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Abstract—The Covid-19 pandemic established hybrid work as
the new norm in software development companies. In large-scale
agile, meetings of different types are pivotal for collaboration,
and decisions need to be taken on how they are organized and
carried out in hybrid work. This study investigates how recurring
meetings are organized and carried out in hybrid work in a
large-scale agile environment. We performed a single case study
by conducting 27 semi-structured interviews with members of 15
agile teams, product owners, managers, and specialists from two
units of Ericsson, a multinational telecommunications company
with a “2 days per week at the office” policy. A key insight
from this study is that different types of meetings in agile
software development should be primarily organized onsite or
remotely based on the meeting intent, i.e., meetings requiring
active discussion or brainstorming, such as retrospectives or
technical discussions, benefit from onsite attendance, whereas
large information sharing meetings work well remotely. In
hybrid work, community meetings can contribute to knowledge
sharing within organizations, help strengthen social ties, and
prevent siloed collaboration. Additionally, the use of cameras is
recommended for small discussion-oriented remote and hybrid
meetings.

Index Terms—hybrid work, large-scale agile software develop-
ment, software team, meeting, community of practice, workspace.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Covid-19 pandemic moved software professionals to
their home offices, and their employers have found it difficult
to get them back to the office due to the benefits of remote
work, such as better work-life balance [1]. After the pandemic,
hybrid software development, defined by Conboy et al. [2]
as a setting where: “some team members work mostly or
completely from home, others mostly or completely from the
traditional office, and others in some combination of the
two—not quite distributed and not quite co-located but, rather,
individuals working from anywhere and touching base with the
office intermittently”, soon became the norm.

As the topic of hybrid work in software engineering is
new, there is not yet much systematically collected research
data and results available. Existing studies focus mainly on
remote work during the pandemic (e.g., [3]-[5]), but less so on
post-pandemic hybrid work (e.g., [6]-[8]). A recent systematic

This research has been supported by the Finnish Work Environment Fund,
under grant #240172.

Maria Paasivaara
Software Engineering
LUT University
Lahti, Finland
maria.paasivaara@lut.fi

Iflaah Salman
Software Engineering
LUT University
Lahti, Finland
iflaah.salman @lut.fi

mapping study on hybrid work in agile software development
[9] found only twelve primary studies on the topic, which
shows a severe lack of research. Moreover, Conboy et al. [2]
urge the need for future research on hybrid work in software
engineering. With this study we aim to start filling that gap.

The most commonly used software engineering methodol-
ogy, agile software development [10], is based on face-to-face
communication inside an agile team [11]. Thus, hybrid work
in agile development necessitates rethinking how to organize
communication and collaboration. For instance, Smite et al.
[12] argue that when software teams are fully aligned, i.e.,
they “move between the office and the remote modes in an
aligned fashion”, this can help to avoid challenges associated
with hybrid work and level the playing field experience.

Large-scale agile requires even more consideration because
collaboration and communication between several agile teams,
other stakeholders, and the rest of the organization needs to
be planned. Typically, communication in large-scale agile is
based both on ad hoc communication and on regular meetings,
for example, daily stand-up meetings [13], [14]. In this study,
we concentrate on one of the main forums for communication
and collaboration in hybrid work in a large-scale agile environ-
ment, i.e., recurring meetings. These are scheduled meetings
that usually occur at regular intervals, in contrast with ad hoc
meetings, which are carried out sporadically. In the context
of our case organization, a global telecommunications com-
pany — Ericsson, we studied our research question through
27 semi-structured interviews: “How are recurring meetings
organized and carried out in hybrid work in agile software
development?”

II. RELATED WORK

Challenges in communication and collaboration among soft-
ware professionals were common themes identified in several
studies carried out during the Covid-19 pandemic (e.g., [3],
[15], [16]), due to the sudden shift to remote work. For
instance, Yang et al. [3] found that remote work caused more
static and siloed collaboration among a network of Microsoft
employees and suggested that hybrid work policies may have
similar effects. Whereas, Rodeghero et al. [15] noticed that
developers often kept their cameras off during remote meet-
ings, which made collaboration even more difficult. Cao et al.
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[16] found that multitasking was a more prevalent behavior
in recurring remote meetings, than in ad hoc meetings, with
often negative effects, such as distraction.

However, only a few studies focus on meetings in hybrid
work, in agile software development. The systematic mapping
study by Khanna et al. [9] found only three studies that
research the topic, and two additional studies that discuss
meetings in connection with hybrid work. Next, we report the
main findings of these studies.

Hybrid scrum meetings were investigated by both
Buyukguzel and Mitchell [17], and Buyukguzel and Balaman
[18]. The findings of these studies provide insights into how
meeting participants establish and maintain progressivity, i.e.,
the continuity of work, by moving activities forward when
disruptions occurred [17], and how they co-construct space, for
example, by ensuring that participants at the office are within
the screen radius, so they are visible and audible to remote
participants [18]. Unscheduled meetings in hybrid work were
explored by Sporsem et al. [19], to determine how developers
maintain ad hoc communication. The findings showed that
virtual rooms (e.g., on Discord or Zoom) help determine the
need for unscheduled meetings, while Slack channels with
fewer members offer a safe and free discussion environment,
which also led to unscheduled meetings [19].

