related aspects could be identified to link to co-operation, expectation 

management and to customer practices. The criticality of customer’s commitment 

with the project and ability to support the project and team and make in time 

decisions was emphasized. Indeed, lack of these is directly reflected to the team 

performance, causing not only inability to deliver the project but also motivational 
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problems. Existing processes and preset goals make it more difficult for project 

team to internalize project vision and take ownership, especially if there is lack of 

partnership mentality in the relationship. Below quotation illustrates the project 

team dependency on customer attitudes: 

 

"the self-organizing depends a lot from the customer and their readiness to 

it, and the perceptions they have on develpoment and procedures." 

 

Furthermore, the expectations customers has about the project can be unrealistic 

and make it impossible for team to impact project delivery method. In worst cases 

the team cannot control the expectations. This is related to customer expectation 

management and indicates that project team should be more involved in work 

planning from initial stages of customer cooperation: 

 

"Sometime you notice that the way solution has been sold to customer can 

restrict a lot how the project team can operate and it can limit what can be 

done. So it is quite unfortunate situation when team cannot decide on things 

and be self-organising because the customer dictates surprisingly much."  

 

According to project manager’s experiences, team member’s individual capabilities 

play significant role in team performance. Having persons that take extended 

responsibility can affect the entire team’s ability to become proactive. Therefore it 

is a major challenge for project managers, if team members do not share their 

insight or participate in the teamwork. It was also concluded in the project 

manager discussion that encouraging people to contribute does not always help, 

since personality traits can be the reason for low participation rather that work 

experience or time spent in the team. 

 

"personality affects on how eagerly a person takes responsibility and 

maybe if you have some very experienced people in the team, the newer 

people or more junior ones don't take that much responsibility. But in fact, 

the personality impacts this more since even some recently joined team 

members can take responsibility."  
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Interestingly it was also revealed that in the focus group 3 discussions that 

personal contact is important in order to get attention and support for project 

issues. This lack of process for management support highlights the need of 

networking in the organization and indicates inequality in receiving management 

support for project escalations. Comment from the focus group 3 illustrating this 

phenomenon:  

 

"You have to know the right people and the right moment or the method, for 

some peopel it is better to call and to some one else you have to email. I 

have myself sometimes paid attention to this in some degree." 

 

5.3.7 Summary of focus group 3 

 
In their focus group discussion project managers did not highlight importance of 

project practicalities, which is quite evident since these are clear for them but the 

results of this group emphasized customer participation and also team member’s 

differences in ability to take responsibility. Many of the issues were not under 

project manager’s control (e.g. management decisions on allocations, support and 

coaching, account management done in sales phase that its contribute to 

customer expectations) but several challenges reported by the project managers 

could in fact be influenced by them. What perhaps can thus be concluded from the 

results is that project managers still lack clarification and more precise definition of 

their own role and importance they have in the project team and in customer 

expectation. Focus group 3 results are summarized in the figure 4.  
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Figure 4. Summary of focus group 3 

 

5.4 Focus group 4: Team leaders and consultants 
 
The fourth focus group consisted of consulting competence team and persons 

working in team lead positions for other competence teams. I decided to combine 

these as one focus group since the consultants team alone was too small in order 

to participate in the study individually and also some team leaders had indicated 

their interest in participating but according to results from pilot focus group, should 

not participate together with their subordinates. I did not find it conflicting to 

combine these groups since the team leaders did not act in management position 

in relation to consultants. 

 

5.4.1 Team dynamics and behavior 

 
General atmosphere indicated that the participants are clearly very busy with their 

work, but still wanted to participate in order to contribute. This reflects the position 
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of people in the organization and indicated general understanding of internal 

development initiatives. The discussion was active and everybody contributed to it 

but some people took quite long turns to state their opinions and others did not 

interrupt or question this. The behavior in this focus group was structured and 

people tended to agree with each other and continue from the point the previous 

person had made. Even discussion was guided to cover mainly project related 

teamwork; participants raised also issues concerning heir competence teams and 

organization in general. From the discussion it became evident that participants 

had a broad view to different topics because of their role and responsibilities in the 

company and therefore the discussion highlighted many general development 

issues on the organizational level.  

 

5.4.2 Aspects supporting self-organizing  

 
The participants of focus group four regarded their work very autonomous but 

experienced the management support in an adversarial way. As a positive aspect 

it was clearly stated that there is low micromanagement, which is very appreciated 

and the support is available when requested.  

 

"In my opinion it is right that issues are taken to executives and they make 

decisions and then the operations continue with these limitations, until you 

have again need for new decisions." 

 

When mapping the team structure related components, the focus group four 

discussion emphasized the influence of personality related aspects in team 

dynamics and development. It was brought up that dominant persons impact the 

team’s abilities significantly and this should be considered when planning project 

team composition.  

 

"In fact since we don't have clear project roles, they are quite flexible and 

among the team there is no hierarchy, this should be considered when 

planning the team so that there is decision-making capability." 
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Courage was discussed several times in this focus group and it was linked to 

relate to both person’s experience and personality traits. When analyzing 

adjustment and learning capabilities within project teams, the findings emphasize 

importance of one’s willingness to take ownership beyond predefined role limits 

and it was stated that the nature of customer project work requires by default 

people to share responsibility about the project.  

 

"That in fact creates self-organizing that one has willingness to take 

responsibility outside one's responsibility limits."  

 

5.4.3 Aspects preventing self-organizing 

 

Challenges in autonomy and management support consisted of ill-defined 

responsibilities and lack of empowerment. It was stated that limits of autonomy 

and responsibilities for different roles are not clear, causing delay and confusion in 

decision-making. Further on people experienced that management support and 

empowerment for people in new work roles was often limited, causing that people 

were not fostered to develop themselves within their new responsibilities. 

Following quotation from focus group 4 discussions demonstrates lack of 

empowerment:  

 
"Throwing one in totally new position without supporting ones abilities to act 

in it. So one is just put with new title and then the whole thing is forgotten." 

 
Another major topic in this focus group discussion connected to management 

ability to commit to long term planning and the lacking support for project team that 

this causes. Among participants it was experienced that prioritization of projects 

and people’s allocation to projects changed frequently. Focus group participants 

explained that according to their history in the organization, customer escalations 

could make prioritization of work to change drastically, causing several changes 

on project staffing. For teams it was unreliable to trust that all team members will 

be available as agreed and on individual level the changes cause uncertainty and 

experience of low autonomy. In this regard the results indicate low autonomy and 



	
	

76	

lack of long-term orientation from management, which are important in supporting 

team in their performance. Next citation from focus group 4 discussion 

communicates the lack of employee trust in managements long-term planning:  

 

"As long as the decision would last more than a week. For now the priority 

one is for example customer XX and suddenly it changes that customer YY 

is the priority one." 

 
Experience and seniority was discussed as factors that create hierarchy in teams 

and it was concluded that teamwork requires people to step back to give room for 

other team members to contribute but on the other hand in some situations team’s 

degree of decision capability depends on it’s most dominant members to make 

final decisions. Following quotation summarizes this opinion:  

 

"Often in a teams we are in the state of indecisiveness that nothing is 

decided. So it depends on the team composition if there is a dominant 

person who is able to say how to do things." 

 
The discussion in focus group 4 stated that for some people responsibility 

ownership is limited, due to lack of experience, personality traits or because their 

personal view of their role and of position in the team hierarchy. The next two 

separate quotations illustrate these findings:   
 

"On the other hand there can be some kind of wariness that one feels 

insecure on some area and that's why does not have the courage to take 

responsiblity, because one is afraid of making a mistake or doing something 

badly." -- "Some people consider very strictly their roles, for example if you 

are a software developer and the decision belongs to architect, one does 

not want to make it." 

 

5.4.4 Aspects supporting shared leadership 

 
Inspection of internal team environment revealed that one of the most motivating 

aspects for all participants of this focus group was team commitment and shared 
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vision that is guided by engaging customer cooperation (see table for details in 

appendix 12). Regarding teams internal environment, especially learning, 

contributing to customer goals and experiencing sense of community were 

appreciated and improving commitment and thus the findings of this focus group 

also indicate the importance of great teamwork as motivational factor.  

 

"I'm motivated in a great deal by the fact that team works well together, and 

there is learning within the team." 

 

In regards to support, the discussion in this focus group emphasized good level of 

coaching regarding project model and availability of support within the competence 

team since help and coaching from co-workers was easily accessible and 

appreciated.  

 

5.4.5 Aspects preventing shared leadership 

 
As preventing aspect in regards to shared leadership it was experienced in focus 

group 4 that teams do not always have the optimal level of autonomy and 

internally defined project objectives and measurement systems were not aligned 

with customer goals. Teams lacked participation in decision-making, since 

sometimes project related decisions were not even consulted with team. Lack of 

autonomy on this sense causes frustration, as the following sarcastic quotation 

from focus group indicates: 

  

"It is such a great situation when decisions are made in executive board 

and not in the team, but I don't know who would really understand what 

brings additional value." 

 

Even though coaching activities within the competence team were experienced in 

a positive way, at the same time it was considered that there is still lack of 

implementing general best practices, causing inefficiency since team would benefit 

from more structured and established ways of working. It would also make team 

specific experience threshold less important aspect for success, if results were 
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less dependent on the implementation team but relied more in standardized 

practices. Focus group calls for more systematic ways of working, as the following 

citation communicates:   

 

"In my opinion each project is doing things their way and each one has 

good and bad things and maybe finding our best practices is something we 

need more coaching on."  

 

5.4.6 Emerging aspects 

 
It was possible to identify three major themes emerging from focus group 4 

discussion: customer co-operation, performance indicators and project practices. 

Group spent significant time discussing issues related to these topics and the 

complete table of emerging aspects with illustrations can be found from appendix 

xx. If inspecting customer related aspects first, evidently level of partnering with 

customer and integration of customer goals to teams were seen important among 

the participants of this focus group. It was experienced that customer needs are 

not usually very transparent to project teams and also performance indicators are 

not customer based leading to lack of truly customer oriented team goals.  

 

"In addition I would bring up the customer. The customer targets for the 

project are at least to me such that get too little attention in our way of 

doing."  

 

Level of partnership with customer affects the experienced trust from customer 

side towards project team but also eventually team’s motivation. Sharing goals 

and having good communication and relationship between the team and customer 

was experienced to make work more purposeful for the team and to ultimately 

enhance proactivity. Another clear component emerging from the focus group 4 

requiring further attention was performance indicators. These were experienced 

unpurposeful, it was unclear what the KPI’s are and how they are measured within 

the organization. The level of customer orientation for this focus group was 

evident, they for example discussed in several occasion the lack of customer 
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satisfaction measuring and clearly missed the feedback on the level of quality of 

their own work. From these focus group findings in becomes evident that the 

participants work closely with customers and understand the importance of 

customer satisfaction, as the following example quotation illustrates:   

 
"All internal metrics are just detailing. In my opinion we should cooperate 

more with the customer in this."  

 
Finally an aspect requiring attention relates to internal practices and project model. 

This focus group communicated lack of internal models and best practices, 

specially related to customer workshoping and sales processes. The participants 

in focus group 4 were often involved in work planning phases, but seemed to be 

missing learning opportunities regarding this process. Work could be improved by 

collecting information on planned work effort estimates and comparing them later 

on realizations. Lack of internal models also causes that more experiences people 

in the organization or individuals with strong opinions take lead or make more 

decisions than other team members. This deteriorates both self-organizing and 

sharing leadership in the team. The participants had some very concrete ideas on 

how to improve the quality of their work and this indicates the commitment of this 

group in improving their work quality: 

 

"We should do a comparision and put side by side the initial effort 

estimation and the realization, because this would improve our forecasting if 

we could see how well we were estimating initially." 

 

5.4.7 Summary of focus group 4  

 
To conclude focus group 4 discussion, it can be stated that discussion and 

attitudes were very customer driven. Autonomy and teamwork in the organization 

were experienced to be in a positive and supportive level, but management 

support and project prioritizations were non-consistent and even possibilities to 

develop one’s responsibility ownership was supported to some extend, there was 

lacking empowerment from management. Significant issues arising from the 
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discussion related to lack of shared understanding of customer value proposition 

and missing coaching that would generate more structured and efficient working 

methods and appropriate attitudinal environment for more functional teams. 

Results of focus group 4 are summarized in figure 5 and complete analyses can 

be found from appendix 11, 12 and 13.   

 
Figure 5. Summary of focus group 4  

 

5.5 Focus group 5: Software developers and architects 
 
The fifth focus group consisted of persons working in software development 

positions in the case organization. Because of the vast amount of people working 

in these positions, they are organizationally separated into three different expertise 

teams. I decided to address them as one focus group since they in practice work 

in similar technical roles in customer projects. 
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5.5.1 Team dynamics and behavior 

 

Participants of this focus group took very equally turns to discuss the topics, but 

there were many overlapping commenting among respondents. People tended to 

agree with each other, and several questions for clarification concerning indicated 

participants interest in the topic. The respondents had very versatile experiences 

of project practices and the focus group discussion clearly contributed in insight 

and experience exchange among attendants. The discussion in general was the 

most lively from all focus group sessions carried out, and this raises question if the 

people that took part in the event were more motivated to discuss about the topic 

than software developers in general, or whether their reason was that this 

competence group is not often involved in general development processes and 

therefore it was motivating to contribute.  

 

5.5.2 Aspect supporting self-organizing  

 
The discussion revealed that focus group 5 participants experienced to have high 

level of autonomy from management side but it was also recognized that work 

requires high-level of self-management, motivation and courage to take initiative 

and responsibility in projects. It was stated that management trust to provide loose 

responsibility boundaries enables participation in project decision-making and 

other activities, and there is high autonomy to carry out self-management in 

projects. Acting on this opportunity therefore depends on one’s willingness and 

one’s confidence to bear responsibility. The following citation is illustration of this 

mentality:  

 

"In general there is mentality that if you want to have responsibility, you get 

it as much as you want to. The only limiting factor is your own view of how 

much you think you are able to do". 

 
From focus group 5 results it became clear that team structure and project 

practices vary significantly from project to project. Unitive attribute between 

projects is flexibility of roles. Whether this is experienced in a positive or negative 
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way depends on individual’s motivational factors and personality but also project 

model. According to focus group findings, flexible roles tied to clearly agreed 

processes can enable shared decision-making in the team context. Interestingly it 

could be tracked that some responsibilities were mentioned to clearly belong to 

persons with manager title in the project, even though in practice any team 

member could participate in coordination work. This is a reflection of traditional 

presumptions people have about their own roles and responsibilities and 

demonstrated how difficult it can be for people to start acting in a self-organized 

manner, even agile methodologies suggest so. In the following example from 

focus group 5 the final decision limitation were discussed, reflecting attitude of 

decision-making belonging to a person in an official manager position:  

 

“Scrum Master/Project manager as such, of course they are there and it's 

difficult to change them. I mean it would be weird if I tried to scrum master 

us or project manager us, so they are kind of natural selections for us [to 

rely that they make decisions].” 

 

5.5.3 Aspects preventing self-organization 

 
Low level of management control is reflected to the experienced challenges 

among focus group 5 participants since loose role definition were reported 

problematic in certain situations. Lack of defined project roles cause some people 

fear of crossing liability boundaries when they are not sure what are the limits of 

autonomy in the team and who is ultimately bearing the responsibility. Further 

contributing to the autonomy it was stated that management support is available if 

needed but there is very often long-term planning missing, causing several 

changes in the team composition during project’s lifecycle. Changes affect team 

performance in many levels; they disrupt team functionality by violating experience 

threshold that has accumulated and also force remaining team members to take 

extended responsibilities, which is not experienced in a positive way by all 

individuals. All focus group participants had experienced changes in project teams 

during their employment in the case organization. Below is a direct quotation from 



	
	

83	

focus group 5 discussion reflecting problems caused by lack of respect for project 

team experience threshold: 

  

“we were doing the same mistakes in every phase, just because the whole 

project team had changed and there was no handover.” 

 
Hierarchy in team context was experienced through seniority and also through 

personal interpretation of fixed roles, meaning that team members did not get 

involved in the decision-making, if there was a named person in the team who was 

expected to take decision ownership. This mentality is not aligned with agile 

principles and hinders self-organizing within the team. In technical tasks 

experience clearly contributes to hierarchy, causing that in general it is expected 

that the most skilled persons make certain decisions, as the following quotation 

illustrates:  

 

"Basically it initiates from level of experience, the bigger decisions are 

because of needed experience background done somewhat hierarchically."  

 

When further on inspecting the adjustment and learning capabilities, unstrict roles 

contribute to these but specialization in certain tasks simultaneously deteriorates 

team’s learning possibilities. It can be stated that capabilities would grow with 

extended experience that team gains but when in hurry people are pressured to 

stay in their knowledge area, in order to create efficiency. This specialization is of 

course causing more efficiency in implementation of technical tasks and enables 

decision owning on task level, but it can also cause lack of decision-making 

capability on general level. The balance between shared ownership and 

specialization seems tricky, as the following quotation illustrates:   

 

"Related to silos and decreasing those, so quite often it is discussed that 

the entire team is responsible of everything and that in fact leads to the 

situation that no-one is responsible of anything." 
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Concerning learning and adjustment practices, it was reported that while some 

projects have custom of evaluating accomplishments and analyzing performance 

in retrospectives, others did not do this even occasionally. This is important aspect 

when analyzing team’s development possibilities. Similarly, lack of personal 

feedback that was reported by various focus group participants deteriorates 

learning possibilities. Example of lacking project practice implementation: 

 

"I think in project XX we have had no internal retrospecitives. It was kind of 

always laying in the air and with customer we had one retro where we tried 

to explain why it is useful to do." 

 

5.5.4 Aspects supporting shared leadership 

 
Analyzing focus group 5 results, it is clear that in general team spirit and social 

support are important aspects. Aligned with results in general, focus group 5 

participants also experienced the team spirit and social support in a very positive 

way, enabling shared vision to form within the project team. Some participants had 

very positive history from project teams sharing very clear goals, and transparent 

communication and shared vision was experienced to improve responsibility 

sharing, as the following quotation shows: 

 

"To have information to make decisions in the team and to be able to 

implement the solution. If you know where to aim, that is something that 

makes you more proactive." 

 

It was reported that support within competence teams and general instructions are 

easily available when requested, and in need of training it was also provided 

without hesitation, when asked for.  

