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ABSTRACT
Background: Collaboration among software engineers through
face-to-face discussions in teams has been promoted since the
adoption of agile methods. However, these discussions might demote the contribution of software engineers who are introverts,
possibly leading to sub-optimal solutions and creating work environments that beneﬁt extroverts. Objective: We aim to evaluate
whether providing software engineers with time to work individually and reason about a collective problem is a setting that makes
introverts more comfortable to interact and contribute more, ultimately leading to better solutions. Method: We plan to conduct a
between-subjects study, with teams in a control group that design
a software architecture in a team discussion meeting and teams
in a treatment group in which subjects work individually before
engaging in a meeting. We will assess and compare the amount
of contribution of introverts, their subjective experiences, and the
designed solutions. Limitations: As extroverts will be present in
both groups, we will not be able to conclude that better solutions
are solely due to the increased participation of introverts. The analyses of their subjective experience and amount of contributions
might provide evidence to suggest the reasons for observed diﬀerences.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Software and its engineering → Programming teams; •
Social and professional topics → User characteristics; • General and reference → Empirical studies.
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the way of developing software has shifted to a more collaborative
environment. Software engineers are organized in self-managing
teams, in which involved engineers have daily meetings to synchronize their work, may work in pairs, have face-to-face discussions, and have retrospective meetings to adapt their dynamics.
These practices promote a signiﬁcant amount of interaction among
individuals, which is assumed to lead to better solutions and welcoming environments. This change in the dynamics within software teams is complemented by changes in the physical work environment that are now commonly conﬁgured as open workspaces.
Promoting interaction, mainly in person, in software engineering has a large impact on individuals. Humans have diﬀerent characteristics, including personality traits. Thus, adopted practices
may be experienced diﬀerently by each individual. In her book,
Cain [4] discussed the “extroverted ideal,” which is the current trend
to consider extroversion as a desired personal characteristic [24]
and expect that those who are introverted behave as extroverts. As
collaborative environments require interaction, they may be more
adequate for those who are extroverted, causing introverts to contribute less, because small signs of disapproval [4] may cause them
not to share their ideas. Therefore, as argued by Cain, there are occasions in which “collaboration kills creativity” [9].
In response, in this registered report, we detail a study protocol
in which we investigate work practices used to produce a collective
software solution and how they are experienced by extrovert and
introvert software engineers. In a nutshell, the study requires subjects to jointly design a software architecture to a given software
problem. Teams in the control group have a ﬁxed time to discuss in
a face-to-face meeting and propose a solution. Teams in the treatment group have this same ﬁxed time, but in the ﬁrst half of the
time, they work individually on the problem. We compare the outcomes of the teams and how extroverts and introverts contributed
to the solution. We also assess their subjective experiences.

2 BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

INTRODUCTION

In traditional software management [10], a project manager typically assigns tasks to software engineers who then work individually on these tasks. With the wide adoption of agile methods [20],
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Personality Trait Theories and Big Five Model. Personality is the
set of all behavioral, emotional, and mental attributes that characterize a unique individual [19]. Psychologists have sought for years
to formulate descriptive models of high-level traits that would provide a framework to simplify the organization and description of
the major individual diﬀerences among human beings [15]. Many
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personality trait theories have been proposed since the 1930s, although more general acceptance and interest was not achieved until the 1970s when research began to ﬁnd empirical evidence on the
validity of a general taxonomy of ﬁve orthogonal personality traits
now referred to as the Big Five Model [12] or Five Factor Model [21].
According to the Big Five Model, the most important individual
characteristics can be described by the following ﬁve orthogonal
dimensions (often referred to using the OCEAN mnemonic).
• Openness (inventive/curious vs. consistent/cautious): the
extent to which a person is open to experiences; people
low in Openness tend to be more conservative and closeminded.
• Conscientiousness (eﬃcient/organized vs. easy-going/
careless): the tendency to plan in advance in goal-directed
behavior; low-Conscientiousness individuals are more tolerant and less bound by rules and plans.
• Extroversion (outgoing/energetic vs. solitary/introverted):
the tendency to seek stimulation in the company of others;
introverted individuals who are low in Extroversion are reserved and solitary.
• Agreeableness (friendly/compassionate vs. challenging/detached): the tendency to be compassionate and
cooperative toward others; low Agreeableness is related to
being suspicious, challenging, and antagonistic.
• Neuroticism (sensitive/nervous vs. secure/conﬁdent): the
emotional stability is the extent to which a person’s emotions are sensitive to the environment; those who have a
low score in Neuroticism are calmer and more stable, while
neurotic individuals are prone to psychological distress and
anxiety.
Personality in Software Engineering. The study of personality in
software engineering has drawn the attention of researchers for
decades. In the early 1970s, Weinberg [29] was the ﬁrst to hypothesize that personality could impact the performance of software
engineers. Later, in the 1980s, Shneiderman [26] argued that the
personality of software engineers could play a critical role in determining how they interact. Since then, a growing amount of research has been conducted on the eﬀects of personality in software
engineering. In their systematic literature review, Cruz et al. [5]
identiﬁed 90 studies conducted between 1979 and 2014, most of
which (about 70%) were published after 2002. Previous studies on
personality in software engineering have focused on diﬀerent aspects, such as the prediction of performance [14, 17], work preferences [18, 25], job satisfaction [1, 2], and team composition [6, 11].
Team Composition in Software Engineering. Software team
composition has also been studied from perspectives other
than personality. Siau et al. [27] interviewed 21 professional
software engineers and used open coding to derive a list
of ﬁfty-nine unique characteristics, classiﬁed into eight categories. Among these categories, attitude/motivation, knowledge,
interpersonal/communication skills, and working/cognitive ability were perceived by the interviewees as the most important.
Kang et al. [16] investigated the importance of team member
characteristics, particularly cognitive and demographic, on software team eﬀectiveness. They found that cognitive similarities,
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modeled via the construct of a Shared Mental Model, have
a stronger inﬂuence than age, tenure, and gender similarity.
Wickramasinghe and Nandula [30] investigated the eﬀects of diversity in global software team composition. By interviewing
216 software engineers involved in global software projects, they
found that diversity is associated with conﬂicts within teams. However, they also found that when such conﬂicts are resolved with
team leader support, diversity is helpful in achieving higher levels
of team performance.
Work Practices and Work Spaces in Software Engineering. In addition to personality and team composition, work practices of software engineers potentially impact (perceived) productivity and
well-being. Meyer et al. [22] characterized the daily life of software engineers and found that they value being in control of their
own workday, without disruptions by external factors or deviations from plans. Collaboration plays a central role in the daily
activities of software engineers, with estimates as high as 45% of
work time [13].
How this collaboration takes place inﬂuences its outcome.
While Bird et al. [3] found only negligible diﬀerences in failure
rates between components developed in distributed settings and
components developed in collocated settings, Damian et al. [8] report that distance aﬀects how accessible remote colleagues are.
Even when collocated, work spaces can be set up diﬀerently:
Mishra et al. [23] found that half cubicles are very eﬀective for the
frequency of communication and that half-height glass barriers are
very eﬀective during individuals’ problem-solving activities while
working together as a team. The authors conclude that such a physically open environment appears to improve communication, coordination, and collaboration. In a remote setting, Damian et al. [7]
compared teams of stakeholders using synchronous videoconferencing for requirements negotiations to teams with an additional
asynchronous text-based discussion phase before the video conference and found that teams with initial asynchronous discussions
were more eﬀective. Our proposed study follows a somewhat similar design.