Although meetings are not the focus of [20] and [21], both
of these studies of agile software teams revealed interesting
insights on the topic which we briefly report here, and discuss
further in connection with our findings in Section V. Firstly,
in their study of workplace design, Wang et al. [21] found
that teams need to agree on predefined onsite days for highly
collaborative work, like product backlog refinement meetings.
The authors also recommend coordinating and leveraging on-
site time deliberately, while limiting the number and frequency
of hybrid meetings, as these meetings can defeat the purpose
of onsite work hours, which should be utilized for in-person
collaboration and fostering social interaction.

Similarly, in their study of “work-from-anywhere” coordi-
nation strategies, Sporsem and Moe [20] found that teams
avoid filling up their calendars with meetings during onsite
office days, to enable collaborative work, so large meetings and
retrospectives were exclusively held virtually on days where
participants work from home.

In contrast to the aforementioned studies which focus
primarily on remote meetings and on details within hybrid
meetings specifically, we explore recurring meetings in hybrid
work in a large-scale agile environment, and gather data on
numerous types of meetings at both unit and team levels,
as well as in management. Thus, our study aims to provide
insights into how a whole set of meetings in hybrid work in
a large-scale agile environment can be organized and carried
out, thereby contributing to addressing the current scarcity of
literature in this domain.

III. RESEARCH DESIGN

To investigate recurring meetings in hybrid work in agile
software development, we conducted an exploratory single

case study following the guidelines of Yin [22] and Runeson
and Host [23]. A protocol for the case study was created and
continuously updated throughout the research process [24].

A. The Case Company and Context

The case company is Ericsson, a multinational telecommu-
nications company that employs about 99,000 people world-
wide. On the company level, Ericsson transitioned to agile in
late 2012. The site investigated in this study is the Finnish
R&D site that concentrates on product and network security,
cloud, 5G, and 6G research [25]. This site started its lean and
agile transformation in 2009 [26]. The site employs around 700
professionals and applies a hybrid work policy where most
employees are expected to work at the office two days per
week. We investigated two units of the same site, which each
implement the hybrid work policy in different models: Unit
1, where the 65 employees are expected to work at the office
on Tuesdays and Thursdays, and Unit 2 where the two office
days are flexible for the 70 employees. Unit 2 also closely
collaborates with other sites in Europe and Asia, but our study
only focuses on the two units in the Finnish site.

The hybrid work models were in an experimental phase
at the beginning of our research. The R&D managers were
interested in learning how the different hybrid work models
and work arrangements of the teams impact collaboration and
agile practices. Teams have the autonomy to decide which
agile practices and events to apply in their work. In Unit 1, the
six teams follow the Scrum framework quite closely. Whereas,
the agile development process models followed by the nine
teams in Unit 2 are more varied and combine aspects of Scrum
and Kanban. None of the teams from the two units have a
specific member acting as a Scrum master. However, most of
the teams in Unit 2 implement a two-week rotation for their
members to serve as team coaches. The agile teams varied in
size: eight teams have between 4-6 members, six teams have
between 7-9 members, and one team has 13 members.

The software project in Unit 1 has been in development for
a couple of years. Whereas, in Unit 2 product development
started over 20 years ago with the traditional waterfall way
of working having system, design, and verification phases
separately. Since early 2010 these were combined, and large-
scale agile development was started [27]. The product itself
has evolved throughout these years from native to virtual and
cloudified versions. The interviews took place just before the
launch of fixed team areas and workplaces for the first time
after almost full remote work due to the pandemic. The two
units were in the process of redesigning their office workspace
to better accommodate these changes and the hybrid work
models. The management was therefore interested in assessing
the layout of the office premises to determine the value of
fixed seating and other areas of the workspace, such as the
meeting rooms. These interests aligned well with our research
objectives, providing a compelling case for our study. In this
paper, we narrow the scope to investigate recurring meetings.

To plan the research with the case company, a meeting was
arranged between the researchers and several site managers
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who presented the organization of the two units chosen for this
study, the policy and models for hybrid work, the product do-
mains, and the tentative future layout of the office workspace.
The researchers also visited the office premises to observe the
current work environment of the two units. Additionally, the
meeting contributed to formulating our interview guide, which
can be viewed in the supplementary materials'.

Finally, the managers aided in sampling participants for
interviews per the requirements of the researchers. To ensure
that interviewees represented varying modes of work, roles,
and teams in the company, we used purposive sampling,
by asking the managers to suggest volunteers based on the
following criteria: 1) one member from each agile team, in
both units, 2) people outside of the teams who worked in
varying roles, and 3) people with varying office presence, e.g.,
some who often worked from the office, others who rarely
worked at the office, fully remote people, and those working
according to the ‘2 days per week at the office” policy.

B. Data Collection

Qualitative data was collected via semi-structured interviews
with 27 employees located in Finland. The employee’s in-
terview participation was voluntary and consent-based. Ten
participants were from Unit 1 while the remaining 17 worked
in Unit 2. Both male and female interviewees participated and
their roles included members from all 15 agile teams, product
owners (PO), managers, and specialists. An overview of the
interviewee roles, years of experience in the company, and the
participant ID’s (P1-P27) can be seen in Table I.

The interviews were carried out via Microsoft (MS) Teams
between November 2023 and February 2024 by one to three
interviewers in English. Most interviews were conducted by
two interviewers. At the start of the interviews, the partici-
pants were informed about the objectives of the study, how
the results would be used, and the precautionary steps to
maintain confidentiality. We also included this information
in the consent form which all the participants signed. We
then obtained their explicit verbal permission to record the
interviews. Each interview lasted 60 minutes on average. All
the interviews were video recorded via MS Teams with an
automatic transcription-generating feature.