 

“level of coaching, I’d say it is pretty much straight forward actually, we had 

some training and stuff, which ever we needed.” 
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5.5.5 Aspects preventing shared leadership 

 
According to focus group 5 results, lack of processes and practices to share 

information and get coaching support deteriorate the possibilities for shared 

leadership. Findings indicate lack of official processes for information sharing and 

ideally access to decisions should be independent of location. Perhaps because of 

easy and casual information sharing practices within project teams, shared 

location was experienced crucial in enabling teamwork and ongoing 

communication between team members. The focus group discussion revealed that 

multi-location projects were causing challenges in project knowledge sharing, 

since people felt they needed to do an extra effort to reach out for the needed 

information:  

 

“Being remote the threshold to communicate rises and thus it will need 

more hierarchy to make it so that you can work.” 

 

The results for external team environment indicated lack of coaching or at least 

awareness of it among the focus group participants. What seem to be causing 

most confusion are the processes of getting coaching. It was concluded in the 

focus group discussion that everybody recognized hearing about support functions 

and coaching activities, but no one knew exactly how to access it and how it was 

provided. The following citation from focus group discussion demonstrates the 

unawareness of available coaching initiatives: 

 

“I don’t know if there is any go to -person I can go and ask about things for 

coaching. So there is something going on but it’s a bit unclear how to 

access it.” 

 

Also orientation process for new employees was experienced incomplete and 

there was occasions that documentation and guidelines were not up to date, even 

though they were provided in official information sharing platforms. Indeed it was 

pointed out that probably instructions exist, but people are not aware of them and 
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finding the data required proactivity, reporting again lack of guidelines and official 

processes:    

 

“that’s true that there is stuff in the Confluence, like how we are supposed 

to work, but nobody points that to us.” 

 

The table of aspects supporting and preventing shared leadership is available in 

appendix 15. 

 

5.5.6 Emerging aspects  

 
Important aspects rising from focus group five discussion relate to customer, 

internal knowledge transfer and feedback and measuring of projects (complete 

analysis can be found from appendix Y). From this focus group it became evident 

that customer processes and expectations have significant impact on the project 

team’s ways of working and freedom to develop project practices. At its best there 

is cooperation and partnership, where communication with customer is ongoing 

but at worst the participants of the focus group reported that there is not even 

shared vision of the project among the team and customer causing that it is 

impossible for people to prioritize their work in an aligned way. Below are two 

citations as demonstrations of focus group discussion regarding the topic: 

 
”it had not been communicated to us in 2 months before that -- the vision 

had not been told to us before that, it could help in prioritisation and in 

everything, if we knew the most important targets related to what we are 

doing."  

 

Related to project vision, there also seems to missing process regarding 

knowledge transfer from sales to implementation team. There is no hand over from 

sales, causing unclarity in project scope, targets and vision. Related to lack of 

vision, there is also lack of systematic performance monitoring on individual level 

and on project level the KPI’s are regarded to be very much limited to schedule 
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and work effort realizations. Customer satisfaction is not tracked and development 

of team member’s individual capabilities through feedback is not provided.  

 

5.5.7 Summary of focus group 5 

 
The results of this focus group emphasize teamwork, importance of team spirit and 

having dedicated team with clear responsibilities. Extended autonomy is not very 

much sought on individual level as it is more emphasized that there is someone to 

make the decisions so that work in the team is as efficient as possible. It was 

brought up several times that only willingness to contribute limits one’s proactivity 

and support from management and peers’ is available on request. Individual 

performance was brought up in the discussion from several perspectives. Roles 

are interpreted unclear, causing unawareness of responsibility boundaries and 

even lack of motivation. Related to roles, focus group participants did not consider 

having any individual performance measurements and did thus not know clearly 

what are the expectations for them. Summary of focus group findings is presented 

in the figure 6. 
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Figure 6. Summary of focus group 5 

 

5.6 Conclusions of empirical findings  
 

This chapter has presented the detailed focus groups results and given insight into 

experiences that teams and individual members have in the case organization. In 

order to conclude and analyze the results, the following and final chapter of this 

study regards the findings from broader viewpoint and discusses possibilities to 

improve the conditions for self-organizing and shared leadership in the case 

organization. The following chapter will also move to a more concrete level and 

introduce action proposal for the case organization. 

  



	
	

89	

6. Discussion and conclusions  

 

This final chapter concludes the findings of the research. I discuss the results from 

the viewpoint of research questions RQ1: “How can team capabilities for self-

organizing and shared leadership be developed?” SQ1.1 ”How do the principles of 

self-organizing and shared leadership manifest in teams?” and SQ1.2. “What 

aspects limit teams from following the principles of self-organizing and shared 

leadership?” and consider their alignment with previous research. I address the 

practical implication of the results and present action proposal for the case 

organization. Finally I consider the limitations of this research, introduce potential 

future research topics related to this subject and conclude this study. 

 

6.1 Discussion 
 
 
Inspecting current situation in the case organization through different competence 

teams enabled to reveal how experience of teamwork has dependency on 

person’s role and position in the organization. When considering the development 

of team capabilities in the case company it is important to track the aspects that 

are common to all competence teams but also to identify the important aspects 

that emerged from different focus groups.  

  
To summarize similarities, all focus groups reported high autonomy in project 

teams and low micromanagement practices. Every focus group also appreciated 

flexible roles but these were reported to cause unclarity in responsibilities, which is 

further deteriorated by lack of systematic following of project practices, since agile 

methodologies are implemented only partially and practices vary between projects. 

Simultaneously clear project KPI’s and vision are missing. However, team culture 

and social support were experienced strong among all focus groups and it was 

concluded that coaching is available, if requested. Finally, all teams discussed 

how customer cooperation always dictates the project work in some level and this 

should be tackled in a more organized way in order to give teams ability to perform 

in an optimal way. To conclude, general view was that in the organization only 
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one’s willingness is limiting the amount of responsibility one can have. The 

similarities are concluded in the figure 7. 

 

 
Figure 7. Summary on focus group similarities 

 

On the other hand, when analyzing differences among focus groups it can be 

stated that person’s role in the organization clearly impacts the level of information 

and understanding of overall situation in projects. The more thoroughly person 

knows about background, activities and customer cooperation that is taking place 

in the organization, the broader understanding the person seems to have. This 

became evident from the results of FG 3 (project managers) and FG 4 (team leads 

and consultants), since they highlighted clearly the importance of self-

management skills and individuals responsibility in taking initiative. This indicates 

that self-organizing and shared leadership behavior is already more adopted in 

these groups and members in these teams have higher expectation from each 

other in respect to self-organizing than among other teams in the organization. 
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Simultaneously from FG 2 (front-end developers) and FG 5 (developers and 

architects) it can be concluded that in these groups the expected autonomy limits 

are more traditional, and the findings reflected the assumption of higher authority 

defining guidelines and ways of working, and the possibilities to have impact or 

change current situation was not regarded that straight forward. FG 1 (Business 

analysts and quality assurance) results were ambiguous in this sense, meaning 

that both of the views could be tracked from the discussion that took place in this 

focus group.   

 

If looking more closely into focus groups differences, the teams consisting of 

people in consultancy and quality assurance positions (FG 1 and FG4) highlight 

issues that related to overall agile and innovative approach. These focus group 

results criticize the existing hierarchical structures and lack internal development 

and measurement. The results reflect the roles of these competence teams, since 

their work is concentrating in continuous development and customer orientation. 

Also the results from FG 1 indicate that this competence team is most advances in 

regards of team mentoring. 

 

The findings of FG 2 and FG 4 confirm the previous academic finding, stating that 

not all people are motivated by extended authority but in fact look for more 

managerial guidelines or at least general boundaries for autonomy. FG 2 and FG 4 

consisted of people having technical software development background and it 

seems that people in these positions appreciate more structure ways of working. 

From the results of these two competence teams it can also be seen that they are 

not very much involved in the operations planning on high-level and the 

information sharing. What should be analyzed in the case organization is whether 

this is result of processes and practices in the organization or because of people’s 

tendency of not get involved in the work planning processes. 

 

Even many FGs communicated self-management and personality as important 

aspects; the project manager group highlighted these most. This can indicate that 

the people in project management position are themselves strong individuals and 

expect from others likewise good self-management abilities. Also project 
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managers stated that they have noticed that people’s role in project is not 

correlated to their technical expertise but their people skills and attitude. An 

important aspect also to notice from project manager team is the time constrains 

reported, indicating that the workload for this competence team should monitored.  

 

Table 5. Main deviation from different focus groups 

Focus group Main deviations  

FG 1: Business analysts and 

quality assurance 

Hindering hierarchy and routines  

Good mentoring practices 

Lack of internal development 

Poor quality 

FG 2: Front-end developers Lack of guidelines and manager support 

Co-planning with management missing 

No cross-functionality 

Centralized decision-making 

Lack of long-term planning  

FG 3: Project managers Self-management  

Personalities and hierarchy within team 

Work load constraining performance 

Customer related constrains  

FG 4: Team leads and 

consultants 

Lack of empowerment 

Hierarchy in teams  

One’s self-management capabilities 

Internal measurements systems 

Customer co-operation 

Lack of long-term planning 

FG 5: Developers and 

architects 

Clear goals 

Good level of agreed processes in projects 

Lacking long-term planning 

Lack of guidelines and manager support 

Lack of organizations internal processes  

Information sharing not transparent  
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No shared location 

Lack of feedback 

 

 
 
The conditions that management creates in organizations are important in 

supporting self-organizing capabilities. In the case company, trust and autonomy 

that management currently provides to teams was highlighted as important aspect, 

and the autonomy levels should be thus secured also in the future. The findings of 

this research are similar to previously conducted studies in this field. Tata & 

Prasad (2004) have found that it is important for teams to have authority on micro-

level since this enables decision-making on every day matters and contributes to 

team efficiency. Wu and Parker (2011) found job autonomy, complexity and 

control to have significant impact to proactive behavior and in agile context, 

Cockburn and Highsmith’s study (2001) reported importance of organizational trust 

in decreasing hierarchy and facilitating information sharing within the team and 

towards rest of the organization. According to findings from this case study, level 

of micro management was low and personnel appreciate it, but what is found 

problematic is the autonomy when it concerns person’s long-term work allocation 

in project assignments. People in the case organization experience low control in 

the high-level planning and lack of influence on project stability. Project allocations 

are not reliable and in the organization it seems that management’s plans and 

prioritizations can change with short notice. This was found to directly impacting 

motivation to take initiative and results are similar to Moe, Dingsoyr and Dybå 

(2009) who found organizational context deteriorating team capabilities, in case it 

hindered teams from forming and staying stable. 

 

When looking into team capabilities, in order for teams to become more aligned, it 

is needed that they define their goals more clearly and establish practices to share 

feedback with team members. Clear targets and transparent information sharing 

enable prioritization and responsibility sharing in the team and this is an important 

aspect that has been also revealed in earlier studies on agile project team self-

organizing (Moe, Dingsoyr and Dybå 2009; Cockburn and Highsmith 2001). In the 
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case organization, lack of vision and commitment to decisions affect team 

capabilities and motivation on individual level. This indicates that the planning 

process and reasons behind decisions should be made more transparent 

throughout the organization and team should be more involved in decision-making, 

when possible. Moe, Aurum and Dybå (2011) stated that team decision-making 

capability is affected by the team’s understanding of general targets. Involving 

team more in the goal defining processes and in decision points would also enable 

that project level knowledge could be utilized better, and thus experience threshold 

from projects could be exploited more efficiently in the organization.  

 

Further on when inspecting the teamwork, this research concludes that in the case 

organization teams have a lot of impact on how individuals experience their work 

and possibilities in the organization. What became clear from all focus groups and 

therefore from the experiences of all competence teams in the organization is that 

roles and responsibilities are experienced unclear. This impacts team capabilities 

to adjust and learn but also can effect the internal team environment. This 

challenge should be tackled through several procedures but teams themselves 

have significant possibilities to impact this issue. Teams should first of all learn to 

embrace the culture that agile project methods require team members to 

contribute and the expectation that decision and best knowledge comes from 

somewhere else should be abandoned. Instead the research shows that in the 

case organization teams sometimes expected management to step in, even the 

issue could have been solved within the team. This finding is similar to earlier 

results from Conboy & Power (2012), where it was concluded that teams often 

hesitate to make final decision, because of cultural heritage of relying on 

authorities to make them. Therefore the issues seems to be typical for 

organizations starting to use agile practices and what is needed is to make sure 

teams to acknowledge that they have the overall responsibility to deliver the 

agreed project and thus they need to find the way to coordinate and carry out the 

work in the best possible way within the team. This mindset requires appropriate 

implementation of project practices, which will be discussed later in detail, but in 

general a change of thinking that should come within the team. This might require 

coaching from outside the team and general cultural change in the organization, 
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but can also start from within the team, when team members take not only 

responsibility of the project tasks as such, but also of developing the mentality and 

roles so that everyone feels entitled to contribute and it is not expected that single 

persons because of their historical roles take the initiative to bear responsibility or 

point out problems in the team work.   

 
Another important and concrete facilitator for project teams is the way projects are 

implemented and the practices that are expected from the teams. Project model is 

not to limit or restrict the team autonomy but to guide the work in such way that 

best practices can emerge and teams are supported to develop the cooperation 

between team members further. Traditionally the responsibility for project practices 

can be seen to belong to project manager and thus is it important to realize that 

part of project practice implantation includes changing the mentality and 

acknowledging that according to agile principles the team as a unit is responsible 

for the work. This requires change in the way project, but also organizational 

responsibilities are regarded and moving a way from role-based thinking to 

genuine shared responsibility mentality. This is known challenge for organizations 

introducing agile methods (reported also by Drury, Conboy & Powel 2012) and 

project managers have key role in enabling the needed change, since they are 

able on operational level to impact the team. As concluded previously by McAvoy 

& Butler (2009), in agile context project manager role is not to control the project 

but to facilitate its performance and the role is crucial in changing the project team 

mentality that is needed in the case organization.  

 

When analyzing the team external environment and coaching, the conclusion from 

research is that coaching is not actively offered in the organization but in all 

competence teams it was recognized that support and coaching is available if 

requested. It seems that when there is otherwise functional environment and 

supporting spirit, teamwork does not significantly suffer from lack of external 

support activities. Strong team abilities to reorganize, adapt and communicate 

override the need for external coaching. These findings are similar to results from 

Carson et al. (2007), who concluded that the importance of external coaching 

decreases when internal team environment is strong. Since this is definitely the 
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situation in the case organization, importance of supporting and developing 

internal team environment further should be secured, since it is in most situations 

easier to maintain something that already exists than creating anything new. Still, 

coaching initiatives should be made more easily available, since not all teams 

have strong internal team environment and external support can help those teams 

to obtain it. 

 

Important finding of this research that were not considered in the conceptual 

framework or revealed in the review of earlier studies is the customer impact on 

team performance. Even though many practices that agile project teams follow are 

not necessarily linked to customer co-operation, the results of this study show 

strong linkage between project team and end customer highlighting that some 

project issues are not thus fully controlled by the team. This in turn illustrates how 

project team performance is dependent on the organizational context and 

practices, and customer cooperation is tightly related to the success of project 

implementation.  

 

Another interesting finding that the data gathering method of focus groups enabled 

in this research was discovery of different viewpoints depending on competence 

team that was questioned. This shows how different importance a subject can 

have, depending on person’s role or responsibility and it also implies that people 

have different understanding of the current situation depending on their 

background. This view was not brought up in any of the previous studies that were 

reviewed in the literature overview and is an angle that might call for further 

examination. It signifies that when developing and implementing working methods, 

the planning should be done in collaboration of several stakeholders in order to 

consider and utilize views and information of different team members. 

 
Finally, it is important to notice that shared leadership, individual possibility to 

impact on project issues and culture of self-organizing are not aspects that 

motivate all team members. Even though the project model expects contribution 

from the team, it should be recognized that in projects there often exist some team 

members that are not able or willing to contribute in extended responsibility 
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sharing and decision-making (this motivational aspect has also been raised by 

Karhatsu, Ikonen, Kettunen, Fagerholm & Abrahamsson, 2010). Project model 

should consider these personality differences and preferences, and provided 

flexibility for people to choose the level of involvement they feel comfortable and 

motivated with. Clear expectation setting, role description and transparent 

communication enable such structure that provides optimal setting for team to 

operate. 

 

6.2 Practical implications  
 
With the purpose to provide concrete development proposal for the case company, 

this part summarizes the action that should be considered in the organization. I 

first discuss the suggestions and in the table 5 summarize the action proposal. 

  
The unawareness of decision-making and of autonomy boundaries that were 

revealed in the research are linked to case organization’s processes. It seems that 

some critical operational activities have inadequate standardization, for example 

the processes for teams to get hand-over of customer information when starting a 

project and receiving support from management in problematic situations are 

unclear. Having defined ways of working would make project quality and execution 

more harmonized, and also help to tackle the prioritization related problems that 

teams and individuals alike have when in doubt regarding their work organization. 

It can be concluded that what is needed is not only the official processed but also 

management availability to support when there is unclear situation, since in many 

situations people do not need answers but support and coaching to make the right 

decisions, but because of unawareness of autonomy boundaries, people hesitate 

to take the responsibility. Therefore when implementing new processes and 

defining roles there should be caution on not missing the flexibility and freedom 

that is now prevailing in the organization but finding the level of support that can 

further improve the responsibility ownership and decision-making capability on 

lower levels in the organizing.  

 
Further on when considering the transparency for decision-making and 

performance measurement, the lack of clear KPI’s needs to be addressed. 
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Undefined focus and goals for projects and the inability for teams to analyze their 

accomplishments by comparing to any predefined indicators emerged as critical 

aspect from this research. Lack of KPIs creates unawareness in teams on the 

expectation level and affects thus motivation and initiative taking. KPI’s should be 

addresses on two levels, the indicators and goals defined by customer cooperation 

and the targets within the organization. According to focus groups there exist 

some performance monitoring in the case organization already, but they were not 

clearly communicated and feedback was not regularly given. Also there is no 

incentive system related to the KPIs and targets for customer work involved mostly 

schedule related aspects whereas customer satisfaction and quality of work was 

not monitored. Even the KPI’s were not linked to financial incentives, the findings 

from the focus groups communicated the importance of teams to follow their 

performance since to many people the success of the project and ability to meet 

customer expectation acts as crucial motivator.  