The first agile team member we interviewed was P3 [Team
B]. After this the interview guide was refined by the research
team to ensure more details were collected about how the
meetings were carried out, such as the exact location when
onsite, who facilitated, and camera usage. Given that the
interviews were semi-structured, some of the meeting descrip-
tions provided by the following interviewees were still slightly
more detailed than others. Follow-up emails were therefore
sent to 13 interviewees in April 2024 to inquire about a few
particulars that were missing, for example, the duration of
certain meetings. Ten interviewees provided responses to these
emails which were added to their respective transcriptions. We
did unfortunately not obtain a response from P3 [Team B],

ISupplementary materials: https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.25761945.v1

TABLE I
INTERVIEWEE DEMOGRAPHICS

Role Experience Participant ID

P2-P4, P7-P9, Pl4,
P15, P18, P20-P26

Agile team member (16) 4 months—34 years

Product owner (3) 2-23 years P6, P12, P13
Manager (5) 10-38 years P1, P11, P16, P17, P27
Specialist (3) 4-26 years P5, P10, P19

so the meeting descriptions provided by that interviewee lack
some details, as can be seen in Figure 3.

C. Data Analysis

We adopted a codebook thematic analysis approach to
analyze and code our data [28]. The process began with
manually editing the MS Teams generated interview transcripts
to improve the accuracy and familiarize with the data, and
ideas for coding were noted down. The first author generated
an initial codebook containing 16 primary codes with their
descriptions based on the notes taken, the study objectives,
and the interview guide. These primary codes were limited
to different types of meetings, the form of the meetings
(hybrid, remote, and onsite), and tools used during meetings. A
deductive approach was then used to identify data items that
matched those 16 codes in three interview transcripts using
NVivo R1. The codebook was then discussed in the research
team and 10 additional codes were added based on the data
from the first three interviews.

The first author then began a recursive process where the
codes were identified in the data of all the interviews. As each
code was added, the interviews which had been previously
analyzed were reanalyzed to include each new code until the
process was complete. An example of coding from one of
the interviews is provided in the supplementary materials'.
The codes were then sorted into themes which were further
reviewed and refined, then defined and named jointly by the
research team, resulting in the final codebook which contained
43 codes with distinctive descriptions'. Finally, the quotations
from the interviews reported in this study were cleaned to
remove filler words and repetitions, and anonymized to prevent
the identification of participants. Every quotation is followed
by the participant ID and either the agile team ID (A-O), for
example, P9 [Team F], or the interviewee role, for example,
P1 [Manager].

D. Feedback Sessions

Providing feedback and presenting analyses to participants
is a critical step for maintaining trust and ensuring that the
interpretation of the findings is reliable [23]. So, after the
interviews, feedback sessions were carried out with each unit
where the research team summarized the main findings from
the interviews in a 25 minute presentation, followed by a 10
minute Q&A and discussion with the attendees. The feedback
sessions were arranged at the earliest possibility after the data
collection, as the management wished to use the findings and
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relevant discussions for informed decision-making in the near
future.

Both sessions were open to all the employees of the units, so
all interviewees were invited, and the sessions were arranged
virtually via MS Teams. Unit 1 had 73 people attending the
session virtually, as it was held on a remote office day. Unit 2
had 42 people attending virtually, whereas about 10 people
participated in-person from the unit’s common sofa area.
During the sessions, we recognized most of the interviewees,
but unfortunately could not verify if all were present. The
attendees found the results to be insightful and felt that they
provided a good overview of the ways of working in the units,
within the established hybrid work models. During the Q&A
and discussion the attendees inquired how the findings from
the units compare in general with the industry, and some
specific work practices were discussed in more detail, for
example, how to avoid interrupting other employees, and the
use of cameras during meetings. The outcome of the sessions
was only used to validate our findings, and no corrections to
our results were suggested.

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present the results. We describe first
the office presence of the interviewees and teams, and the
office workspace and tools used during and in connection with
meetings, and follow with descriptions of how the various
recurring meetings are organized and carried out.

A. Office Presence

The office presence of the 27 interviewees and the 15 agile
teams is visualised in Figure 1. Most interviewees are present
at the office minimum two days per week in accordance with
the hybrid work policy. Only two interviewees are rarely at the
office, due to explicit remote work permissions. All members
of the six agile teams in Unit 1 are usually at the office on
Tuesdays and Thursdays following the unit implementation
of the 2-day office policy. In Unit 2, five agile teams are in
the office on the same two days each week. The exact days
vary between these teams, as they are agreed on at the team
level. One team works together from the office one day per
month, and two others one day per week. The ninth team
works primarily from the office on all working days.

The majority of the interviewees expressed satisfaction with
the two different unit level implementations of the hybrid work
policy. Only one interviewee from Unit 2 said that they did not
see the point of having two office days, but this was stated in
relation to the one-day-per-week team agreement about office
co-presence: “I don’t really see the point of this second day
myself, because if someone or half of the team is working
remotely, then we anyway have the meetings via [MS Teams].
[...] If we should be here for two days, then maybe everybody
should be here on the same days, but otherwise one day is
enough.” —P24 [Team I].

B. Office Workspace and Tools

The office premises of the company contains meeting rooms
of various sizes. The larger rooms are outfitted with conference
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Fig. 1. Office presence of the interviewees and teams.

equipment, i.e., monitors, speakers, and microphones. Some
of these rooms are MS Teams equipped [29], so they are
specifically adapted to meet the needs of hybrid workers. MS
Teams is the primary collaboration application for both units.
It is used by all the employees for scheduling and hosting
meetings. An overview of other tools used to conduct or
support meetings is provided in Table II.

All of the larger meeting rooms need to be booked in
advance, while the smaller meeting rooms can be used if they
are available. The smaller meeting rooms can fit 2—4 people,
and are primarily only equipped with monitors. Given that
the larger meeting rooms need to be booked in advance, the
meetings held in these rooms are limited to a fixed time slot:
“So [the meeting] usually never goes over the time because
the meeting rooms are booked for a specific time. And we have
so many teams that every team at some point would need that
meeting room, so they kick us out [...] so not all the topics
are always covered when we are face-to-face.” —P9 [Team
F]. Remote meetings in contrast are not time-constrained in
the same manner, which allows for more in-depth discussions
when needed.

Both units have an open space on the company premises
where the desks for the employees are spread out. At the time
of the data collection, the company used a flexible seating
system where employees would book the desks in Flowscape.
Despite the free seating, the majority of the teams in both units
would almost always sit together at the same desks when they
were onsite. Only one team from Unit 1 said that the members

TABLE II
TooLs
Tool Meeting Type
MS Teams All
Jira Daily, Sprint Planning and Refinement

Physical whiteboard
Digital whiteboard

Sprint retrospective and Sprint planning
Sprint retrospective and Sprint planning

Confluence Sprint retrospective, Sprint change and CoP’s
Mentimeter poll Sprint retrospective

Post-its Sprint retrospective

PowerPoint Operational meetings

OneNote PO meetings
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were spread out in the open office area when they worked
onsite. Two teams have a specific closed-off area to work in,
due to security reasons, which is separated from the rest of the
teams. In these teams, the members do not need to move to a
specific room during meetings, as there are only two teams in
this area, and it is large enough that they do not disturb each
other. The area they are sitting in is equipped with conference
equipment, making hybrid meetings easy to carry out. The
managers from both units also work from a separate closed
room, so they carry out most of their meetings in that room
when onsite.

C. Unit Meetings

The six teams in Unit 1 all follow the same iteration
schedule of two-week sprints, with five sprints combined
to produce one increment (see Figure 2). The whole unit
meets in a single room at the office every 10 weeks for
the increment change meeting which lasts 2-3 hours. The
work achieved by each team is first presented, usually by
the PO, and product management explains what should be
achieved in the next increment. Following this, a common
retrospective is carried out. Here anyone can suggest topics
to improve, and each topic is discussed in smaller groups,
then presented in plenum. Based on these discussions, action
points are made for the whole unit. In addition, remote sprint
review meetings for all the agile teams in Unit 1 are carried
out bi-weekly on Monday evenings. The program manager
delivers presentations or demos, and there is the possibility
for discussion at the end of the meeting.

All nine agile teams in Unit 2 also follow a mutual iter-
ation schedule with two-week sprints. They have a common
remote bi-weekly sprint change event for all of the teams on
Wednesdays (see Figure 2). The team coach for each team
begins by sharing the work their team completed and key
learnings from the previous sprint in plenum. Following this,
the participants have smaller discussions on a team level in
breakout rooms where they plan and discuss what they will
be working on in the coming sprint: “The sprint planning
nowadays, the high level one on a project level, the one which
is happening on Wednesdays. It’s not a planning really. It’s
more like a celebration [...] it gives a high-level image to
everybody of where we are and that would actually explain
why there are certain priorities for a certain sprint.” —P13
[Product owner]. Before the meeting, the teams document their
key accomplishments, learnings, and work for the next sprint
in Confluence, so it is visible to everyone in the unit.

D. Agile Team Meetings

All the agile teams in the two units held several different
recurring meetings for the team members, where the POs often
also participated. An overview of the main types of agile
team meetings in the two units is provided in Figure 3. The
occurrence of these meetings varied slightly among teams.
Sprint reviews were not carried out by any of the teams, as
these were held during the previously discussed unit meetings.

Sprint Sprint Sprint Sprint Sprint
review review review review review

Increment changel

Unit 2 & unit retrospective

Sprint change

Fig. 2. Unit meetings.

1) Daily meetings: All interviewed agile teams in both
units held daily meetings in the morning to discuss their
progress and any impediments they encountered. The daily
meetings lasted 5-45 minutes, depending on the number of
team members and topics to discuss. Because these meetings
were carried out daily, the form of the meeting (hybrid, onsite,
or remote) always varied. If some team members were onsite,
they usually joined the daily from a reserved meeting room.
Only four of the teams joined the dailies from their work
desks when onsite: “[The team members] are usually joining
from their desks. I'm also doing so when I have an office day.
Everyone is using headsets to avoid background noise and
echo.” —P23 [Team NJ]. When the daily meeting was fully
remote, all the participants joined via MS Teams, and the
application was also used during hybrid meetings: “It’s [the
daily] always hybrid nowadays. Even if we are all in the office,
we still go to the same meeting room and we connect to [MS
Teams] if needed.” —P18 [Team H]. The dailies were described
as being particularly useful meetings by five interviewees. One
of these interviewees especially highlighted their importance
during days when the teams were not working together at the
office: “These couple of days when you are not in the office,
you really take the time in the morning to discuss with your
team if you have any blockers or if you need any input. That’s
super important.” —P8 [Team E].