 
The team being in the center of this study it is crucial to identify how team and its 

member can them selves impact the team behavioral patterns, internal 

environment and abilities to function. The findings of this study clearly show that in 

the case organization project team as a unit is an important aspect for motivation. 

Teams experience to have high level of autonomy and for many team members 

the team and its deliverables posses more purpose than the organization context 

as such. In this regards it is important to secure that team autonomy and freedom 

to find their best practices and ensure that this is not reduced when organization 

evolves. The possibilities for teams to build their spirit, own ways of working and 

maintain open culture should therefore be supported. Even the organization in 

certain aspects calls for more guidelines and processes these should be 

implemented carefully so that the prevailing team culture is not deteriorated.  

 

A fundamental problem in the way projects are implemented in the case 

organization relates to the variety of project practices. Even projects are said to 

follow certain guidelines or agile methodologies, it seems that each project uses 

the practices differently. As it was said by one of the focus group participants, the 

use of agile practices is “cherry picked” in the case organization and this causes 
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confusion when people change from project to another, but also challenges in co-

operation and delivering projects, because the benefits of agile methodologies can 

not occur in case the practices are not followed. Ultimately this challenge lands on 

the responsibility of project managers and scrum masters to ensure that project 

model is followed properly and for example learning in teams is facilitated through 

joint planning sessions and arranging regular retrospectives. Implementation of 

project practices is partially on the responsibility of general management, by 

providing needed trainings and coaching so that project practices and their 

benefits in the organization become clear for everyone. Defined project practices 

also mitigate the risk of project success being dependent on individual people’s 

abilities and standardized project practices thus give more equal possibilities for 

projects to prosper. 

 

The roles and responsibility boundaries were discovered to be unclear in the case 

organization and having defined project practices can improve the situation also in 

this sense. Having defined expectations and providing transparency on 

responsibilities enables responsibility ownership. Roles and responsibilities should 

always be discussed in the beginning of each project, and a simple RACI 

(Responsible, Accountable, Consulted, Informed) table could be utilized to make 

sure that all borderline cases regarding responsibility areas are clear and the 

information is codified and available to everyone. The experienced hierarchy that 

was reported in the focus groups can be further on tackled by having defined 

responsibilities that are not linked to certain person but to a defined role, and 

involving the team in planning and goal setting activities where anyone is 

encouraged to contribute. These actions improve both teams and its member’s 

opportunities to adjust and learn.    

 

A final point to be considered in regards to project practices is customer co-

operation. The findings from the focus group communicated lack of shared 

orientation and undefined working methods with end-customer. The importance of 

teaming with customer should be more widely recognized and enabled from the 

early stages of the customer co-operation. Such practices as kick-off session, 

forming project goals and defining responsibilities and work practices should be 
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encouraged to take place in the beginning of the project. Customer expectation 

management is a vital aspect that should be considered early enough in the sales 

process, since customer’s lack of commitment or willingness to work according to 

agile practices prevents team to fully follow agile methodologies. This is a risk that 

should be evaluated separately and in case needed, there should be a decision 

point on whether the agile way of working is the best fit for certain customer case 

or if a different project delivery method should be chosen.  

 

Table 6. Action proposal for case organization 

Action Description 

Standardized project 

practices  

Awareness of processed and decision boundaries 

throughout the organization 

Aligned prioritization 

Management support Clarification of management support and coaching 

that is available, on escalation channels  

Role descriptions/ 

responsibilities 

Can be flexible but to be agreed within the project 

Responsibility 

boundaries 

Clarification of responsibilities for each role/position in 

the organization 

KPIs & incentives Defining both internal and customer specific goals 

and measurement 

Customer co-operation Proper project kick-off, project goal definition, defining 

responsibilities and work practices. 

Project team spirit Ensuring that internal team environment stays strong. 

Allowing teams freedom to form their ways of 

working. 

Low micromanagement Maintaining the high level autonomy on project 

issues. 

Coaching Providing information on available coaching and 

trainings. Mapping coaching needs and offering 

coaching proactively, no only on request. 

Mentality change Embracing agile mentality though out the 
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organization. Mentality change within project teams.  

Agile project practices Systematic use of e.g. retrospectives and daily 

meetings in all projects. 

Long-term planning Securing stable project teams, keeping the decisions 

that have been made and if changes occur, making 

sure that all stakeholders are informed about it, also 

about reasons behind. 

  

6.3 Limitations and suggestion for future research 
 
When considering the findings of this research, certain limitations should be noted. 

Focus group participants from each competence team consisted mostly of 

volunteers. Only in focus group 1 and 3 the entire team participated in the 

research. This indicates that focus group participants might be more interested to 

contribute in development activities than people on average in the organization 

and thus these people can possess stronger opinions than prevailing generally.  

Another aspect that should be noted is that focus group as a method requires 

courage to share personal opinions and this might be obstacle for some shy 

personalities. Also in some focus groups particular individuals took long turns to 

answer and once the discussion had taken some direction, other participant can 

feel insecure to change the topic or tune of the discussion. This can cause that 

individual opinions get overemphasized.  

 
In order to overcome the research method related limitations it would be beneficial 

to carry out study using more structured quotations setting or utilizing quantitative 

research approach. Also case study that would consider comparison between 

different organizations using similar project methods would give broader 

understanding of the phenomenon. Finally, in order to develop the capabilities 

further in the case organization, there should be operationalization of the 

suggested activities and follow up study after implementation to action plan to 

measure the practical impact on self-organizing and shared leadership team 

behavior.  
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6.4 Conclusions  
 
 
To summarize this research, it can be stated that even self-organizing and shared 

leadership are capabilities that anyone in the organization can affect and help to 

build, these are not such qualities that can be expected to automatically emerge. 

Even operational model is agile and calls for proactivity; these capabilities also 

require structure and support from the management to develop. Even though the 

target is to provide project teams with environment to self-organize and share 

leadership within team members, success in these capabilities require that the 

entire organization embraces this culture and supports it through all processes and 

activities.  

  
It is important to notice that there exist a lot of good practices already in the case 

organization currently regarding self-organizing, shared leadership and proactivity. 

Even though the target of this study was to find ways to improve the conditions, 

changes should be done carefully in order to not deteriorate what already is done 

well. Also in improvement initiatives the teams should be involved and their 

opinions should be considered when planning to change any practices. This does 

not mean that teams always know best how work should be managed, but any 

hierarchical orders act against self-organizing capabilities and thus organization 

should be invited to contribute in the development plans and also provided with 

enough transparency to management decisions.     

 
On barriers to self-organize and share leadership the results of this study are 

aligned with earlier research which state that agile practices alone do not 

guarantee these constructs to emerge but require support throughout the 

organization. This indicates that many organizations are likely to be tackling with 

similar challenges and best practices on how to improve the conditions and 

increase proactivity are still either lacking or not widely implemented. Thus 

enhancements in this area can provide significant competitive advantage for 

organizations. Firstly projects can be more efficiently delivered if teamwork is 

further optimized and secondly employee satisfaction can be increased through 

culture and ways of working that embrace proactivity in all levels of the 
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organization. Further on, organizational knowledge and learning can be more 

efficiently exploited. To conclude, it is important to recognize that even though 

proactivity and constructs that increase it require teams and team-members to act 

in autonomous way, this does not mean that they can succeed without adequate 

support from the organization.  
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Appendix: 1: Focus group 1 Self-organizing 
 

Self-organizing 
Illustration 1st. order terms 2nd order 

themes 
Aggregate 
dimension 

Supporting  

Autonomy and 
Management 

Support 

I feel that at least when I work as a part 
of project team I could make decisions, 
that were on my realm I could make 
them rather independently which is nice. 

high autonomy 
within project role 

High autonomy I would also say that teams are self-
organizing so the level of self-
organizement is high, but autonomy not 
so high. So when it comes to -- make 
decisions so then not so. 

team's are 
independent but 
there is no 
decision-making 
capability 

I think you can have as much 
responsibility as you want to have, that 
is at least my opinion, if you raise your 
hand and say that you want to take care 
of this, I want to evolve this process, I 
think the current culture gives you the 
permission to do so. 

responsibility 
sharing 

Management 
trust 

Preventing  

I would also say that teams are self-
organizing so the level of self-
organizement is high, but autonomy not 
so high. 

team cable to self-
organize but no 
authority to do so 

Organization 
structure 

[Q: What limits team members from 
taking responsibility in projects?] 
maybe roles can limit this one, you 
follow your role 

role limitation 

[Q: What limits team members from 
taking responsibility in projects?] 
limiting factor would be, that you really 
don’t know or have the ability to define 
when you are succeeding, at least if I 
take responsibility I want to succeed in 
doing that. And if I unsure how am I to 
prove that I have succeeded, I might not 
opt not to take that responsibility. 

unclear 
expectations limit 
responsibility taking 

finding your level of confidence where 
you can make decisions. It is missing, 
we don’t have any guidelines for let’s 
say Project Manager, that you have this 
type of budget you can use freely. Or in 
another roles, that this would be your 
limits where you can move in money 
wise. 

unclear guidelines 
and limitations  

Unclear 
responsibility 
boundaries 

Level of autonomy in teams --- they 
could make decisions, but the 
possibilities are not used as much as 
could be. 

teams do not act on 
the autonomy they 
have 



	
	

Those inputs to make the decision might 
take really long to arrive. So you don’t 
get answers on time. Sometimes you 
just have to make decision based on the 
information that you have and it is not 
nice because you know that you should 
have some other aspects. Some time 
when these key people from the 
business are not reachable, and you 
can’t get answer from them to back up 
your decisions, it really harms the 
project work. 

response time from 
managment 

Managment 
availability 

 Supporting  

Team 
Structure & 

Abilities 

[Q:What limitations are there for 
decision-making within the project 
team?] 
I think some courage would be needed 
to do so (to make decisions) 

attitude and 
invidual capabilities 

Self-
managment 

skills [Q:What limits team members from 
taking responsibility in projects?] 
To me the only limitation is the personal 
willingness to take the responsibility and 
be active and proactive. 

personality and 
motivation affect 
the responsibility 
taking 

Preventing  

Sometimes there is no time to take any 
more responsibilities. In some projects 
your current activities are even too 
much, so might not want to take any 
more to your plate 

people do not have 
time to take 

responsibilities 
beyond their role Schedule 

restrictions 
I think the time, you don’t have 
(limitation to share and take additional 
responsibility) 
When there is a difficult decision to be 
made, we seem to have habit of 
postponing of it or not reacting to it  

delayed reaction in 
difficult situations 

Decision- 
making 

capability 

Anyone wants to take responsibility, but 
when you have to take decisions, there 
is no one. 

active participation 
but low 
responsibility 
ownership 

I find that if the decisions are sort of very 
easy and obvious they are made 
quickly, but when ever we need to 
discuss or bring in something new, then 
we have difficulties in making the 
decisions. 

complex decisions 
and unclear 
responsibilities 
prolong decision-
making 

i feel that these projects have too many 
heads, there are so many people that 
have some responsibility but no-one 
takes the full responsibility. So you have 
problem of finding the right answer, 
when you want to have clear answer. 

unclear who makes 
the decisions  

Unclear roles 



	
	

this it is not clear responsibility in that 
case. In our project we have 2 PM’s, so I 
don’t know which one to ask, on 
technical we have XX, who is technical 
and then we have YY, so we have 2 
technical guys so which one takes the 
decision? 
[Q: What limits team members from 
taking responsibility in projects?] 
to me what is limiting, too many heads 
For me it was unclear roles, we don’t 
know who is doing what for sometimes 
for some projects, you don’t know who is 
the scrum master 
People have difficulties knowing who is 
taking decision, who is taking what, so 
we are overlapping responsibility 
Also sometimes if the team members 
change a lot, we forgot to go through the 
roles and the new person just assumes 
something and continues doing work on 
his/her way 

lack of orientation 
and go through of 
expectations with 

new people  

Supporting  

Adjustment & 
Learning 

capabilities 

We have couple of projects where we 
have retros after every sprint, and just 
before the new sprint starts, when we 
have action points set for all almost all 
people there and we then check on 
those once or twice per each sprint and 
we follow up if there has been action on 
those. 

very strick follow of 
project practices 
that enable learning 
and adjustment   

Following 
project model 

Preventing 
BL grooming does not happen in my 
projects. 

co-planning within 
team missing 

Lack of agile 
practices 

we are sort of cherry picking the things 
we like and the processes are broken a 
lot doing in a proper way. 

project model not 
followed 
consistently  

for example the role of project manager, 
for us it is pretty standard like it is in 
traditional methods, and I don’t think It’s 
agile, we are relying very much what is 
the final word from the PM. 

strong role of 
project manager 

how ever, the role of PM is strong 

Retrospective far too little, maybe at the 
end of the projects in most cases where 
I’ve been 

continuous learning 
practices missing 



	
	

There is this guideline that you should 
hold a retro after every workshop, so 
that you know what went well in that 
workshop. -- And if we have retro after 
the project it huge, where are you going 
to start and what are you going to tell, in 
2 hours time 

lack of activities to 
enable continuous 
learning  

because in Kanban you can do some 
retrospective after it, but we take the 
easy way, we want to reach the 
deadline. 

lack of continuous 
development of 
practices  

I think there is no laws that you can’t use 
the nice things with Kanban either, it’s 
again misusing, just picking the easy 
part. 
at least in none of the project where I’ve 
been working within almost 2 years we 
don’t have Scrum Master, not even as a 
role. 

lack of nominating 
people to project 
roles  

Yes but that is according to agile 
definition not good at all, the 
combination, the PM should never be 
SM because of conflict of interest. 

conflicting roles 
regarding chosen 
project model 

Kick off: we don’t usually have kickoff, 
for the last project in this -- we had a 
kickoff, but it was full of nothing 

project practices 
with no real value 

I think the kickoff could be used to get 
the skope clear so that everyone know 
what are the goals of the project, but in 
my experience the kick-off is just this 
nice little event where everybody says 
“hi” and then we go bowling. 
For me is the team lead is the limitation, 
because he is writing the story. So there 
is no developer can come with nice idea, 
but now it’s not even coming with idea, 
because we said to him: you do that. 

lack of co-planning 
within team 

Hierarchy in 
team 

where you have bugs, are for example 
selected that you could fix them, if it is 
unassigned. It rarely gets fixed even 
though you would have in team decision 
that anybody could fix it or take them. 
So things start to happen once it is 
assigned. 

team members are 
not acting 
according to self-
organized rules  

I think we don’t have experience on how 
to learn from our mistakes. We are still 
doing all the time the same ones. 

no habit of going 
through lessons 
learned  

Routines teams do make independent choices as 
well. But whenever it comes to budget or 
some project --- or trying something 
new, teams are very cautious to pick up 
those things. 

project team stick 
to old routines 



	
	

one is also sort of getting used to your 
everyday work, just do the things the 
same way, you don’t get any sort of 
external shock to act differently, you 
have found a way that works and you 
keep repeating it.  

people stick to 
routines and 

change resistance 

in Fortum it was very difficult to make 
some initiative, because any initiative 
was killed immediately (by the team!). 
So it didn’t give any motivation to bring 
in new ideas. 

 
 
Appendix 2: Focus group 1 Shared leadership 
 

Shared-leadership 
Illustration 1st. order terms 2nd order 

themes 
Aggregate 
dimension 

Supporting  

Internal team 
environment 

I guess also in some level the health 
check metrics define the goals, but I’d 
say in some level. Because they are not 
maybe known within the projects. 

metrics exist but there 
is unawareness on 
them 

KPIs no metrics yet but I guess everybody 
knows about it so we have sort of 
feeling about it. But it’s sort of objective. 

even there are not 
clear metrics, project 
team is able to sense 
the their performance 

I’d say that in most cases it work very 
well, and it works extremely well over 
here. 

asking help is very 
easy 

Social support 
 At least the atmosphere is encouraging imporance of general 

atmoshere 
Yes, and it specially depends on your 
team, if your team is supporting and 
doing everything, communicating with 
you, it’s kinda motivating 

good team work 
motivates 

Team spirit Maybe it comes to the teams actually, 
are we truly teams, or just people 
working within the same project. I don’t 
know if we have that sense of team 
spirit? In some projects we have it but 
not in all. 

team work and spirit 
depends on a project 

Preventing 

what comes to project goals I often see 
them being very hazy and unclear, even 
the scope. lack of clear goal Project visio in general, project visio and goals are 
not discussed in the beginning of the 
project 
I know Health Check but I have no idea 
what it is giving or what is the feedback 
from it. 

unawareness of 
performance 
measurement 
processes 

KPIs 



	
	

performance monitoring, I feel the team 
says they are full just if the team deliver 
a project on time, just it. 

schedule is the only 
performance 
measurement 

health check - everybody can’t 
participate so it selected event. 

Unawareness of 
project monitoring 
process and status 

Supporting  

what I’ve seen is that there is no 
automatic process, but it’s available if 
you know what to ask for and if you 
need it and know who to ask it from. 

coaching is available 
on request but there 
is no official 
processes for it  

Coaching 

External team 
environment 

the coaching is happening very 
regularly, Every friday we have one 
coaching event, which is happening 

regular coaching 
activities 

we could add Idearaati as coaching, it 
would be encouraging to make 
changing to the environment where you 
are at. 

forum to make 
change improvement 
and development 
suggestions on 
organizational level 

the is coaching available we have 
different topics for agile, QA and 
leadership, but it’s not offered actively, 
and it’s not asked systematically. So it 
happens ad-hoc and very little. - it is not 
systematic coaching, is more of a 
problem solving, mentoring. 

coaching and peer 
support is available 
on request 

Mentoring  

it is coaching but inside the 
competence. 

peer support 
Support from 
competence 

team 

Preventing 

[Q: How would you describe the 
level of coaching available?]  
is available but not promoted actively. 
You will get it if you know where to ask 
it. 