If the daily was remote or hybrid, most of the teams usually
had their cameras on during the meeting: “We just noticed
that it’s much nicer to actually see the person you're talking
to [...] there is not a rule from company or anything, it’s just
in the team. We decided it’s better like this.” —P15 [Team G].
Only three of the teams did not use cameras during dailies
and the reasons provided by the interviewees for this included
for example, poor internet connections for some members, or
a lack of need because the whole team was viewing the Jira
board via screen-sharing during the meeting: “There’s no real
benefit [to using cameras]. I'm not staring at the camera
anyway [...] I'm looking at my own screen.” —P23 [Team
N]. The facilitation of the dailies varied. In seven teams, the
PO usually led and facilitated the meeting. Whereas, a team
member was responsible for this task in four teams: “the [PO]
is not the moderator of the daily anymore, so the team itself
took ownership of that meeting” —P4 [Team C]. Only one team
did not have anyone in particular who facilitated the dailies.

2) Sprint planning and refinement: Four of the agile teams
from Unit 1 carried out onsite sprint planning meetings on
Tuesdays on a bi-weekly basis, following the unit level sprint
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Fig. 3. Agile team meetings (PRN = as needed).

review meeting: “When it comes to actually in the team
planning the work that we are gonna do, the most important
in-person meeting is user story planning, because there the
team should sit together and really discuss the feature that
they’re working on.” —P4 [Team C]. Only one team held sprint
planning meetings every week. In this team, the refinement of
backlog items was done during the planning meetings, while
four of the other teams in the unit held separate weekly or
bi-weekly refinement meetings.

In contrast to Unit 1, most of the teams in Unit 2 carried out
their planning for the sprints during the previously mentioned

sprint change event. Only one team from Unit 2 carried
out an additional bi-weekly remote sprint planning meeting
specifically for their team: “We sit down as a team and
decide and prioritize what should be done and what should
we take up next Sprint. And we also get the [PO] involved
and as a team then decide the backlog and put the work
items for the next sprint in the sprint list [...] it’s mostly
been on remote days.” —P21 [Team M]. However, three of the
teams in Unit 2 had weekly one-hour time slots for “technical
meetings”, during which they had discussions around various
topics as needed, e.g., planning, features, or customer cases.



©ACM. PREPRINT. This is the author’s version of the work. It is posted here by permission of ACM for your personal use.
Not for redistribution.

All the sprint planning meetings lasted 30—-60 minutes, and the
majority were facilitated by the PO. Only one team had sprint
planning meetings that were facilitated by a team member.
Jira was the primary tool used during the meetings, but both
physical and digital whiteboards were also utilized by the
teams.

Similar to Unit 1, one team from Unit 2 carried out weekly
backlog refinement meetings, and one other team usually held
these meetings monthly. In both units, the refinement meetings
lasted 30-60 minutes and the PO always facilitated. When
the sprint planning and refinement meetings were hybrid,
cameras were used less often than during the dailies, as the
teams were focused on the Jira board. In contrast with the
dailies, none of the interviewees said that sprint planning or
refinement meetings were carried out from their desks when
team members were onsite. Only two interviewees did not
mention the onsite location of the refinement meetings.

3) Retrospectives: Only one team from the two units orga-
nized retrospectives specifically for their team on a bi-weekly
basis. Whereas, six teams from the two units held retro-
spectives for their members with varying occurrence, ranging
from every 1-6 months, to “very seldom”, or as needed
(PRN). The remaining eight teams did not organize their own
retrospectives. A reason provided by three of the interviewees
for the lack of retrospectives was that the team had been
working together for a long time and quickly resolved issues
when they arose: “Most of us have been together very long
and it’s been kind of smooth working in this team. So we don’t
have that many issues to figure out.” —P15 [Team G].

A similar sentiment was expressed by an interviewee from
one of the teams that had infrequent retrospectives: “There’s
a lot of harmony between the developers and the members in
the team, because they have the domain knowledge for the
past 20 years and they’re pretty much in sync about what the
objective is, and what the goal is, and hence there is not much
argument. That’s why within teams there’s probably not much
need of retrospectives that frequently.” —P9 [Team F]. Only
one person from the teams with no retrospectives expressed
a potential benefit of these meetings: “That’s something that
should be done regularly. If not every sprint, I would say at
least every couple of sprints, because you don’t really know
what to improve on unless you really discuss it.” —P4 [Team
Cl.

All the teams which carried out their own retrospectives
did so either onsite from a meeting room, or offsite, and only
rarely in hybrid form if, for example, a team member was
unable to join in-person. Having the retrospectives as face-
to-face meetings was discussed by four of the agile team
members as preferable: “We decided to do it on those days
when everybody is at the office, or then everybody will come
to the office when we book it beforehand.” —P26 [Team J].
The retrospectives lasted 1-2 hours, and if the meeting was
hybrid, cameras were always used. Other tools used during
the retrospectives included physical and digital whiteboards,
post-its, Confluence, and Mentimeter polls.

4) Inter-team meetings: Some of the agile teams which
were working on similar features or domains organized joint
team meetings to share relevant information among them. For
example, teams H and I joined all each other’s daily meetings,
while teams M and N had a combined daily meeting once
per week: “We have a common daily, so both the teams join.
So that’s on Thursday for both. That’s sort of our common
information sharing.” —-P21 [Team M]. All the participants
joined these inter-team dailies via MS Teams because the
teams might not always be onsite at the same time. Finally,
teams G and K met twice per week to discuss the development
features they were working on and how to develop the test
environment (not depicted in Figure 3).