Coaching available on 
request Coaching 

requires 
proactivity 

 
 
Appendix 3: Focus group 1 Emerging aspects  
 

Emerging aspects 

Illustration 1st. order terms 2nd order 
themes 

Aggregate 
dimension 

Supporting  
or me the motivation is the 
appreciation from your height, if 
she/he says that you are doing 
good, or you are you going on 
right path, then it is kind of 
motivation to me. 

management feedback 

recognition Feedback 



	
	

It’s motivating to achieve your 
goals, it’s nice to know where 
you are aiming and what is your 
definition of done. 

achieving targets 

learning and personal 
development is what motivates. 

learning and development 

learning  Personal 
developement I get motivated when things go in 

my way. And I can see 
improvement in my way. 

being able to impact  

Preventing 
Another one is netpromoter 
score for customer, how happy 
they are after each sprint. 

lack of customer 
satisfaction follow up 

customer 
feedback 

Customer co-
operation 

And it looks like we are not giving 
any feedback back to customer, 
so the feedback loop to customer 
is sometimes quite far too long. 

lack of feedback to 
customer  

Sometimes you have to make 
decisions even for the customer 
and then you maybe want to 
have more point of views. 

customer's lack of 
knowledge customer 

expertise 

The only thing kind of limiting, 
would maybe something like 
waiting for the customer or 
something like that. I was 
thinking about roles and 
responsibilities, and sometimes 
you have to evolve the customer 
and it could be stopping your 
progress. 

customer's lack of 
prioritization/involvement 

customer 
involvement 
and reaction 

time 

why this internal development 
such an important task and it 
needs to be taken seriously and 
it needs to be like supported by 
management, that they also see 
the need to improve things and 
not just that we are doing 
projects after project and we 
forget to think about how we 
succeed in those projects. 

project organization is too 
focus on customer work 

customer 
centric 

organization 
culture 

Lack of 
prioritization for 

internal 
development 

For me what I saw in my 
previous job that was motivating 
long term, is that my co-workers 
were proud of what they’ve done. 
-- When we were coming out with 
the product we are glad to say 
that yes we did that. I don’t think 
that ‘s at Smilehouse, I think 
under 50% of people are proud 
of what we are doing. Because 
that time pressure, we don’t have 
time to do properly what they 
would like to do. 

lacking purpose and 
quality in the work 

inadequate 
quality due to 
time pressure 

Quality 



	
	

Time pressure. Company get 
paid if they deliver, if some new 
feature is deployed in production. 
But not if bug is deployed. The 
focus is on building new features, 
not fixing old feature. 

lacking quality in the work 

because to me we still are 
project company, we want to 
deliver very fast at low cost. -- 
(agile) it’s to deliver good 
software and the strong one, the 
management is not yet interested 
on the strong one, they want fast 
delivery and happy customer the 
first time. 
Maybe the motivation in long-
term would be to really find the 
solution that are sustainable and 
long-term and get away from 
quick fixes. 

time pressure to deliver 

sustainable 
solutions 

So each story, the guy does not 
have time to think, he has time 
pressure to make it happen, 
because the amount story points. 

 delivery time 
overdrives the 

quality and 
prevention of 

future 
problems 

That could be one limiting, if you 
already see that this task should 
take 20 hours so you think that 
my solution would be double 
than that, my solution must be 
wrong. 
Because of that time pressure, 
we don’t have time to do properly 
what they would like to do. 
he had better solution but what 
had been said to him, the time 
pressure was happening, he had 
to do it to finish today. 

 
 
Appendix 4: Focus group 2 Self-organizing 
 

Illustrations 1. order concept 2. order themes Aggregate 
dimension 

Supporting 

 
 
 

Autonomy and 
management 

support 

varmasti jos kyseenalaistaisi niin 
voisi mennä sinne suuntaan että 
ei välttämättä siinä olisi rajoitteita 
siinä päätöksenteossa. 

questioning 
practices would not 
be limited if one 
only would do it 
 high level of 

autonomy 
 

on sellaista että mitä se tiimi 
pikkuhiljaa matkan varrella miettii 
ja pohtii 
 

project team has 
autonomy to 
develop their 
working methods 
and goals 

se on tietenkin siitä tiimistä 
itsestään kiinni että miten niitä 

Project team can 
impact the 



	
	

lähdetään ratkomaan.  autonomy  
me voidaan aika hyvin päättää 
että miten jaetaan työt ja sopia 
kiinnostuksen mukaan ja 
osaamisen mukaan ja aikataulun 
mukaan että kuka tekee minkäkin 

self-organizing the 
work within team 

Preventing 
yleensä se on niin kuin sanottu 
että sä teet nämä  

management 
decisions done 
without consulting 
teams or individuals  

management - 
team co-planning 

missing 
 

Kyllä mä sen ymmärrän että 
haluttiin tarjota uuteen projektiin 
niin sanotusti parhaat miehet 
mutta kyllähän ne vanhat projektit 
jäi aina hunningolle 

no long term goal in 
the project, lack of 
commitment to 
existing projects 
 
 

Mun mielestä siinä ei ollut tiimillä 
juuri mitään sanomista. 

lack of team 
perspective from 
management side 

Kyllä mä sen ymmärrän että 
haluttiin tarjota uuteen projektiin 
niin sanotusti parhaat miehet 
mutta kyllähän ne vanhat projektit 
jäi aina hunningolle ja tekijöillä 
saattoi olla aika epäkiitollista. 

no possibilities to 
impact the 
management 
decision 
 

sua heiteltiin projekteista 
projektiin -- jos tuli jatkoprojekti, 
niin sä et välttämättä ollut itse 
siinä 

management 
decisions done 
without consulting 
teams or individuals 

lack of individual's 
autonomy 

 

yleensä se on niin kuin sanottu 
että sä teet nämä mutta kyllä ne 
yleensä on ihan mielenkiintoisia 
että ei sinänsä valittamista. 

management 
decisions done 
without consulting 
individuals 
 

kyllähän se ennen oli varsinkin 
näin xxx roolissa sua heiteltiin 
projekteista projektiin 

lack of individual's 
autonomy 
 
 

sen kummemmin mitattu 
erityisesti muuten kuin että 
katsotaan että mitäs työmäärä, 
pysytäänkö suurin piirtein niissä 
mitä on arvioitu 

unclear 
performance 
indicators  
 KPI unclarity 

 jos sellaista on mitattu niin mä en 
ainakaan ole sellaista 
huomannut. 

unawareness of 
performance 
monitoring 
 

perinteisesti jengi vähän odottaa 
että voisko joku nyt sanoa mulle 
että miten mun pitää tehdä 
juttuja. Mutta sitäkin voisi 
varmasti rohkaista ja viestiä  

limits of project 
autonomy are not 
clearly 
communicated to 
the project team 
 

 
limits of autonomy 

are unclear 
 

Supporting  
 



	
	

-- edelleen se on mennyt tosi 
hyvin eteenpäin mitä on kuullut 
sitten taas ehkä noista muista 
tiimeistä, siellä saattaa olla ehkä 
vähän enemmän kaaosta 
alkuvaiheessa mutta tuntuu että 
me ollaan ainakin ihan hyvin 
trakillä. 

self-organizing has 
been increased and 
some teams are 
more capable to 
adapt to it than 
others 

established 
practices 

 

 
 

Team structure 
and abilities 

 
 

Alkuperäinen iso tiimi toimi 
todella hyvin ja itseohjautuvasti --, 
niin tuntuu että siinä ainakin on 
lähdetty jatkamaan aika samalla 
linjalla vaikka vähän pienentynyt 
ja ehkä vetovastuut vähän 
muuttuneet. 

established project 
and practices 

Itse asiassa me huomattiin se 
yhden asiakkaan tyypin kanssa 
ensin että hetkinen että nämä 
pitäisi itse asiassa handlata näin 
ja siitä vaan sitten jalkautettiin se 
keskustelu ensin Flowdock 
tasolle. 

practices agreed 
together in the 
team 

flexible roles 
 
 

ei siinä mun mielestä rajoita sitä 
vastuuta että jos haluaisi niin 
siinähän voisi totta kai ottaa 
vastuuta ihan siitä semmoisesta, 
vaikka esimerkiksi tämä scrum 
masterointi tai tämmöinen 

low barriers for 
taking more that the 
responsibilities 
defined in project 
roles  
 

Lähinnä se vaan on plussaa jos 
joku haluaa ottaa enemmän 
vastuuta. 

low barriers to take 
additional 
responsibility 

jos on pienempi tiimin ja pienempi 
projekti niin silloin ei ole 
vaihtoehtoja. Onhan se meilläkin 
kasvanut että aluksi kaikki oli niin 
kuin omilla harteilla ja nyt pystyy 
vähän valikoimaan jopa.  

level of influence 
depend on project 
size, whether there 
is redundancy in 
the team 
 

Preventing 

meilläkään esimerkiksi kun ei ole 
varsinaisesti sellaista selkeätä 
tiimien vetäjää tällä hetkellä siinä 
meidän ala tiimissä. 

nimettyjen 
vastuiden 
puuttuminen 
aiheuttaa 
epäselvyyttä, myös 
se että tiimin sisältä 
ei löydy toista 
henkilöä joka voisi 
paikata 

unclear roles 
 

sellainen Resurssi kysymys 
jossakin vaiheessa että jos tässä 
joku tyyppi ottaa enemmän 
vetovastuuta, niin se on sitten 
taas siitä devaus efortista pois tai 
mikä ikinä sen tyypin rooli on. 

nimettyjen 
vastuiden 
puuttuminen 
aiheuttaa 
epäselvyyttä, myös 
se että tiimin sisältä 
ei löydy toista 
henkilöä joka voisi 
paikata  

lack of cross-
functionality 

 



	
	

roolit on kyllä joskus epäselviä 
että kuka hoitaa viestinnän 
asiakkaalle ja hoitaako tekijä  

responsibilities are 
unclear unclear role 

definitions 

Supporting 

 
 

Adjustment and 
learning 

capabilities 

siihen on ehtinyt muodostua jo 
semmoinen tiimi aikasemmin kun 
tehtiin sitä speksausta ja designia 
pienemmällä porukalla 

history working 
together 

experience 
treshold 

 

ehkä joku jolla on eniten 
kokemusta tai siihen uskotaan 
että se menee sillä läpi että ei 
siinä tarvitse ehkä niinkään alkaa 
kinastelee. 

project experience 
is valued in teams 
 

ketkä oli siinä alun perin mukana 
niillä oli jonkinlainen selkeämpi 
visio ja ne saaneet siihen 
paremman perehdytyksen 
muutenkin ja sitten se muu tiimi 
niillä ei ehkä ole niin selkeätä 
visiota tai ne luottaa enemmän 
tiettyjen henkilöiden näkemyksiin. 

project experience 
guide the methods 
project is delivered 
with 

Preventing 
kerkesin olla siinä noin 2 
kuukautta tyyliin ja sitten 
lähdinkin siitä saman tien pois -- 
että miten johto voi haitata sitä 
tiimin olemassaoloa niin ehkä 
tämmöisenkin voisi tuoda esiin. 

management can 
prevent team's self-
organizing 
 

experience 
threshold not 

respected 
 

ei noudateta kauhean hyvin, 
monesti on että tässä on nyt niin 
vähän taskeja, että me ei tarvita 
sprinttejä vaikka oikeasti 
tarvittaisiin. 

project model not 
followed lack of project 

model 
implementation 

 
 
Appendix 5: Focus group 2 shared-leadership 
 
Illustrations 1. order concept 2. order themes Aggregate 

dimension 
Supporting 

 

 

 

 

 

Internal 

tiimien kanssa on aina tosi 
tärkeätä oppia vähän 
tuntemaan ja keskustella, että 
minkä tyyppistä jengiä on. --  
se auttaa helvetisti sitten sitä 
työtäkin kun tuntee vähän 
toista. 

spending time with team is 
important in building team 
spirit 

team dynamics 

 
kyllä se projekti ja se tiimi ja 
sen kanssa kun tekee sitä 
päivittäistä duunia niin 
siitähän sen pitää löytyä että 
ei se yritys ole koskaan oikein 
niin hyvin onnistunut siinä 
samassa tehtävässä 

project and team 
motivates more than 
organization 

se avoimuus pätee aika 
hyvin, että miten tietoa 

open communication 
within team 

transparency in 
communication 



	
	

ylipäätänsä jaetaan 
päätöksistä, niin mun 
mielestä sitä kyllä pyritään 
tekemään tosi paljon ja se on 
tietenkin aina haaste kun on 
tuollainen kansainvälinen tiimi 
niin että se oikeasti tulee 
kaikille selväksi.  

team 
environment 

itse se juttu mitä tehdään se 
konkreettinen lopputulos ja 
kaikki tommonen on 
mielekästä tekemistä mutta 
sitten huomataan vaan että 
tämä on ihan OK mutta tätä 
vois tehdä vieläkin paremmin 
ja tehokkaammin niinkun 
joskus siihen päästään että 
ollaan saatu joku asia 
viedään eteenpäin ja ja 
huomataan että nyt toimii 
vähän sutjakaammin tämä 
tekeminen niin kyllä mä 
uskon että sekin varmasti voi 
motivoida 

good team work and 
improving it motivates 

team 
accomplishments 

Motivoi se että yhdessä 
saadaan projekti maaliin 
kunnialla niin kyllähän se, ja 
on tehty hyvää työtä. 

project accomplishments 
increase motivation 

Preventing 

ne on aina jotenkin niin 
epärealistisia ne tavoitteet, ne 
on heti alkuun silleen että 
näistä ei kannata välittää 

unrealistic project goals Unrealistic or lacking 
project goals 

 

Tavoitteita ei ole määritelty 
sen kummemmin 

project team does not form 
their own goals  

kyllä päätökset tehdään 
monesti tiimin kesken jutellen 
mutta projektipäällikkö tekee 
sen viimeisen ratkaisun, tai 
jos vaikka on monta 
vaihtoehtoa mitä voidaan 
valitaa, niin sitten 
projektipäällikkö ehkä sanoo 
sen viimeisen sanan. 

role based decision-
making 

centralized decision-
making 

Supporting 

 
External 

team 
environment 

mun mielestä johto ei 
hirveästi näy projekti tiimeille 
muuta kuin siinä vaiheessa 
jos on tosi kiire ja projektilla 
menee tosi huonosti niin 
sitten tulee mukaan. 

management support 
available in escalations 

low micro-
management 

jos tarviin jotain työkaluja tai 
jotain mikä voisi helpottaa, 
niin sellaista tukea kyllä saa. 

needed tools are provided 
by management 

support available on 
request 

Preventing 
on ollut aina helppoa pyytää, support is available if support requires 



	
	

mutta ei sieltä ehkä itsestään 
ihan hirveästi muuta saa. Että 
ei sitä tarjoamalla tarjota että 
pitää osata itse vaatia. Lähin 
tuki tulee sitten ehkä 
lähimmältä esimieheltä. Mutta 
ei muuten 

asked proactivity 
 

toteutusten mitä ollaan tehty 
niin niiden läpikäynti tai 
sparraus niihin suuntaan niin 
se on aika vähäistä. 

no coaching offered unless 
you ask for it 

Koulutusta voisi ehkä saada 
jos osaisi pyytää. 

no training offered unless 
you ask for it 

 
 
Appendix 6: Focus group 2 Emerging supporting aspects  
 
Illustration 1. order concept 2. order 

themes 
Aggregate 
dimension 

se on sitten enemmän mun 
mielestä siitä kiinni että 
haluaako siihen lähteä -- en 
mä usko että sitä varsinaisesti 
rajoittaisi mitään muuta kuin 
juuri toi että haluaako jengi 
itse ottaa sitä vastuuta  

responsibility depends 
on persons motivation extended 

responsibility 
dependent on 

level of 
interest 

Motivational aspects 

mikä on se itse ohjautuvuuden 
taso ja se että että heille 
saadaan olla itseohjautuvia 
että me saadaan itse päättää 
näistä asioista ja sitten se että 
mikä on se jokaisen 
henkilökohtainen tai tiimin 
sisäinen niin kuin jengin 
motivaatio siihen. 

additional responsiblities 
in project team depends 
on the persons initiative 
 

personal 
motivation 

 se on aikalailla itsestä kiinni, 
mitä aikasemmin sanottiinkin, 
että miten aika ja halukkuus ja 
resurssit riittää. 

taking responsiblity in 
project team depends 
on the persons interest 

korkeammalla tasolla niin 
palkka mielenkiintoiset 
työtehtävät ja hyvä työilmapiiri 
(motivoi). 

importance of salary, 
work tasks and overall 
atmosphere 

Mutta ehkä kaikesta 
motivoivinta on se että jos on 
sellaista spontaania palautetta 
tai mitä ikinä nyt sitten onkaan 
että jos puhutaan vähän niin 
kuin pienemmän tason 
kokonaisuuksista että ihan 
vaan semmoiset perussetti 
että saa vaikka hyvää 
palautetta. 

continuous feedback 
and acknowledgements 
motives 

feedback 

ainakin voi nähdä vaivaa ja 
keskustella asiasta ettei vaan 
ignooraa sitä että ei ole mun 
ongelma vaikka sen pitäis 

motivanitional to have 
good team work and 
improve it 

work 
engagement 
through team 

work 



	
	

oikeasti olla tietysti koko tiimin 
asia. -- jos itse se juttu mitä 
tehdään se konkreettinen 
lopputulos ja kaikki tommonen 
on mielekästä tekemistä -- niin 
kyllä mä uskon että sekin 
varmasti voi motivoida 
Mutta toki jos sulla on vahva 
mielipide niin kyllähän se 
ainakin meidän 
organisaatiossa niin aika 
pitkälti uskotaan sitä. 

strong opinions are 
valued in the 
organization 

success 
depends on 
personality 

 

 
 

Personality traits 
Se on tietynlainen totta kai se 
virallinen toimenkuva ja vastuu 
mikä siihen liittyy mutta ehkä 
myös se epävirallisempi 
henkinen Asemavaltuutus tai 
jokin taitaa mennä. 

personality affect the 
level of influence in the 
organization 

 
 
Appendix 7: Focus group 2 emerging preventing aspects  
 
Illustration 1. order concept 2. order themes Aggregate 

dimension 
X asiakkaalla sen meininki oli 
ehkä alun perinkin vähän 
semmosta että tuli aika tarkat 
proseduurit asiakkaalta ehkä 
aika raskaatkin välillä 

Customer’s 
processes affect 
the project 
practices 
 

customer co-
operation 

 

 
Customer 

Expectation 
management 

Aluksi oli varmaan sielläkin ihan 
sama että ne mitä on päätetty 
niin niitä noudatettiin eikä 
kyseenalaalaistettukkaan 

with new customers 
it is not common to 
question the 
practices 

ehkä rajoitteena voisi olla aika 
että on liian kiire, ettei tavallaan 
ehdi edes miettiä niitä 
käytäntöjä että oisko niissä 
jotain parannettavaa 

too much time 
pressure in project 
work to develop 
practices 

schedule 
constraints 

 

--  niin kuin vanhemmista 
projektista niin se kiirehän missä 
oli aina leimaavaa 

project schedule 
presure 

Resurssikysymys jossakin 
vaiheessa että jos tässä joku 
tyyppi ottaa enemmän 
vetovastuuta, niin se on sitten 
taas siitä devaus efortista pois 
tai mikä ikinä sen tyypin rooli on. 
Että sitä pitää ehkä sitten vähän 
miettiä, että miten se menee.  

Lack of defined 
responsibilities and 
cross-functionality 
causes unclarity.  

tiimi ei ehkä niinkään osallistu 
siihen. 

project team does 
not participate in 
project planning 

centralized 
decision-making  

 
 
 
 
 

Project planning 

testauksesta tulleesta bugeille ja 
niiden korjaukselle monesti ei 
ole huomioitu ollenkaan sitä 
aikaa että missä vaiheessa ne 
korjataan ja testataan 

unrealistic project 
schedule 

schedule 
constraints 



	
	

uudelleen. 
jos on tiukka projekti niin ei sitä 
välttämättä halua uhrata itseään 
siihen vaikka olisikin ehkä 
mielenkiintoa tai haluaisi auttaa 
tiimiä koska kyllähän tiimi 
tarvitsee jonkun semmosen joka 
sitä pitää näpeissä. Mutta niin 
kuin sanottu niin sittenhän se on 
siitä omasta työstä pois koska ei 
sitä mitenkään olen määrätty 
että että joku tekee vähemmän 
sitä omaa hommaa sen takia 
että liidaa. 

taking additional 
responsibility can 
cause heavy work 
load 

lack of process for 
deciding 
responsibility limits 

yleensä se on niin kuin sanottu 
että sä teet nämä mutta kyllä ne 
yleensä on ihan mielenkiintoisia 
että ei sinänsä valittamista. 

management 
decisions done 
without consulting 
individuals 

low autonomy 
regarding work 

 
 
Appendix 8: Focus Group 3 self-organizing 
 
Illustrations 1. order concept 2. order themes Aggregate 

dimension 
Supporting 

 
 
 

Autonomy and 
management 

support 

kun mennään noihin 
softakehitys menetelmiin 
ja siihen 
kehitysvaiheeseen, niin 
siinä mun mielestä on 
aika hyvä autonomia. -- 
Että meillä on ollut aika 
hyvä vapaus siinä. 

freedom to develop 
practices in project 
teams 

high level of 
autonomy 

 Että meidän ei tartte olla 
kokoajan kyselemässä 
muilta sidosryhmiltä, että 
saako tämä nyt tämän 
tehdä, vaan mun 
mielestä tiimin sisällä on 
aika hyvä se valta. 

project teams are 
independent and have 
mandate to form their 
practices 

annetaan kyllä valtuudet 
sille itseohjautuvuudelle. 
Että tottakai tukea saa 
jos tarvitsee, mutta 
annetaan vapaus siihen, 
että saa itse päättää 
miten se tehdään. 

support available but 
freedom in developing 
ways of working 

management trust 

Aika vähän kuitenkin 
management 
päivittäiseen työhön niin 
sanotusti puuttuu. 

no micromanagement 

Preventing 
Itse olen ollut 
projekteissa joissa on 
ollut ehkä vähän että 
onko sitä saanut ihan 
riittävästi . 

not sure if there is 
enough management 
support lack of management 

support 



	
	

tietyiltä ihmisiltä tulee 
tukea mutta onhan se 
arki tietyllä tavalla aika 
yksinäistä että yksin 
selviämistä. Mutta sitten 
vaan pitää osata pyytää 
sitä niin kyllä sitä sitten 
tulee. 

support requires 
proactivity 

 

tunnistan että meillä on 
sellaisia, muutama 
ydinpeluri joiden kautta 
asiat etenee aika nopee 
ja joidenkin kanssa sitten 
ei. Niin sitten käyttää niitä 
siihen niin kyllä ne 
etenee. 

support requires 
personal contacts 

 

siinä on vähän epäselvää 
kun ei ole kuulunut eikä 
näkynyt näkynyt mitään 
tukea että siinä on ihan 
hirveitä eroja nyt jo oon 
huomannut. 

level of management 
support varies 

 

on allokoitu asiakkaalle 
toiseen rooliin 50% -- 
kukaan ei tiedä mitä 
sovitaan niin sitä huomaa 
että koko ajan on pihalla 
kun sieltä tulee että me 
ollaan sovittu näin. 

Not enough time carry 
out work 

performance 
constrained by 

workload On allokaatio-ongelmia. 
Kun oon tyyliin 2 
projektissa ja on kiire 
molemmissa, niin sitten 
ei vaan yksinkertaisesti 
ehdi. 

 
 
 
 

Supporting 
 

 
 
 

Team structure and 
abilities 

 
 

tarkoitus on että otetaan 
vastuuta ja jaetaan sitä 
että ei takerruta niihin 
rooleihin, vaan työt pitää 
hoitaa eikä katota niitä 
tarkkaan niitä rooleja, jos 
sovitaan että joku tekee 
jotain. 

work is not divided 
strictly based on role 
definitions 

flexible roles 
 

Ei välttämättä, se voi olla 
ihan mikä tahansa rooli 
jos on henkilökohtaisia 
taipumuksia että on 
semmoinen että hoitaa 
asioita. 

team members 
interest in taking 
extended responsibility 

self-management 
skills 

 
Niin ja varmaan sitten 
kun on sellainen 
maturempi tiimi, ketkä on 
tehneet paljon yhdessä, 
niin he myös osaa katsoa 
että me tarvitaan 
tollainen ja tollainen 

team identifies what 
capabilities are 
needed 



	
	

ihminen että me saadaan 
tämä projekti tehtyä 

Preventing  
Tuntuu että ne ei 
mitenkään ota sitä 
vastuuta ja ei vaan saa 
niitä sillä tavalla edes 
sanomaan, että mä en 
pysty tekemään näitä 
kaikkia. 

personality affects the 
level responsibility 
people take 

personality traits  

henkilö ei siitä syystä 
tunnistakkaan tunnista, 
että voisi ottaa sellaista 
roolia. 

Project roles are 
unclear unclear role 

definitions  

Kun meillä on noita 
alihankkijoita 
developpereina, niin 
ainakin meidän tiimissä 
on aika tarkkaan 
rajoitettu ja aika tarkkaan 
taskistetaan niille ne jutut 

level of control over 
subcontractor work is 
high 

hierachy within team  

Supporting  
Joskus on hyvä olla 
tarkoituksellakin vaan 
poissa ja antaa sen 
tapahtua että joku asia 
menee pieleen ja sen 
takia että joku ei ole 
hoitanut. Että niin kuin 
kantapään kautta, mä 
olen itsekin joutunut 
oppimaan sen asian. 

letting team fail and 
learn to take 
responsibility 

level of control by PM 

 
Adjustment and 

learning capabilities 

on ollut aika tuskallisiakin 
tilanteita itselle vaan 
välillä katsoa vierestä, 
kun jotain menee 
pieleen, että ihan 
kauheassa paineessa 
seurata, että mitä nyt 
tapahtuu. 

stepping out and 
letting team self-
organize even it fails 

Preventing 
se vaihtelee hirveän 
paljon tiimin sisällä 
ainakin. Osa ihmisistä 
tykkää katsoa sitä vähän 
korkeammalta, että mitä 
kaikkea on tulossa ja osa 
hyvin silleen, että ei, että 
katsoo vain mitähän 
tänään tai seuraavana 
päivänä tekee. 

the importance of 
overall vision varies 
between individuals 

lack of team 
orientation 

Projektin visio, ehkä 
tavallaan mä yleensä 
pyrin siihen, että se olisi 
tiimille tosi selvää ja se 
helpottaa sitä päivittäistä 

some people do not 
consider long-term 
vision important and 
rather concentrate on 
daily work 

 



	
	

tekemistä, mutta siinä on 
kans ihan selkeästi 
sellaisia eroja että jotkut 
ei halua ehkä edes 
ymmärtää tai miettiä sitä 
sen tarkemmin vaan 
keskittyä sellaiseen 
jokapäiväiseen 
tekemiseen ja taskeihin 
mitä niillä on, että ei ole 
niin kiinnostuneet siitä 
visiosta. 
Jos vaikka käydään 
keskusteluja että totta kai 
jos sulla on tämä rooli, 
mutta tämä on pakko 
hoitaa ja sillon jos ei ole 
aikaa niin on pakko jakaa 
sitä vastuuta. Että kaikki 
kuuluu kaikille tavallaan, 
että ei voi vain katsoa 
sitä omaa rooliaan. Niin 
toi on mun mielestä tosi 
yleistä. 

uwilligness to take 
extended responsibility 
witin team 

lack of responsibility 
owning 

ketterissä tiimeissähän ei 
ole yleensä mitään 
semmoista roolia Lead, 
eikä kukaan ole mikään 
semmoinen, vaan että 
tehtäisiin yhdessä kaikki 
arvioinnit ja se taskitus. 
Että se vähän sotii tuo 
rakenne sitä vastaan. 

project roles are not in 
line with project model 

Organizational 
structure and project 

model not aligned 

 
Appendix 9: Focus group 3 shared leadership   
 
Illustrations 1. order concept 2. order themes Aggregate 

dimension 
Supporting 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Internal team 
environment 

 
 
 

niin aina kun pyytää niin 
kyllä ihmiset auttaa antaa 
vastauksia kysymyksiin jos 
eivät ole liian kiireisiä. 

easy to get help from 
co-workers 

Social support 
 Jos pystyy tiimille luomaan 

turvallisen työympäristön 
niin sitten on helpompi 
uskaltaa. (tuoda esiin 
ongelmat) 

safe project 
environment to share 
concerns 

meilläkin on hyvä kun me 
istutaan hyvin lähekkäin 
toisiamme koko tiimi ja 
sitten myös asiakas on 
siinä, niin useimmiten ne 
päätökset vaan jutellaan 
siinä ja ihmiset kerääntyy 

collective and 
engaging decision-
making  

Shared social voice 

päätökset on sujuneet 
kollektiivisesti ja niistä on 

decisions are made in 
the team and 

Collective decision-
making 



	
	

keskusteltu yhdessä. -- 
silloin se on ollut helppoa 
kun alkujaan kaikki ovat 
olleet tietoisia, ja kaikki 
ovat tavallaan sitoutuneita 
siihen päätöksentekoon  

discussed together 

Kaikissa tiimeissä missä 
mä olen Smilehousessa 
työskennellyt on ollut tosi 
mukavat tiimit, ja niiden 
kanssa on ollut mukavaa 
tehdä töitä 

good atmosphere in 
teams 

Team spirit 

Preventing 
Tavoitteet niin missä 
projekteissa missä mä olen 
ollut niin alussa 
määritellään mutta ei niitä 
sitten hirveästi päivitellä 
sen kummemmin. 

project goals are not 
agreed with project 
team lack of shared 

purpose 

on tullut yleensä aika 
vahvasti asiakkaan puolelta 
noissa projekteissa missä 
mä olen itse ollut ja 
varsinkin tämä viimeinen, 
niin se on tullut aika 
annettuna. 

project goals dictated 
by customer 

lack of team goal 

Supporting 

 
 

External team 
environment 

Ehkä toi sparraus, mä oon 
taas kokenut että on ollut 
kiva kun on ollut henkilöitä 
joiden kanssa käydä läpi, ja 
meidän 
projektipäällikköpalaverit. 

social support from 
competence team Support within 

competence team 
 

Preventing 
ehkä aika yksinäinen lone 
rider saa olla noissa 
projekteissa, että olisi ihan 
kiva joku sparraus välillä 
vaikka ei välttämättä ihan 
koutsauskaa, mutta joskus 
olisi ihan järkevää katsoa 
näitä juttuja, että miten niitä 
tekee jonkun kanssa 

PM is independent 
work but it would be 
beneficial to receive 
some coatcing Lack of official 

coaching 

 
Appendix 10: Focus group 3, Emerging aspects  
 
Illustrations 1. order concept 2. order themes Aggregate 

dimension 

Promoting proactivity 

että asiakas kiittää edes 
silloin tällöin, että tehdään 
hyvää työtä. 

customer feedback as 
motivator 

 
Customer 

commitment 

 
Customer co-

operation 
viimeisimmässä projektissa 
oikeasti päätöksiä tehdään 
kokoajan arjessa ja Project 
ownerilla on päätäntävalta. 

customer ability to 
make decisions 



	
	

enemmän sen tiimin 
kypsyys ja minkälaisia 
johtohahmoja sieltä löytyy. 

teams level of self-
organizing is 
dependent on its 
members 

 
 
 
 
 

Individual's 
capabilities 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Self-management 
in the team 

on henkilöeroja, että jos on 
kokeneempia nearshore 
tyyppejä niin kyllä ne ottaa 
vastuuta ja on proaktiivista. 

experience increases 
responsibility owning 

tosiaankin se persoona 
vaikuttaa enemmän, voi 
olla joku joka on just tullut 
tiimiin niin hyvinkin ottaa 
vastuuta 

personality affects the 
level of extended 
responsibility people 
take 

aina ole edes näkynyt 
asiakkaalle missä 
muodossa sitä 
development on tehty 
mutta enemmän sen tiimin 
kypsyys ja minkälaisia 
johtohahmoja sieltä löytyy. 

project practices 
depend on team 
members 

Preventing proactivity 
yleensä aika vahvasti 
asiakkaan puolelta noissa 
projekteissa missä mä olen 
itse ollut ja varsinkin tämä 
viimeinen, niin se on tullut 
aika annettuna. 

project goals come 
from customer 

 
Customer co-

coperation 

 
Customer 

expectation 
management 

kun asiakkaalle on myyty 
jotain niin se vaikuttaa 
siihen miten projektitiimi voi 
toimia ja se voi rajoittaa sitä 
että kun näin on pakko 
tehdä. Että se on vähän 
ikävä tilanne kun tiimi ei voi 
ite päättää asioista ja 
välttämättä olla niin 
itseohjautuva vaan se 
asiakas sanelee 
yllättävänkin paljon. 

customer expectations 
limit the way project 
team can work 

jos halutaan muuttaa niitä 
toimintatapoja asiakkaan 
kanssa niin se on kyllä 
joskus ollut aika haastavaa 
niin kuin mukauttaa sitä 
toimintaa. Että yleensä 
mennään sen asiakkaaan 
ehdoilla 

difficult to impact 
customer's practices 

on ollut aika hiljaista mun 
projekteissa se asiakkaan 
puolen tuki. 

no support from 
customer side 

edes steeringeissä ei 
pystytä tekemään 
päätöksiä johon jopa 
Meidän oma Management 
hermostuu, kun asiakas ei 
pysty päättämään tai 
viemään Mitään eteenpäin. 

Customer’s inability to 
make decisions 

Customer 
Commitment 

Customer co-
operation 



	
	

Että kaikki on silleen että 
palataan joskus. 

itseohjautuvuus riippuu 
aika paljon siitä 
asiakkaasta ja sen 
kypsyydestä siihen 

customer processes 
limit the autonomy of 
project team 

Customer proceses 
 Customer practices asiakas pystyy 

vaikuttamaan tosi paljon 
itseohjautuvuuteen, se voi 
kaapata projektiresursseja 
itselleen 

customer's 
participation in work 
coordination can limit 
team autonomy 

täytyy tuntea ne oikeat 
ihmiset ja se oikea hetki tai 
se oikea tyyli, et kenelle 
sopii se että soittaa ja 
kenelle täytyy laittaa meiliä. 
Oon siihen itsekin 
kiinnittänyt huomiota jonkin 
verran. 

personal contact are 
important 

Social connections 
needed for 

management support 
Networking 

 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 11: Focus group 4 self-organizing 
 

Illustration 1st. order terms 2nd order 
themes 

Aggregate 
dimension 

Supporting 

Autonomy & 
Management 

Support 

kyllä sitä on aina saanutkin näitä 
kannanottoja, ei välttämättä niin 
nopeasti ja niin usein kuin olisi 
toivonut mutta periaatteessa 

Management support 
always available with 
some delay 

Management 
support 

available on 
request 

Mun mielestä ihan oikein että 
johdolle viedään niitä asioita ja 
siellä tehdään linjauksia ja 
homma taas jatkuu niillä 
linjauksilla kunnes tulee taas 
tarve linjata 

Management 
involvement only on 
request 

Low 
micromanagem

ent 
kriisitilanteet ja asiat jotka 
tunnistetaan, että ite ei oo 
valtuutuksia päättää. Mun 
mielestä meillä niihin molempiin 
saa johdolta kyllä riittävän tuen 
ja riittävän nopeasti että johto 
pystyy tekemään päätöksiä. 

Management 
involvement only on 
request 

Preventing 

viesti ole ollut selvä, missä 
määrin voidaan olla 
itseohjautuvia ja se liittyy myös 
tohon päätöksentekoon, että se 
menee joskus semmoiseen 
päättämättömyyden tilaan, että 
ei oikein tiedetä että kenen 

Unclarity and 
conflicts regarding 
responsibilities and 
roles Unclear 

responsibilities 



	
	

kuuluisi tehdä se päätös ja 
useinkaan ne päätökset ei sitten 
synny vaan se pitää jonkun 
sitten sanoa, että nyt tehdään 
näin. Välttämättä ei aina ole ollut 
selvää kenen homma se on 
sitten päättää. 
jos tulee tämmönen priorisointi 
kysymys että pitäisi olla 
kahdessa paikkaa yhtäaikaa niin 
ei välttämättä löydy sellaista 
henkilöä tai ei ole semmoista 
tahoa kuka sen pystyisi 
päättämään vaan se on sitten 
vähän semmoinen sumplittava 
asia, että mä oon itekin 
tunnistanu sen haasteeksi. 

lack of process in 
prioritization 
situations 

kunhan vaan toi linjaus kestäisi 
enemmän kuin viikon että nyt on 
tällä hetkellä esimerkiksi XX prio 
1 ja yhtäkkiä vaihtuu YY että se 
on pio ykkönen ja sitten on XY 
prio ykkönen. 