E. Leadership Meetings

1) High level planning meeting: A high level planning
meeting takes place in Unit 1 in the extended leadership team
before the increment change meeting. Here the managers, POs,
and specialists define the higher level plans for the coming
increment. The meetings are typically carried out in the office
because a lot of discussion takes place.

2) Operational meeting: The extended leadership team
from both units have three regular operational meetings per
week where ongoing topics are discussed. These meetings are
held in the office on Tuesdays and Thursdays and include the
management and the POs, as well as some specialists.

3) PO meetings: The POs in Unit 2 have status update
reporting meetings every Monday, where they go through all
the items they are working on and discuss ideas. They also
have a weekly planning meeting on Fridays where they discuss
coming features, problems, and delays. Managers from Unit 2
also sometimes join these meetings. All of these meetings are
carried out in hybrid form, and most of the POs have cameras
on when they are attending remotely.

4) One-on-one meetings: In both units, 30-minute one-on-
one meetings are scheduled once a month between the line
managers and the unit employees. The meetings can some-
times happen more often, for example, when new employees
join the unit. In Unit 1, these meetings are usually carried out
virtually via MS Teams to maintain the privacy of employees
and because it is more efficient for the manager. Whereas,
in Unit 2 one of the line managers normally organizes the
meetings onsite when possible. Cameras are always used by
both participants when the one-on-one meetings are virtual.

F. Community Meetings

In both units, meetings for the various communities of
practice (CoP) are held regularly. There are two main types
of community meetings: open community meetings where
anyone from the unit can suggest a topic and everyone can
participate, and closed meetings for role-specific community
members (e.g., security leads, architects, and testers).

1) Open CoP meetings: In Unit 1, the open CoP meetings
are organized twice per week. A one-hour meeting is held
onsite on Thursdays (a unit office day) in a large meeting
room, and the other session is a 30-minute remote meeting
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which is held on Fridays (a unit remote day). These meetings
were purposefully placed so attendees can schedule the topic
based on the meeting intent. For example, topics that are
better for face-to-face, or require discussions, can be scheduled
for the office day. In Unit 2, the open CoP meetings are
scheduled for specific time slots 2-3 times per week. The
meetings are hybrid and most participants join online, but
occasionally meeting rooms are booked for them. The meeting
invitation shows if a room is booked and contains a link to the
Confluence wiki page where employees can write a topic they
would like to discuss: “it’s up to the team or to the person who
can book a CoP session based on the needs and just inform it
early enough. And the CoP sessions are in our calendars. [...]
And this is something that I really like, to have this weekly
based important information flow.” —P8 [Team E]. If no topics
are suggested for a given time slot, the meeting does not take
place.

There is some overlap between the CoP meetings in Unit 2
and other agile team meetings, in particular the dailies, because
the Asian development sites’ time zones must be taken into
account when scheduling them. Due to this overlap, not all
team members can always participate, as discussed by four
interviewees: “that’s a bit challenging because many teams
have their team dailies also at that time [...] people feel
that they would need to join the team daily. That’s the most
important meeting of the team in a day. And then on the other
hand, there might be really interesting topics [in the CoP], and
that’s creating a conflict in a sense that you need to choose
[...] but there is not a silver bullet for this.” —P16 [Manager].
To ensure that the information is accessible, the meetings are
often recorded so employees can view them later. Some of the
agile teams have also decided that the team coach must attend
these CoP meetings and share the information with the rest of
the team.

2) Closed CoP meetings: The closed CoPs in both units
are also referred to as “virtual teams” and each specific CoP
has regular meetings where the community members (e.g.,
security leads, architects, and testers) have detailed discussions
regarding the work in that area: “I like to use the term virtual
team, because they have their home team, but then they operate
in this community where they share experiences. The intent is
that each of the community members act as an ambassador
towards the community, and then they bring back the best
practices to their team.” —P1 [Manager].

These meetings are especially important for the specialists
who are not connected directly to the agile teams, and to
ensure that all of the teams are in sync: “They’re big topics,
the ones that we are discussing there. And the [CoP] is used
as a meeting to align views, because there are quite many
teams.” —P10 [Specialist]. The amount and form of closed
CoP meetings varies between communities. The architecture
community in Unit 1 holds weekly two-hour meetings, alter-
nating between onsite and remote. This alternation addressed
a previous challenge voiced by the developers to help ensure
that the architects were also available to talk to them when
they were onsite: “Other developers that are not part of that

meeting were complaining that: Hey, we cannot talk with the
[specialists] because they are trapped there in the meeting
for two hours. So can you change it a bit? So we have it
like this; one week face-to-face, and one week remote.” —P10
[Specialist].

The security community in Unit 2 also holds weekly
meetings that are typically carried out in hybrid form. A
meeting room is often booked at the office but MS Teams
is used simultaneously, and community members often join
the meeting from their desks. The testing community in Unit
2 had the most meetings, with at least three regular meetings
per week. These are also joined by the employees from one
of the international sites to ensure that both sites are working
in sync. These meetings are carried out in the same form as
for the security community and are referred to as “dailies”.

Three of the interviewees mentioned in connection to the
various closed CoP meetings that cameras are not used as
often when people from different sites are joining the meeting,
compared to the meetings among members of the Finnish
site only. One of the main reasons given for this was poor
bandwidth, particularly with the Asian sites. However, the
lack of social connection between members may also be a
contributing factor: “when we have people who meet less often
and are not so much the same community. I noticed many times
that people just kind of leave the cameras off, and don’t want
to share so much of the private area.” —P27 [Manager].