Prioritization of 
projects changes 
constantly Lack of long-

term planning 

Samojen resurssien pitäisi 
revetä kolmeen projektiin aina 
jokaista priorisoidaan erikseen 
yhtäaikaisesti se on vähän 
haastavaa mutta kyllä tuolta 
jotain tukea tietenkin saa 
viimeistään sitten siinä 
vaiheessa kun joku asiakas 
eskaloi sen jonnekin suuntaan 
kun se alkaa kitisee meidän 
suuntaan niin sitten se 
priorisointi muuttuu. 

Prioritization of 
projects changes 
constantly 

 

on vähä kärsitty siitä 
empowerment, että heitetään 
joku täysin uuteen asemaan ja 
sitten ei yhtään vahvisteta sitä 
että sillä olisi valtaa ylipäätään 
toimia siinä on että heitetään 
jollekin joku titteli ja sitten 
unohdetaan koko asia. 

Lack of support for 
people in new work 
roles 
 

Lack of 
empowerment 

 Sitä uskallusta pitää rakentaa ja 
siihen kaivataan sitä johdon 
puuttumista että sieltä pitää tulla 
esiin ja kannustaa että niitä omia 
näkemyksiä esitetään, vaikka 
menee päin helvettiä niin sitten 
menee päin helvettiä mutta ei se 
aina ole niin vakavaa. 

Supporting 

Team structure 
and capabilities 

ei ole selkeitä projektiroolit, ne 
on aika joustavia ja tekijätiimin 
keskellä ei ole hierarkia se pitäisi 
huomioida ketä henkilöitä panee 
projektiin että siellä syntyy 
päätöksiä. 

personalities affect 
the capabilities of a 
team Team 

composition 



	
	

taipumus ottaa vahvoja rooleja 
ja tehdä päätöksiä niin heidän 
vastuu siinä että he ei yliaja 
jatkuvasti kaikkia, vaan kykenee 
ottamaan huomioon kaikkien 
muittenkin mielipiteitä. Ja vaikka 
hän olisi vastuussa siitä 
päätöksestä, niin kykenee 
tekemään päätöksen, josta ei 
välttämättä ole samaa mieltä jos 
muu tiimi sen osaa hyvin 
perustella. 

dominating people 
have responsibility to 
consider other's 
opinions in decision-
making 

Monta kertaa ollaan tiimeissä 
ollaan sellaisessa 
päättämättömyyden tilassa että 
ei oikein osata päättää että 
riippuu ihan tiimin 
koostumuksesta, että onko siinä 
joku tämmöinen dominoivampi 
hahmo, joka sitten pystyy sanoo 
että tehdään näin. 

Decision-making in 
teams is dependend 
on strong individuals  

Kyllä täällä on paljon 
uskalluksesta kiinni että kuka 
uskaltaa esiintyä ja se tulee 
kokemuksen myötä se että 
asiakkaalla uskaltaa esiintyä 

Seniority and 
experience given 
confidence  Experience 

threshold 

Preventing 
Ehkä tässä on se että kun me 
perustetaan projektitiimiä, niin 
monesti ollaan tilanteessa että 
meillä on ihan täysin uusi tiimi ja 
tiimissä on yksi tai kaksi vahvaa 
henkilöä. Menee helposti siihen 
että muut ei välttämättä osaa 
ottaa rooleja päätöksenteossa 
tai ohjauksessa tai muussa 
vastaavassa, kun henkilöt ei 
tunne toisiaan. 

New teams do not 
have capability to 
make decisions, 
strong individuals 
take control Lack of 

experience 
threshold 

voi siellä sitten olla liikaakin sitä 
päätöksentekokykyä, että siellä 
on kaksi vahvaa mielipidettä ja 
kumpikaan ei suostu taipumaan. 

Strong team 
members can 
dominate the 
decision-making 

Team 
composition 

jos on nuoria tekijöitä niin se on 
tosi paha alkaa lähtee 
huutelemaan vanhoille tekijöille 
että nyt muutatte tämän, kun ei 
ole jotain henkistä tukijoukkoja 
siinä. 

Seniority appreciated 
in teams 

Hierarchy in 
team  

Supporting 

Adjustment & 
learning 
capabilities 

että ei se mun mielestä sovi 
asiantuntijatyöhön enää, että se 
jätetään sinne vaan pyörimään. 

Nature of the work 
requires 
responsibility owning 
beyond role limits Responsibility 

ownership siitähän se itseohjautuvuus tulee 
että on valmis ottamaan sitä 
vastuuta oman tontin 

Self-organizing 
requires responsiblity 
owning beyond role 



	
	

ulkopuolelta. limits 

Monta kertaa tiimeissä ollaan 
sellaisessa päättämättömyyden 
tilassa -- että riippuu ihan tiimin 
koostumuksesta, että onko siinä 
joku tämmöinen dominoivampi 
hahmo, joka sitten pystyy sanoo 
että tehdään näin. 

Decision-making in 
teams is dependend 
on strong individuals  

tehdään erillinen palaveri jossa 
käsitellään että ei viedä kaikkien 
aikaa yhtä aikaa jos sen pystyy 
pienempi porukka selvittämään. 

Identifying who 
needs to be involved 
in decision-making Project practices 

Preventing 
Toisaalta voi olla sellaista 
arkuutta että tuntee itsensä 
epävarmaksi jollain alueella niin 
sitten ei uskalla ottaa sitä 
vastuuta pelkää että tekee jotain 
väärin tai huonosti. 

Lack of experience 
can cause people to 
fear responsibility 
taking 

Lack of 
experience 

mikä rajoittaa, niin se on se oma 
henkilökohtainen uskallus. 

Personality traits limit 
capabilities Personality  

pyöritellään aika triviaaliakin 
kysymystä, kun ei vaan osata 
päättää tehdäänkö se näin vai 
noin. 

Team not capable to 
make decisions 

Responsibility 
ownership 

  

Jotkut hirveän tiukasti katsoa 
niitä rooleja esimerkiksi että olen 
softa devaaja ja tämä on 
arkkitehdin päätös niin ei haluta 
tehdä.  

People don't take 
responsibility beyond 
their roles  

 
 
Appendix 12: Focus group 4 Shared leadership 
 
Illustration 1st. order terms 2nd order 

themes Aggregate dimension 
Supporting factors 

Internal team environment 

Kun se päätös on tehty niin 
pitää olla kuitenkin sen takana, 
vaikka olet kenties eri mieltä. 

Team members 
should support 
team decisions 

Commitment 
in team 
decision 

Kyllä mä veikkaan että siinä 
vaiheessa kun sä nautit, niin 
sä oot proaktiivinen ihan 
väistämättä. 

Enjoyable team 
work creates 
proactivity 

Team spirit 

yhteisöllisyys Sense of 
community 

jos sä tuut hyvin toimeen 
projektitiimin kanssa, sä haluat 
tehdä hyvin asioita 

Enjoyable team 
contributes to 
commitment 

Sosiaalinen paine Social pressure 
Shared 
purpose 

motivaatio siitä että sä teet 
jotain järkevää ja tarpeellista, 
sä tiedät että se tuottaa 

Working with 
meaningful 
project goal 



	
	

lisäarvoa jollekin. 

Kyllä mua motivoi aika paljon 
se että, että tiimi toimii hyvin, 
että tiimin sisällä jossa tekee, 
niin yhdessä opitaan. 

Functional team 
and continuous 
learning within 
team 

Functional 
team 

Preventing factors 
kaikki sisäiset mittarit on 
sellaista näpräilyä kuitenkin. 
Mun mielestä enemmän pitäisi 
asiakkaan kanssa yhdistää 
sitä. 

Internal 
performance 
indicators are 
not so important 
if customer is 
not involved 

Internal 
measurement 

systems 

Se on sellainen hieno tilanne 
siitä, että päätökset tehdään 
johtoryhmässä eikä tekijä 
tiimissä mutta en tiedä ketkä 
sen tajuaisi mikä tuo lisäarvoa. 

Team does not 
have autonomy 
to make 
decisions 

Teams 
involvement in 

decisions 

Supporting  

 
 

External environment 

Sparrausta saa tosi hyvin 
Jonilta noihin projektin 
metodeihin että meillä on hyvä 
projektien vetorakenne 
olemassa. Musta se on 
jeesannut tosi paljon 

project 
methodology 
related coaching 
is available 

Coaching 

Mä mietin tota että ihan hyvin 
tota sparrausta on projekteihin 
hallinto ja käytännön asioihin, 
liittyen aikatauluun tai 
rakenteisiin. Mutta toisaalta se 
puoli on mun mielestä 
semmoinen että niitä varauksia 
siihen saisi olla enemmänkin, 
mitä malleja ja templateja 
projekteissa käytetään.  

Coaching 
related to 
project 
administration 
and practices is 
available but 
could be 
increased 

Coaching 

Itse koen, että saa tosi hyvin 
sparrausta meidän tiimissä.   

Coaching 
available within 
competence 
team 

Coaching 

Preventing  
mun mielestä jokainen projekti 
tekee omalla tietyllä tavallaan 
ja jokaisessa on hyviä juttuja ja 
huonoja juttuja ja ehkä siihen 
kaipaisi enemmän sparrausta, 
mitkä on ne meidän best 
practises.  

Lack of best 
practice 
coaching for 
projects 

Coaching 

 
Appendix 13: Focus group 4 emerging aspects:  
 

Illustration 1st. order 
terms 

2nd order 
themes Aggregate dimension 

Supporting    



	
	

Mun mielestä se motivaatio 
aina tekijälle on kuitenkin 
tehdä hyvää jälkeä ainakin 
itselläni. 

How our work 
impacts 
customer  

Customer co-
operation Customer 

Ja sehän mikä asiakkaalle 
lopulta on tärkeätä on se, että 
tekeekö se tuote rahaa sillä se 
on ihan sama mitä ne muut 
mittarit on. Jos rahaa ei tule 
niin se on huono projekti. 
-- näkee sen eron, että toisissa 
asiakkuuksissa ollaan 
tällaisessa kumppanuus 
asemassa ja toisissa vaan 
kylmästi, että nämä vaan 
toimittaa sen verkkokaupan. 
Että onhan se kumppanuus 
molemmille osapuolille 
taloudellisesti järkevämpi ja 
myös miellyttävämpi asemalla. 

Level of 
partnership with 
customer 

Preventing   
Se olisi ehkä parhaita 
ratkaisuja, tai että tekijät 
pääsisi käymään juttelemassa 
niiden kanssa jotka käyttää 
sitä. Ihan vaan vaikka perus 
koodarille se saattaa tuoda 
uutta näkökulmaa. 

Visibility of 
customer needs 
for team  

Customer co-
operation Customer 

Sen lisäksi asiakkaan mä 
nostaisin esiin, asiakkaan 
goalit hankkeelle on ainakin 
mulla semmoisia että on aivan 
liian vähän tässä hommassa 
esillä 
nähä ne tulokset, että miten ne 
vaikutti että semmosta 
läpinäkyvyyttä ja konkretiaa 
siihen mitä mä oon tekemässä 
ja mitä lisäarvoa se tuo 
asiakkaalle. 

How our work 
impacts 
customer  

mulla ei ole mitään hajua, onko 
mun työmääräarvio tulleet 
lähellekään osumia. Elikkä 
siihen jotain monitorointia 
kaivattaisiin aika kipeästi. 

Lack of internal 
performance 
monitoring Performance 

indicators Project model and practices 



	
	

pystyttäisiin seuraamaan miten 
se myynti verkkokaupan kautta 
kehittyy, pystyttäisiin 
mäppämään aikajanalle, että 
tässä ja tässä me tehtiin 
tämmöisiä isoja juttuja 
kauppaan ja sen vaikutus on 
euromääräisesti tai millä 
tahansa mittarilla tämmöinen. 
Se toisi itsellekin motivaatiota 
ja konkretiaa, että minkä takia 
näitä juttuja tehdään -- meillä 
ei ole mitään selkeätä 
prosessia miten me seurataan 
ja ollaanko me vastuussa, että 
meidän pitäisi seurata mutta 
kaikki tää data on meidän 
käytettävissä ja sen saa 
kysymällä. 

No visibility of 
how team's work 
affects customer 
performance 

Että oikeasti tehtäisiin joku 
vertailu että työmäärä joka oli 
annettu ennen aloitusta ja 
toteutunut työmäärä 
pistettäisiin vierekkäin koska 
sehän parantaisi meidän 
tulevaisuuden arvioita kun me 
nähtäisiin miten se on mennyt. 

Lack of internal 
performance 
monitoring 

mun mielestä yksi mittari on 
asiakastyytyväisyys ja jotenkin 
pitäisi pystyä validoimaan 
myös projektin aikana ollaanko 
me vastaamassa asiakkaan 
odotuksiin. 

No visibility to 
customer 
satisfaction 
 

Mutta että tämmöistä 
pystyttäisiin jo projektin aikana 
jotenkin mittaamaan ja 
tunnistamaan projektin aikana, 
että ei vastata siihen mitä 
asiakas meiltä odottaa ja 
voitaisiin tehdä korjaavia 
toimenpiteitä 
Liikennevalot, tunnistetaan 
mutta ei tiedetä tarkkaan mistä 
data tulee 

Not clear how 
current 
measurement is 
done 

kaikki sisäiset mittarit on 
sellaista näpräilyä kuitenkin. 
Mun mielestä enemmän pitäisi 
asiakkaan kanssa yhdistää 
sitä. 

Project KPI's 
should be based 
on customer 
targets 

Käyttäjiä ei oikeastaan 
vieläkään kuunnella paljon 
missään kunnolla. 

Lack of end-
user 
involvement 

Project 
practices 

 
 
Appendix 14: Focus group 5 self-organizing 
 



	
	

Illustration 1st. order terms 2nd order 
themes 

Aggredate 
dimension 

Yleisesti on aika sellainen 
mentaliteetti, että jos vastuuta 
haluaa täällä niin sitä yleensä saa 
juuri sen verran kun haluaa ottaa. 
Se on aika lailla, että rajoittaa se 
oma näkemys että kuinka paljon 
sä uskot että sä pystyt tekemään. 

only willigness and 
courage limits one's 
responsibility 
ownership  

High autonomy 
for self-

management 

Autonomy & 
Management 

support 

meillä on jonkun verran ollut 
semmosta että, “kuka viitsii” -
päätöksentekoa. Että voi valita 
mitä tekee.  

Decision-making 
based on voluntarity  

Another example we want this and 
this things that are actually 
necessary, we immediately get 
the support 

When ever 
something needed, 
management 
provides it. 

Management 
support available 

on request 

But I think it is changing and also 
that makes us pretty self-
organizing if we don’t know what 
the official line is.  

lack of guidelines as 
enabler for autonomy  

Loose 
responsibility 
boundaries  

Jos sä tiimissä yleensä haluat 
vastuuta, niin kyllähän sen tai 
luulisin että sen yleensä saa, kun 
muut näkee että sulla riittää 
rahkeet siihen. 

only willigness and 
courage limits one's 
responsibility 
ownership  

Joo ja sitten kun tavoite on selvä 
niin se auttaa myös sitä 
itseohjautuvuutta ja sitten kun saa 
tehdä niin että ottaa sieltä niitä 
taskeja ja näkee että tämä mun 
mielestä on tärkeää taski ja jos 
sitä ei kukaan tee niin mä voin sen 
ottaa ja aloittaa sen. 

clear goal helps to 
prioritize and take 
initiative 

Clear goals 

osa ihmisistä tosi helposti lähtee 
ottamaan muita juttuja ja uskaltaa 
heittäytyä mutta osa on silleen, 
että pakolla että minä en nytten 
tee tätä, tämä ei ole minun juttu. 

proactivity depends 
on personality  

Self-management 

Team 
structure and 

abilities 

Vastuu menee aika 
henkilökohtaisesti, osa ottaa 
projekteissa ja osa ei. Sen näkee 
jo luonnollisesti, että kuka osaa 
aina ottaa vastuun asiasta 

proactivity depends 
on personality  

täällä ei ole mitään semmoista 
varsinaista rajaa että se on 
enemmän se miten omat resurssit 
kestää vastaanottamisen 

involvement depends 
on personal interests 

Flexible roles  

basically having that one person 
as contact you allow that then he 
passes the information to their 
organization in general and then 
autonomously makes the 
decision. So it is also one way to 
make it possible. 

fixed roles enabling 
shared decision-
making 

Agreed processes 



	
	

Mutta mä oon ehkä eniten 
tykännyt sellaisesta 
lähestymistavasta, että on 
tehtäviä ja jokainen saa napata 
näitä tehtäviä itselleen --  mun 
mielestä tämä on tosi hyvä tapa 
työskennellä. 

project practices that 
allow people to 
choose their tasks 

Cross-funtionality 

Siiloutuminen on tehokasta. people stick to their 
expertise area 

Specialization 

Learning and 
adjustment 
capabilites 

nyt kun noi roolit on olleet taas 
pohjalla, niin roolien mukaan 
siiloutumista mutta ei se ihan, 
kyllä siinä täytyy tulla ulos sieltä 
siilostaan. Että porukka vastaa 
päätöksestä roolinsa sisällä. 

people make 
decisions within their 
expertise area  

sprintin retrossa katsotaan tuliko 
ne valmiiksi ja mietitään mikä oli 
tarkka syy sille ettei tullut ja 
johtuuko se tiimistä vai sen 
ulkopuolelta tulevista asioista niin 
sitten voi katsoa sitä onko tiimi 
suoriutunut hyvin. 

project goal and 
learning is done by 
following project 
practices 

Project practices 

Preventing 

Illustration 1st. order terms 2nd order 
themes 

Aggredate 
dimension 

Tällä hetkellä sekään ei ole 
erityisen selkeätä. Mä olisin 
olettanut että mä en juurikaan 
tekisi päätöksiä, mutta ilmeisesti 
voin tehdä. 

unclarity in 
responsibility limits Loose 

responsibility 
boundaries  

Autonomy & 
Management 

support 

actually one of the problems in 
organizing teams has been that 
the project teams can change 
quite a lot during the project. 

changes in project 
team  

Lack of long term 
planning we were doing the same mistakes 

in every phase, just because the 
whole project team had changed 
and there was no handout. 

experience threshold 
not respected 

project manager is really 
interested in the beginning and 
when there is some active 
developing going, but at certain 
point they get into another project 
or something else to do, and it 
might be a little bit hard for 
persons who are still working in 
the project to get some support. 

team composition not 
respected 

Prioritization does 
not consider team 

experience 

people say that it doesn't work if 
everybody is in the client 
interface, so nobody knows who is 
deciding and what. 

responsibilities within 
project not clear   

Unclear roles Team structure 
and abilities 



	
	

jos on vähänkin jokin isompi 
kokonaisuus ja on vastaanottajia 
useampia niin kaikilla on vastuu, 
niin silloin välillä kenelläkään ei 
ole vastuuta ja deadline paukkuu 
sen takia kun ihmiset ei ajattele, 
kukaan ei ota sitä päävastuuta ja 
ala hoputtaa muita. Se voi olla 
myös yksi ongelma 

responsibilities within 
project not clear   

oli vähän semmonen epäselvät ne 
roolit vaikka se rooli kerrottiin ja sit 
koetettiin kattoa että mitkä nämä 
ovat oikeasti nämä vastuualueet 
niin ei oikeastaan kukaan tiennyt. 

responsibilities within 
project not clear   

itse kun alussa assignoitiin lead 
developeriksi, käytännössä ei ollut 
ehkä sellaista kunnollista 
kokemusta että mikä oli siinä 
vastuualue lead developerilla, ja 
missä vaiheessa ne menee 
esimerkiksi projektipäällikölle tai 
arkkitehdille.. 

lacking support when 
entering new role 

kyllähän se varsinkin lähtee siitä 
kun on eri kokemustasoisia 
henkilöitä, niin isommat päätökset 
yleensä ihan jo kokemuksenkin 
takia tulee yleensä jonkun verran 
hierarkisesti. 

seniority required in 
decision-making 

Hierachy within 
team 

consult and and the Scrum 
Masters / Project manager as 
such, of course they are there and 
it's difficult to change them, I 
mean it would be weird if I tried to 
scrum master us or project 
manager us so they kind of 
natural selections for us. 

predifined roles limit 
responsibility taking  

ristiriita siitä miten siitä tiimin 
vastuu versus yksilöiden vastuu 
voi johtaa siihen, että ei oteta sitä 
vastuuta. Vähän sama juttu kuin 
päätöksenteosta, että 
päätöksentekoon osallistuu ne 
jotka viitsii, se liittyy tohon aika 
samalla lailla. 

involvement in 
decision-making 
depends on personal 
interests  Lack of 

responsibility 
ownership 

the PM changed 3 or 4 times 
during the project which it is 
always bad, because they don’t 
know what previously had 
happened and the history of the 
project. 

changes in project 
composition limit 
learning Lack of 

experience 
thereshold 

Learning and 
adjustment 
capabilites 

Musta tuntuu, että se siiloutuu 
kaikissa jollain tavalla. 

it is usual that people 
stick to their 
expertise area at 
some level Lack of cross-

functionality On ollut tiettyjä osia kun on ollut 
pääasiallisesti yksi tietty henkilö 
joka on niitä hoitanut ja että vaan 
tietyt henkilöt tietää vaan jostain 

clear responsibility 
areas within project 



	
	

palasta enemmän niin ne 
kannattaa laittaa tekemään sitä 

customer co-operation, I don’t 
have that much interaction with 
customer so mostly there are 
project managers and other, so I 
can’t say much about that.  

Project roles reflect 
to customer co-
operation 

Specialization 
Toi on myös semmoinen juttu 
mikä liittyi siihen siiloutumiseen ja 
sen vähentämiseen. Että 
periaatteessa aika monessa puhe 
on semmoinen että koko tiimi 
vastaa kaikesta ja sehän juuri 
johtaa siihen että kukaan ei 
vastaa mistään jos puhutaan sillä 
tasolla. 

lack of specialization 
creates lack of 
responsibilities 
ownership 

Mutta tuntuu siltä ainakin, että 
jossain vaiheessa oli liian paljon 
kaikenlaista kommunikointia joka 
mun mielestä johtuu juuri siitä että 
ottaa itse vastuuta ja teki jotain 
juttuja ja selittää ja vielä hommat 
loppuun asti, mutta sitten oli 
sellainen tunne että teki vähän 
niinkuin projektipäällikön työtäkin 
ja se ei ole mitenkään hauskaa. 

people are forced to 
take additional 
responsibilities which 
are not motivating 

Personal 
motivation 

 Mutta se olisi omasta mielestä 
ainakin tosi tärkeätä, että 
esimerkiksi jossain projektissa 
otettaisiin palautteet muista tiimin 
henkilöistä ja kerrottaisiin mitä ne 
tekee oikein ja mitä ne tekee 
väärin. 

there is no practice 
of giving feedback in 
the team 

Lack of feedback  

seurataan lähinnä sitä, mitkä asiat 
toimii ja mitkä ei ja koska toimii ja 
mitä, ei niinkun mitata 
henkilökohtaisesti mitenkään, tai 
ei mitata tiimin performanssia. 

Lack of performance 
measurement.  

Meillä ei varmaan XX projektissa 
ollut yhtään sisäistä retroa. Että se 
jotenkin jäi aina pöydälle ja meillä 
oli asiakkaan kanssa 1 retro, 
missä yritettiin selittää niille miksi 
tämä on hyödyllistä.. 

Project practices are 
not followed 
consistently 
 

Implementation of 
project model  

 
 
Appendix 15: Focus group 5 Shared leadership  
 
Illustration 1st. order terms 2nd order 

themes 
Aggregate 
dimension 

Supporting factors 
Pitää olla hauskaa kun tekee niin 
sitten on myös motivaatio tehdä.  

Working in team must 
be fun Team spirit  Internal  

team environment 



	
	

Että miten kannustava ilmapiiri 
ylipäätänsä on se tietenkin 
vaikuttaa motivaatioon. Supporting team 

environment contributes 
to motivation 

The main thing that I want to add is 
that whenever I wanted some help 
from somebody, people helped with 
that solution. 

Easy to get support from 
team members 
 

Social 
support 

 

that actually works pretty well, just 
asking Flowdoc and you will get 
answered. 
One thing that effect is that if 
everyone is working in the same 
location it is more active on people 
are doing stuff. 

Beneficial to work in 
shared location 

Että on informaatiota jolla pystytään 
tekemään päätöksiä tiimissä ja jolla 
pystyy toteuttamaan niin kuin sitä 
ratkaisua ja tekemään muutenkin. 
jos tietää mihin pyritään, niin se on 
semmoinen mikä tekee 
proaktiivisemmaksi. 

Clear goal and 
information in the project 
team improves 
responsibility sharing Shared 

vision 

Preventing factos 

if people are working remotely 
pretty much they kind of miss out 
on small information and that's why 
it is harder for them to self-
organizing because they need to 
know and hear about stuff. 

Communication become 
more difficult if team 
does not share working 
space Information 

sharing not 
transparent  

Internal 
environment 

Being remote the threshold to 
communicate rises and thus it will 
need more hierarchy to make it so 
that you can work 

More processes needed 
if team is scattered 

I was working remotely 3 weeks, 
and it became sort of painful when 
you can't just walk to somebody 
and ask something.  

Communication 
depends on shared 
location  

Location 

it's harder to communicate and you 
will have to see that it is worth that 
bigger effort even if it's possible 
without that much extra effort. Still it 
is that virtual vision that you 
personally see, that it needs more 
effort and then it will need hierarchy 
an organization to guide it. 

Sharing vision in project 
team is more difficult 
when not located in one 
place with the team 

If it is matter of communication and 
making decisions, if you need some 
help, sometimes you explain, but 
maybe the other person doesn’t 
understand what you are asking 
about.  

Communication is more 
difficult when not located 
in one place with the 
team 

Supporting 
External team 
environment I agree with XX that you need to 

ask yourself a lot of things, which is 
not coaching but it’s fine for me.  

Support requires 
proactivity 

Support 
available 

on request 



	
	

level of coaching, I’d say it is pretty 
much straight forward actually, we 
had some training and stuff, which 
ever we needed.  

Training received if 
needed  

Preventing 

about the coaching, it is more kind 
of instructions, I don’t think it is 
really coaching, in a way that 
somebody comes with you and 
explains directly what kind of 
practices we have here and how we 
should do.  

Practical instructions 
available but no 
coaching 

Coaching 
not 

available 4,5 years ago, we were assigned a 
go to -person, who let us know that 
we do the first tasks together so 
he’ll show you how it is done. But I 
think at some point we just dropped 
that for an unknown reason. 

Peer coaching not 
available  

I don’t know if there is any go to -
person I can go and ask about 
things for coaching. So there is 
something going on but it’s a bit 
unclear how to access it. 

Coaching and support 
processes are not clear  

Lack of 
official 

processes 

I think there were some comments 
in some place that in certain areas 
specific persons would coach but I 
don’t know if anyone of those were 
interesting that much that I ever 
contacted a people.  
from line management itself I don’t 
know what kind of support they can 
give me related to the project itself. 
If there is something remarkable it 
would be nice to know, what kind of 
support there is. 

Unclear what kind of 
support is available 

one of the weird things that I 
noticed when I came to 
Smilehouse, is that when I started 
with a new project, without actually 
seeing anything how people work 
inside this company 

Lack of orientation and 
introduction to company 
practices 

that’s true that there is stuff in the 
Confluence, like how we are 
supposed to work, but nobody 
points that to us. 

 
 
Appendix 16: Focus group 5 emerging aspects 
 
Illustration 1st. order 

terms 
2nd order 
themes 

Aggregate 
dimension 

Supporting  



	
	

I believe the customer is also 
involved here pretty much. How 
the customer organisation is 
structured. if there is a really 
kind of pushing product owner it 
requires from our project team 
also a person who is kind of 
communicating with that one all 
the time. So that makes is kind 
of more decided way how the 
organizations should be there. In 
that case it should be kind of 
open, if the customer wants one 
direct contact there who talks 
about different issues. It always 
affects all these issues how the 
decisions are done and how 
autonomous you are there. 

Customer 
expectations 
and processes 
affect the project 
team autonomy 

Customer 
expectations 

Customer  

ei ole vissiin virallisesti 
kommunikoitu sitä visiota, se 
paistaa läpi koko ajan ja siitä 
kerrotaan mitä ne haluaa tehdä 
että ei sitä peitellä. Ja meillä 
istuu siinä meidän kanssa 
työtilassa satunnaisesti sen 
verran iso kenkäistä porukkaa, 
että se tulee kyllä selväksi. Ja 
demoissa tulee selväksi. 

Communication 
transparency 

Shared vision 

Preventing 
Fortumillahan me nähtiin tai 
ainakin toteuttajat näki vision 
yhdellä kalvolla asiakkaan 
palaverissa, jossa kukaan 
Project Management puolelta ei 
ollut. Meille ei oltu kommunikoitu 
sitä kahteen kuukauteen ennen 
sitä -- sitä visiota ei oltu kerrottu 
meille sitä ennen- se voisi auttaa 
priorisoinnissa ja kaikessa 
mahdollisessa, että tiedettäisiin 
ne tärkeimmät tavoitteet mitä 
ollaan tekemässä. 

Communication 
transparency 

Lack of shared 
vision 

siinä on ollut suuri ongelma 
yleensä Smilehousella, että 
miten kun se ollaan myyty niin 
miten se visio ja goal välitetään 
hyvin sinulle toteuttavalle 
projektitiimille, joka sitten alkaa 
toteuttaa ja missä sitten aletaan 
mittaamaan sitä tiimin 
suoriutumista. 

lack of handover 
from sales to 
project team 

Internal 
processes 

Internal 
knowledge 

transfer 



	
	

myyjät on myyneet projekteja ja 
sitten saadaan jonkinnäköinen 
speksi mutta käytännössä ei olla 
tiedetty. Ja devaajat eivät edes 
puhu myyjille mitään, myyjät ei 
periaatteessa esitä sitä omaa 
näkemystään, että miten tämä 
myyntiin ja mitä me ollaan 
myyty. 

lack of 
communicaiton 

Onhan meillä vanhoja asiakkaita 
jotka käyttää vesiputousmallia, 
tai haluaa kiinteän tarjouksen ja 
niille yleensä se silloin tehdään 
siinä niille kerran. Ja siitä tulee 
aikamoinen ongelma, että onko 
tämä määritelty loppuun asti ja 
mikä tässä nyt onkaan tarkoitus. 

lack of project 
vision 

Vaikka me toimitetaan jotain 
aikataulussa ja se ei toimi, niin 
se ei ehkä sitten ollut 
aikataulussa että siinä mielessä 
suoriutuminen liittyi siihen 
laatuun.  

project quality 
not measured 

KPI 

Feedback and 
KPIs 

puuttuu että ei anneta 
työntekijöille henkilökohtaisesti 
palautetta koska pelätään myös 
että mitä jos sanotaan 
negatiivista palautetta. -- ei tuu 
mitään kovin suurta palautetta 
yhtään mistään niinkuin 
henkilökohtaisella tasolla, että 
teetkö oikein vai väärin ja mitä 
pitäisi parantaa 
kommunikaatiossa ja muussa. 

Lack of 
feedback on 
personal level 

Personal 
feedback 

annetaan tietyt niin kuin maali ja 
deadline ja retrossa katsotaan, 
jos ei päästy niin mistä syystä 
mutta enemmänkin sellaista 
henkilökohtaista ei sinällään ole 

Performance 
measurement 
limited 

en koskaan ehkä ole osallistunut 
projektiin, jossa mitataan 
jokaista työntekijän panostusta 
ja työn osuutta. Se on tavallaan 
ok työntekijän näkökulmasta, 
mutta mä en tiedä onko se hyvä 
bisnekselle ja mä ihmettelen sitä 
itseasiassa aika kovasti miksi 
näin tapahtuu. Koska se on tosi 
helppo työskennellä, jos jotain ei 
onnistu niin sä vaan kerrot että 
ei onnistu ja tehdään ensi 
viikolla. Ja joskus on sellaisia 
tosi vaikeita caseja, ja sitten niitä 

Measurements 
can cause 
quality issues 
and deteriorate 
customer 
satisfaction 

Quality and 
customer 
satisfaction not 
considered 



	
	

vain lykätään ja lykätään 

 
 
Appendix 17: Focus group themes 
 
Theme Supporting questions 
1. Self-organizing project 
teams 

How self-organizing the project teams are according 
to your experience?   
How would you describe the level of autonomy in 
teams?   
What limitations are there for decision-making within 
the project team? 

2. Management support What kind of management support is available for  
teams?  
How would you describe the level of coaching 
available (e.g. regarding project practices or 
customer cooperation)?  

3. Team’s performance 
monitoring 

How is the team performance monitored and followed 
in project?  
How the project goals are defined?  
How clear the project visions and rules are within the 
project teams according to your experience?  

4. Decision-making in 
teams 

How are decisions made in teams?  
Who are involved in decision-making?  
How are problematic situations handled (e.g. no 
direct solution or information to make the decision 
available)?  
How are information and decisions shared to all 
project team members? 

5. Responsibility sharing in 
teams 

What limits team members from taking responsibility 
in projects? 

6. Motivation What motivates (or would, if not currently there) you 
to become more proactive in project work? 

 
Appendix 18: Orginal quotations  
 
 
 
 
 



	
	

ORIGINAL TEXT TRANSLATION  

5.2.2  
 "me voidaan aika hyvin päättää että miten jaetaan 

työt ja sopia kiinnostuksen mukaan ja osaamisen 
mukaan ja aikataulun mukaan että kuka tekee 
minkäkin” 

"we can pretty well decide our selves how to 
divide the work according to people's 
interests and abilities, and depending on the 
schedule who does and what" 

"roolit on kyllä joskus epäselviä että kuka hoitaa 
viestinnän asiakkaalle ja hoitaako tekijä” 

"roles are sometimes unclear, who is to 
communicateswith customer and if the 
person in charge of the issue should do that" 

“siihen on ehtinyt muodostua jo semmoinen tiimi 
aikasemmin kun tehtiin sitä speksausta ja designia 
pienemmällä porukalla 

"it has become a team already, because 
earlier we carried out planning and design 
with smaller team" 

5.2.3 
 “kyllähän siellä on mittarit varmaan tehty mutta ei se 

ainakaan tekijöille ja tiimeille nyt näytä mitään ja 
ehkä näistä asiakkaan mittareista varsinkin silloin 
tällöin puhutaan mutta ei se meidän työhön 
mitenkään oikein vaikuta.” 

"probably there are performance indicators 
but they don't appear to the team at all, and 
maybe these customer related performance 
indicators are sometimes discussed, but it 
doesn't affect our work in any way" 

"Resurssikysymys jossakin vaiheessa että jos tässä 
joku tyyppi ottaa enemmän vetovastuuta, niin se on 
sitten taas siitä devausefortista [software 
development effort] pois tai mikä ikinä sen tyypin 
rooli on.” 

"it is a resourcing question, since if a person 
takes more leadership responsibility, it is 
away from development effort or which ever 
other responsibilities or roles the person has" 

"olin tullut tähän XX asiakkuuteen ja kerkesin olla 
siinä noin kaksi kuukautta tyyliin ja sitten lähdinkin 
siitä saman tien pois. -- Tottakai kuka tahansa siihen 
olisi tullut ja sitten melkein saman tien lähtenyt 
menemään niin se oli vähän huono sen tiimin 
kannalta. Mun mielestä siinä ei ollut tiimillä juuri 
mitään sanomista.” 

"I had joined the customer project XX and 
had been there for about 2 months or 
something before I left -- of course who ever 
it would have been joining the team and then 
leaving that soon it is a bad thing for the 
team. I think the team had no say in the 
situation". 

"sua heiteltiin projekteista projektiin, ja tuntui että jos 
tuli jatkoprojekti, niin sä et välttämättä ollut itse siinä 
vaan siinä saattoi olla joku toinen ja sut heitettiin 
taas johonkin toiseen ja se pakka pyöri kokoajan ja 
olihan se välillä vähän haastavaa.” 

"You were thrown from project to project, and 
even there was another project for the same 
customer, you were not necessarily in it, but 
someone else was allocated in the project 
and you were again thrown to some other 
customer case, and this happened 
continuously so it was quite challenging." 