G. Information Sharing Event

Unit 1 has regular information sharing events. These are
carried out onsite as 20-minute informal coffee meetings every
Tuesday and Thursday at 14:00. Besides informal information
sharing, these events also provide an opportunity to introduce
new employees in the unit, and social bonding for all: “when-
ever we are onsite we have this coffee break. So all the teams
go to this common room and have coffee together, chitchat.
So it’s like a relaxing time of 20 minutes where you can get
to know each other more and relax a bit.” —P9 [Team F].

H. Meeting Preferences

In the previous sections, we reported our findings regarding
various recurring meetings and how they are organized and
carried out. We extend our findings in this section to include
some of the preferences voiced by interviewees about meetings
in hybrid work in general.

The intent of the meeting, i.e., the aim and purpose, affected
the choice of how to organize the meeting: six interviewees
mentioned that they prefer to have meetings that involve
brainstorming onsite, as this allows for more spontaneous
discussion and the use of physical whiteboards. Face-to-face
meetings were also discussed by six interviewees as useful
for other reasons, for example, because it is easier to ask
questions: “I think the meetings when we meet face-to-face
in the meeting rooms are actually quite efficient, maybe more
efficient than the [MS Teams] meetings I would say. It might
be easier to raise your questions there than in the [MS Teams]
meetings” —P7 [Team D].
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Two managers and one PO highlighted their preference to
schedule virtual meetings involving international attendees on
remote working days because the other attendees were also
remote. Time zone differences among the sites also contributed
to their decision. In addition, attendees can quickly switch
between meetings when they are virtual. This can be more
efficient when they have either a large number of meetings
or back-to-back meetings during the work day, as discussed
by two managers and one PO: “I'm just swapping from one
[meeting] to the other without any time loss. But if I had to
attend to a room, then it takes me five minutes to get from one
to the other and then I'm obviously late, so it’s much easier
to do it like this.” —P13 [Product owner].

One interviewee also voiced a preference for attending large
information sharing meetings virtually, instead of joining the
meeting from a large meeting room at the office, as this
provided a better participation experience: “We have this one
meeting where there’s a lot of people supposed to be there, so
it’s always cramped. You don’t see anything from the back of
the meeting room [...] [When using MS Teams] everyone has
their headset on. Everyone has their own screen. Someone is
throwing something so you can see it from your own screen,
like really close and someone is talking right to your ear. So
no information is missed at all. So that is definitely something
that’s worth mentioning that is good.” —P4 [Team C].

Finally, 18 out of 27 interviewees discussed their preference
for using cameras during virtual meetings, describing it as
useful or a good practice: “In my teams, everyone is always
using the camera |[...] that is to me a very good practice,
to have these cameras open and show that you are there.”
—P11 [Manager]. Only one person said that they did not feel
the need to use cameras as is reported in Section IV-D1 in
relation to daily meetings. The remaining eight interviewees
did not specifically discuss their preferences around cameras,
although three of these interviewees did mention that they used
them. One of the interviewees did voice concerns that people
possibly keep their cameras off because they are multitasking
during meetings. Despite this concern, only three interviewees
mentioned that they multi-tasked during virtual meetings.

V. DISCUSSION

In this section, we discuss our findings, relate them to
existing literature, and highlight the key takeaways. We discuss
the threats to validity towards the end.

A. Organizing Recurring Meetings

A key insight from this study of hybrid work is that different
types of recurring meetings in agile software development
should be primarily organized onsite or remotely based on the
meeting intent, i.e., meetings requiring active discussion or
brainstorming, such as retrospectives or technical discussions,
benefit from onsite attendance, whereas information sharing
meetings work well in remote format. For example, a virtual
meeting for a larger audience with an agenda of presentations
may even provide a better participation experience in com-
parison to a big onsite meeting room. In this case, a virtual

meeting offers good visibility of the content with a clear voice
and ensures equal experience for everyone. This insight is
similar to the findings in [20] regarding large meetings, but
differs in regard to retrospectives. While Sporsem and Moe
[20] found that retrospectives were held online to ensure all
team members could participate, the interviewees in our study
preferred to hold retrospectives face-to-face.

As most agile meetings are based on active discussion, one
might easily think that placing most meetings on office days
would be the most efficient. However, our interviewees pointed
out problems with that, because people need “free” time to
meet and converse informally outside the meetings during
office days, as discussed also by both Wang et al. [21] and
Sporsem and Moe [20]. Especially, specialists and managers,
who often have their calendars full of meetings, need to be
available also for ad hoc discussions with the agile teams on
those days when the team members work at the office.

We noticed that the layout of the office workspace affected
meetings as well, in particular the agile team meetings. Given
that employees from both units were expected to work from
the office two days per week, the flexible seating system that
was in place could be expected to provide benefits, and is dis-
cussed by Smite et al. [1] as a potential solution for companies
that are experiencing only partially used offices, due to hybrid
work. However, our findings revealed that the majority of the
agile teams preferred fixed seating arrangements and had in
practice turned the flexible seating system into fixed seating
by always booking the same seats for their team. This allowed
them to organize and attend team meetings from their desks,
as well as have ad-hoc discussions easily.