5.2.4 
 "tosi tärkeätä oppia vähän tuntemaan ja keskustella 

vähän siitä ulkopuoleltakin että minkä tyyppistä 
jengiä on. Nimenomaan se, että sitten näkee sen 
että on halu myöskin tutustua työn ulkopuolella ja se 
auttaa helvetisti sitten siinä työssäkin kun tuntee 
vähän toista.” 

"It is very important to get to know your team 
members and also discuss about non work 
related topics to understand what type of 
people they are. When one has interest to 
know each other also outside work context, it 
helps also in the work related issues when 
you know the other person at least a little 
bit." 

“tiimin sisällä projektissa pystyy aika helpostikkin 
löytämään asioita jotka motivoi, mutta johdon tai 
yrityksenkin tasolla on ehkä vähän haasteellisempaa 
-- kyllä se projekti ja se tiimi ja sen kanssa kun tekee 
sitä päivittäistä duunia, niin siitähän sen pitää löytyä, 
että ei se yritys ole koskaan oikein niin hyvin 
onnistunut siinä samassa tehtävässä.” 

"within the team in a project it is quite easy to 
find motivation, but on leadeship or company 
level it is maybe more challenging -- it is the 
project and the team that you work with 
everyday where you should find your 
motivation, so the company has never 
succeeded that well in that function." 

5.2.5  
 



	
	

“projektin alussa aina jotenkin esitellään että mitkä 
on nää tavoitteet ja tehtävät ja missä ajassa ne 
pitäisi tehdä mutta sitten ne on aina jotenkin niin 
epärealistisia ne tavoitteet, ne on heti alkuun silleen 
että näistä ei kannata välittää (naurua). Niin sitten se 
ei oikeastaan näy muuta kuin että ollaanko 
punaisella vai keltaisella vai vihreällä.” 

"in the beginning of the project the goals and 
tasks are presented and the schedule, but 
then again they are always some how so 
unrealistic the targets that soon it is already 
stated that you don't have to care about them 
(laughing). So (the targets) they don't really 
appear other that on general level, if the 
project is on red or yellow or green."  

“se on ollut aina helppoa pyytää, on sen tyyppistä 
tukea mutta ei sieltä ehkä itsestään ihan hirveästi 
muuta saa. Että ei sitä tarjoamalla tarjota että pitää 
osata itse vaatia.” 

"It has always been easy to ask for support, 
so it is available but nothing more. So it 
[coaching] is not offered but you have to 
request it.”  

5.2.6 
 “Mutta toki jos sulla on vahva mielipide niin kyllähän 

se ainakin meidän organisaatiossa niin aika pitkälti 
uskotaan sitä.” 

"Of course if you have strong opinion, so at 
least in our organisation people believe it."  

“Se on tietynlainen totta kai se virallinen toimenkuva 
ja vastuu mikä siihen liittyy mutta ehkä myös se 
epävirallisempi henkinen asemavaltuutus.” 

"There is of course certain official job 
description and responsibility related to it, but 
maybe there is also a non-official position 
that person has gained." 

“rajoitteena voisi olla aika. Että on liian kiire, ettei 
tavallaan ehdi edes miettiä niitä käytäntöjä että 
oisko niissä jotain parannettavaa.” 

"A limitation is time. You are too busy, you 
don't even have time to think of the practices 
and if they could be improved." 

“nyt päästy siitä pahimmasta kiireestä siellä X 
asiakkaalla. Aluksi oli varmaan sielläkin ihan sama, 
että ne mitä on päätetty niin niitä noudatettiin eikä 
kyseenalaalaistettukkaan.” 

"Now we have overcame the worst rush at 
customer XX. In the beginning I think it was 
there also the same that what had been 
decided was followed and not questioned 
[project practices]." 

“se on aikalailla itsestä kiinni, mitä aikasemmin 
sanottiinkin, että miten aika ja halukkuus ja resurssit 
riittää.” 

"it is mostly depended on your self, what was 
also said earlier that it depends on your 
schedule and willigness and resouces [how 
much you contribute beyond designated role 
responsibilities]." 

“en mä usko että sitä varsinaisesti rajoittaisi mitään 
muuta kuin juuri toi että haluaako jengi itse ottaa sitä 
vastuuta ja pystyy ottamaan, onko aikaa.” 

"I don't think it is other wise limited but 
people's willigness to take responsibility and 
is a person able to take it, if one has time for 
it." 

5.3.2 
 “Meidän ei tartte olla kokoajan kyselemässä muilta 

sidosryhmiltä, että saako nyt tämän tehdä, vaan 
mun mielestä tiimin sisällä on aika hyvä se valta.” 

"We don't have to all the time ask from other 
stakeholders if we can do something, so in 
my opinion it is quite good in the team the 
autonomy." 

“se voi olla ihan mikä tahansa rooli jos on 
henkilökohtaisia taipumuksia että on semmoinen 
että hoitaa asioita.” 

"It can be any role if a person has tendency 
to take care of things." 

“Helposti tulee esiin muutama jotka vie sitä 
eteenpäin ja muut ei halua päättää tai ottaa sitä 
vastuuta ja sanoo että ei tää kuulu mun rooliin ihan 
sama mikä se rooli on.” 

"There are easily a few persons that take the 
issue forward and other don't want to decide 
or take responsibility and say that this topic 
doesn not belong to their role, independent 
what their role is." 

"Tuntuu että ne ei mitenkään ota sitä vastuuta ja ei 
vaan saa niitä sillä tavalla edes sanomaan, että mä 
en pysty tekemään näitä kaikkia.” 

"It feels that they just don't take the 
resposibility and you can't even make them 
admit that they cannot handle their current 
tasks." 



	
	

“Joskus on hyvä olla tarkoituksellakin vaan poissa ja 
antaa sen tapahtua, että joku asia menee pieleen ja 
sen takia, että joku ei ole hoitanut. Että niin kuin 
kantapään kautta, mä olen itsekin joutunut 
oppimaan sen asian.” 

"Sometime it is good to be away and in 
purpose let something fail, because a team 
member did not handle the issue. So kind of 
learning through mistakes, and that is also 
how I have been forced to learn it." 

5.3.3  
 “-- on vähän epäselvää kun ei ole kuulunut eikä 

näkynyt mitään tukea, että siinä on ihan hirveitä 
eroja.” 

"-- it is a bit unclear, when you have not seen 
or received any support, so there are major 
differences in this aspect [receiving support]." 

“Kun oon tyyliin 2 projektissa ja on kiire 
molemmissa, niin sitten ei vaan yksinkertaisesti 
ehdi.” 

"When you are in 2 project and busy with 
both, so you just don't have time." 

“Kun meillä on noita alihankkijoita developpereina, 
niin ainakin meidän tiimissä on aika tarkkaan 
rajoitettu ja aika tarkkaan taskistetaan niille ne jutut.” 

"Since we have those subcontractor 
developers, so at least in our team it is quite 
controlled and they are gived very specific 
tasks."  

“Ketterissä tiimeissähän ei ole yleensä mitään 
semmoista roolia lead, vaan että tehtäisiin yhdessä 
kaikki arvioinnit ja se taskitus. Että se vähän sotii tuo 
rakenne sitä vastaan.” 

"in agile teams there is normally no such role 
as lead, but you are supposed to do together 
all estimations and tasks. So our structure is 
a bit against those principles." 

5.3.4  
 “päätökset on sujuneet kollektiivisesti ja niistä on 

keskusteltu yhdessä. -- silloin se on ollut helppoa 
kun alkujaan kaikki ovat olleet tietoisia, ja kaikki ovat 
tavallaan sitoutuneita siihen päätöksentekoon kun 
siitä on keskusteltu, eikä niin että sitä olisi tullut 
jälkeenpäin annettuna muilta.” 

"decisions have been made collectively and 
they have been discussed together -- it 
[decision-making] has been easy when from 
the beginning everyone has been aware of it, 
and kind of commited to it since it has been 
mutually discussed, and not so that it is 
mandated from outside." 

5.3.5  
 “Noihin tavoitteisiin, on tullut yleensä aika vahvasti 

asiakkaan puolelta noissa projekteissa missä mä 
olen itse ollut ja varsinkin tämä viimeinen, niin se on 
tullut aika annettuna.” 

"About the goals, they have normally came 
quite strongly from the customer side in the 
projects where I have been working. In 
particular in the latest one, it [goal] has been 
quite dictated [from the customer]." 

5.3.6  
 “toi itseohjautuvuus riippuu aika paljon siitä 

asiakkaasta ja sen kypsyydestä siihen, että vaikka 
minkälaiset käsitykset heillä on kehityksestä ja 
menetelmistä.” 

"the self-organizing depends a lot from 
customer and their readiness to it, and the 
perceptions they have on develpoment and 
procedures." 

“välillä huomaa kun asiakkaalle on myyty jotain niin 
se vaikuttaa siihen miten projektitiimi voi toimia ja se 
voi rajoittaa sitä että kun näin on pakko tehdä. Että 
se on vähän ikävä tilanne kun tiimi ei voi ite päättää 
asioista ja välttämättä olla niin itseohjautuva vaan se 
asiakas sanelee yllättävänkin paljon.” 

"Sometime you notice that the way solution 
has been sold to customer can restrict a lot 
how the project team can operate and it can 
limit what can be done. So it is quite 
unfortunate situation when team cannot 
decide on things and be self-organising 
because the customer dictates surprisingly 
much."  

“ihmisten persoona vaikuttaa siihen kuinka 
hanakasti ne ottaa vastuuta ja ehkä se että jos on 
jotain tosi kokeneita henkilöitä tiimissä, ja sitten on 
uudempia henkilöitä tai junnumpia, niin sitten ehkä 
huonommin ottaa vastuuta. Mutta siinäkin tosiaankin 
se persoona vaikuttaa enemmän kuin se, voi olla 
joku joka on just tullut tiimiin niin hyvinkin ottaa 

"personality affects on how eagerly a person 
takes responsibility and maybe if you have 
some very experienced people in the team, 
the newer people or more junior ones don't 
take that much responsibility. But in fact, the 
personality impacts this more since even 
some recently joined team members can 



	
	

vastuuta” take responsibility."  

“täytyy tuntea ne oikeat ihmiset ja se oikea hetki tai 
se oikea tyyli, et kenelle sopii se että soittaa ja 
kenelle täytyy laittaa meiliä. Oon siihen itsekin 
kiinnittänyt huomiota jonkin verran.” 

"You have to know the right people and the 
right moment or the method, for some peopel 
it is better to call and to some one else you 
have to email. I have myself sometimes paid 
attention to this in some degree." 

5.4.2  
 “Mun mielestä ihan oikein että johdolle viedään niitä 

asioita ja siellä tehdään linjauksia ja homma taas 
jatkuu niillä linjauksilla kunnes tulee taas tarve 
linjata.” 

"In my opinion it is right that issues are taken 
to executives and they make decisions and 
then the operations continue with these 
limitations, until you have again need for new 
decisions." 

“oikeastaan kun meillä ei ole selkeitä projektiroolit, 
ne on aika joustavia ja tekijätiimin keskellä ei ole 
hierarkia se pitäisi huomioida ketä henkilöitä panee 
projektiin että siellä syntyy päätöksiä.” 

"In fact since we don't have clear project 
roles, they are quite flexible and among the 
team there is no hierarchy, this should be 
considered when planning the team so that 
there is decision-making capability." 

“Että siitähän se itseohjautuvuus tulee että on valmis 
ottamaan sitä vastuuta oman tontin ulkopuolelta.” 

"That in fact creates self-organizing that one 
has willigness to take responsibility outside 
one's responsibility limits."  

5.4.3  
 “heitetään joku täysin uuteen asemaan ja sitten ei 

yhtään vahvisteta sitä, että sillä olisi valtaa 
ylipäätään toimia siinä. Että heitetään jollekin joku 
titteli ja sitten unohdetaan koko asia.” 

"Throwing one in totally new position without 
supporting ones abilities to act in it. So one is 
just put with new title and then the whole 
thing is forgotten." 

"Kunhan vaan toi linjaus kestäisi enemmän kuin 
viikon että nyt on tällä hetkellä esimerkiksi 
(asiakkuus) XX prio yksi ja yhtäkkiä vaihtuu 
(asiakkuus) YY että se on prio ykkönen.” 

"As long as the decision would last more 
than a week. For now the priority one is for 
example customer XX and suddenly it 
changes that customer YY is the priority 
one." 

“Monta kertaa ollaan tiimeissä ollaan sellaisessa 
päättämättömyyden tilassa että ei oikein osata 
päättää, että riippuu ihan tiimin koostumuksesta, 
että onko siinä joku tämmöinen dominoivampi 
hahmo, joka sitten pystyy sanoo että tehdään näin.” 

"Often in a teams we are in the state of 
indecisiveness that nothing is decided. So it 
depends on the team composition if there is 
a dominant person who is able to say how to 
do things." 

“Toisaalta voi olla sellaista arkuutta että tuntee 
itsensä epävarmaksi jollain alueella niin sitten ei 
uskalla ottaa sitä vastuuta pelkää että tekee jotain 
väärin tai huonosti.” -- “Jotkut hirveän tiukasti katsoa 
niitä rooleja esimerkiksi että olen softa devaaja ja 
tämä on arkkitehdin päätös niin ei haluta tehdä.” 

"On the otherhand there can be some kind of 
wariness that one feels insecure on some 
area and that's why does not have the 
courage to take responsiblity, because one is 
afraid of making a mistake or doing 
something badly." -- "Some people consider 
very strictly their roles, for example if you are 
a software developer and the decision 
belongs to architect, one does not want to 
make it." 

5.4.4 
 “Kyllä mua motivoi aika paljon se että, että tiimi 

toimii hyvin että tiimin sisällä jossa tekee, niin 
yhdessä opitaan.” 

"I'm motivated in a great deal by the fact that 
team works well together, and there is 
learning within the team." 

5.4.5 
 “Se on sellainen hieno tilanne siitä, että päätökset 

tehdään johtoryhmässä eikä tekijätiimissä, mutta en 
tiedä ketkä sen tajuaisi mikä tuo lisäarvoa.” 

"It is such a great situation when decisions 
are made in executive board and not in the 
team, but I don't know who would really 



	
	

understand what brings additional value." 

“mun mielestä jokainen projekti tekee omalla tietyllä 
tavallaan ja jokaisessa on hyviä juttuja ja huonoja 
juttuja ja ehkä siihen kaipaisi enemmän sparrausta, 
mitkä on ne meidän best practises.” 

"In my opinion each project is doing things 
their way and each one has good and bad 
things and maybe finding our best practices 
is something we need more coaching on."  

5.4.6 
 “Sen lisäksi asiakkaan mä nostaisin esiin, asiakkaan 

goalit hankkeelle on ainakin mulla semmoisia että 
on aivan liian vähän tässä hommassa esillä.” 

"In addition I would bring up the customer. 
The customer targets for the project are at 
least to me such that get too little attention in 
our way of doing."  

“kaikki sisäiset mittarit on sellaista näpräilyä 
kuitenkin. Mun mielestä enemmän pitäisi asiakkaan 
kanssa yhdistää sitä.” 

"All internal metrics are just detailing. In my 
opinion we should cooperate more with the 
customer in this."  

“tehtäisiin joku vertailu että työmäärä joka oli annettu 
ennen aloitusta ja toteutunut työmäärä pistettäisiin 
vierekkäin koska sehän parantaisi meidän 
tulevaisuuden arvioita kun me nähtäisiin miten se on 
mennyt. 

"We should do a comparision and put side by 
side the initial effort estimation and the 
realization, because this would improve our 
forecasting if we could see how well we were 
estimating initially." 

5.5.2  
 “Yleisesti on aika sellainen mentaliteetti, että jos 

vastuuta haluaa täällä niin sitä yleensä saa juuri sen 
verran kun haluaa ottaa. Se on aika lailla, että 
rajoittaa se oma näkemys, että kuinka paljon sä 
uskot että sä pystyt tekemään.” 

"In general there is mentality that if you want 
to have responsibility, you get it as much as 
you want to. The only limiting factor is your 
own view of how much you think you are able 
to do". 

5.5.3  
 “kyllähän se varsinkin lähtee siitä kun on eri 

kokemustasoisia henkilöitä, niin isommat päätökset 
yleensä ihan jo kokemuksenkin takia tulee yleensä 
jonkun verran hierarkisesti.” 

"Basically it initiates from level of experience, 
the bigger decisions are because of needed 
experience background done somewhat 
hierarchically."  

"mikä liittyi siihen siiloutumiseen ja sen 
vähentämiseen, että periaatteessa aika monessa 
puhe on semmoinen että koko tiimi vastaa kaikesta 
ja sehän juuri johtaa siihen että kukaan ei vastaa 
mistään jos puhutaan sillä tasolla.” 

"Related to silos and decreasing those, so 
quite often it is discussed that the entire team 
is responsible of everything and that in fact 
leads to the situation that no-one is 
responsible of anything." 

“Meillä ei varmaan XX projektissa ollut yhtään 
sisäistä retroa. Että se jotenkin jäi aina pöydälle ja 
meillä oli asiakkaan kanssa 1 retro, missä yritettiin 
selittää niille miksi tämä on hyödyllistä.” 

"I think in project XX we have had no internal 
retrospecitives. It was kind of always laying in 
the air and with customer we had one retro 
where we tried to explain why it is useful to 
do." 

5.5.4  
 “Että on informaatiota jolla pystytään tekemään 

päätöksiä tiimissä ja jolla pystyy toteuttamaan niin 
kuin sitä ratkaisua ja tekemään muutenkin. Jos 
tietää mihin pyritään, niin se on semmoinen mikä 
tekee proaktiivisemmaksi.” 

"To have information to make decisions in 
the team and to be able to implement the 
solution. If you know where to aim, that is 
something that makes you more proactive." 

5.5.6  
 “meille ei oltu kommunikoitu sitä kahteen 

kuukauteen ennen sitä -- sitä visiota ei oltu kerrottu 
meille sitä ennen, se voisi auttaa priorisoinnissa ja 
kaikessa mahdollisessa, että tiedettäisiin ne 
tärkeimmät tavoitteet mitä ollaan tekemässä.” 

"it had not been communicated to us in 2 
months before that -- the vision had not been 
told to us before that, it could help in 
prioritisation and in everything, if we knew 
the most important targets related to what we 
are doing."  

 



	
	

 