Takeaway: Organizing numerous back-to-back meetings on
office days can hinder informal ad hoc conversations, so
we recommend that meetings requiring active discussions or
brainstorming are organized onsite, while information shar-
ing meetings can be remote. More research around office
workspace design and flexible seating systems is needed, as
these can have a direct impact on collaboration and meetings
in hybrid work.

B. Community Meetings in Hybrid Work

The community of practice (CoP) meetings discussed by
the interviewees in this study provide an ideal platform to
share knowledge not only inside a team, but also between
the teams and across the whole organization. Even though
attendance is not always possible for everyone, due to the
overlap in meetings, recording the CoP meetings to create a
digital footprint and provide non-attendees with access to the
information, or having one team member attend the meeting
and bring the information back to the rest of their team,
ensures that experiences and best practices are continuously
shared within the entire community. Thus, these meetings and
the strategies used when organizing and carrying them out,
provide one solution to the challenge of static and siloed
collaboration that was emphasized during remote work in [3].
Similarly, meetings like the information sharing coffee events
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held by Unit 1 provide an opportunity for networking and the
strengthening of social ties across the whole unit.

Takeaway: Community meetings and the strategies used
when organizing and carrying them out, like video recording,
can ensure knowledge is shared within organizations, help
strengthen social ties, and prevent siloed collaboration in
hybrid work.

C. Using Cameras in Meetings

The use of cameras during remote and hybrid meetings
is a topic that has been discussed and studied especially
during the Covid-19 pandemic [15], [30]. The majority of
our interviewees found that having cameras on during hybrid
and remote meetings was useful and a good practice. At the
team level, the use of cameras was discussed as particularly
beneficial for meetings like the dailies and retrospectives,
where participants discuss with one another. In contrast, during
more technical meetings, like backlog refinement meetings,
everyone looks at the shared screen (e.g., Jira board), therefore
having cameras on was not felt that useful. Additionally, in
cross-site meetings that involve people who meet less often,
they tend to more easily leave their cameras off. More research
in this area is needed, as using cameras may be beneficial to
help strengthen networks between people working in different
sites. Finally, despite the concern voiced by one interviewee
regarding possible multitasking when cameras were kept off,
this behavior was not prevalent in our results, which stands in
contrast to findings from previous research [16].

Takeaway: Cameras can be beneficial in remote and hybrid
meetings that require active discussion between participants,
but may not be as useful during more technical meetings. The
use of cameras therefore requires further attention to learn
their advantages or disadvantages.

D. Threats to Validity

We report threats to validity per the guidelines by Runeson
and Host [23]. Our case study is exploratory and does not con-
cern causal relationships, therefore, internal validity aspects do
not apply [22].

1) Construct Validity: Our study is not prone to the threats
of construct validity because our interview guide contained
a substantial amount of questions related to collaboration in
hybrid work. Additionally, certain questions were explicit in
querying about the meetings in hybrid work. All the interview-
ers and the study participants are knowledgeable about agile
development process models and practices, and the different
types of meetings in agile, which alleviates the possibility
of a different understanding of the construct between the
participants and the interviewers. The feedback sessions also
strengthened the construct validity, although some limitations
do exist, given that we could not confirm all interviewees were
present at the sessions. A draft of this paper was also shared
with the company managers for validation, and they confirmed
that the results were accurate.

2) External Validity: The external validity of case studies
is limited to the studied context [23]. Our findings related
to meetings are yet generalizable to similar contexts, i.e.,
companies that apply hybrid work policies and models in
large-scale agile software development, as well as compa-
nies that seek to transform their workspaces to facilitate a
collaborative environment for hybrid work. Moreover, our
sample was not limited to the members of agile teams, but
included multiple roles, with varied years of experience in
agile software development.

3) Reliability: We implemented multiple measures to en-
hance the reliability of our study. Our integrated coding
approach promotes the possibility of developing a similar
codebook by other researchers. The iterative coding approach
and joint meetings among all the authors to discuss the
codebook further improved the reliability. We publicly share
the interview guide and codebook with descriptions of all
levels of coding to further contribute to the reliability aspects.
Thus, decreasing the subjectivity in data analysis.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

This study offers qualitative insights into how recurring
meetings are organized and carried out in hybrid work, in
a large-scale agile environment. We performed a single case
study in the Finnish R&D site of Ericsson with a “2 days per
week at the office” policy. 27 participants including agile team
members from 15 different teams, managers, product owners
and specialists participated in the semi-structured interview
data collection. We observed that sprint planning and retro-
spectives are preferably organized and carried out onsite by the
agile teams because they require active discussions, while daily
meetings are typically hybrid. In addition, organizing a hybrid
participation possibility for all meetings is often necessary to
include everyone.

For practitioners: 1t is better to arrange meetings requiring
active discussions or brainstorming onsite, whereas, informa-
tion sharing meetings can be remote. Office days should not
be booked with numerous back-to-back meetings because this
can limit informal, yet important, ad hoc discussions. Com-
munity meetings can contribute to knowledge sharing within
organizations, and help strengthen social ties and prevent
siloed collaboration in hybrid work. Additionally, the use of
cameras is recommended for small discussion-oriented remote
and hybrid meetings.

For future research: Studying the dynamics of ad hoc meet-
ings in hybrid work, and understudied meetings like technical
meetings, can offer more useful insights. In companies with
varying hybrid work models, future research could investigate
how having both predefined and flexible office days impacts
inter-team collaboration in meetings. The use of cameras in
remote and hybrid meetings also requires further attention to
learn their advantages or disadvantages.
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