3 RESEARCH QUESTION AND HYPOTHESES
Our goal with this study is to promote better work environments
considering the personal traits of individuals, possibly leading to
better software solutions. In particular, we focus on the level of
extroversion. In this context, we state the following research question: Do introvert software engineers contribute more and feel more
comfortable to contribute when they are given time to work individually? Considering this research question, there are three hypotheses that we aim to test, described as follows.
H1. Introverted software engineers prefer to work individually before engaging in a team discussion to produce a software solution.
H2. When introverted software engineers are given time to
work individually before engaging in a team discussion to
produce a software solution, they contribute more than if
no time for individual work is given.
H3. A team of software engineers produce better software solutions if team members are given time to work individually
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before engaging in a team discussion than if no time for individual work is given.
Our study focuses on understanding the behavior of introverted
software engineers. However, considering the existing literature
on introversion, the presence of extroverts in team discussions
may be a factor that discourages introverts to participate actively.
Therefore, as discussed later, our study involves teams of both introverts and extroverts. Consequently, H3 is related to the outcome
produced by each group, which includes extroverts. H1 and H2
help to understand the causes of diﬀerences that are possibly identiﬁed when testing H3.

4

VARIABLES

There are two independent variables associated with our three hypotheses. The ﬁrst is the personality trait of each subject, which
can be extroverted or introverted. This is obtained by means of answers to questions of the pre-questionnaire ﬁlled in by subjects.
The second refers to our intervention, which is the interaction
model. There are two alternatives: (i) team only, when there is a
single team discussion occurring in two time slots; and (ii) individual and team when in the ﬁrst time slot team members work
individually and in the second time slot there is a discussion.
The dependent variables are diﬀerent for each hypothesis. For
H1, we assess the answers to questions of the post-questionnaire
provided by each subject on a 7-point Likert scale. For H2, we measure the percentage of the total time of team discussion in which
the subject speaks up. For H3, we collect from experts in software
engineering scores from 0 to 10 that indicate the quality of the solution provided by each team.
Finally, a possible confounding variable that we control is the expertise of subjects. The pre-questionnaire that subjects are required
to answer includes questions to assess their expertise in software
engineering.

5

MATERIAL AND TASKS

In this section, we describe pre- and post-questionnaires, the software problem, and the expert evaluation for the proposed study.
The study materials are available online.1

5.1

Pre-questionnaire

Subjects are required to answer a pre-questionnaire, composed of
four parts, before participating in the study. In the ﬁrst part, they
are asked to sign the informed consent and agreement to have
their data processed. In the second part, they inform us of their demographic characteristics: age, gender, nationality, and education.
Then, in the third part, we request them to share their experience
in software engineering, detailing their current position, years of
experience, professional experience, and self-reported knowledge
on software architecture, modularity, architectural patterns, design patterns, web development, and programming. Finally, they
answer the questions of the IPIP test2 associated with extroversion/introversion.
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5.2 Software Problem
In our study, subjects are required to propose, in teams, a solution to a software problem. This problem is given as a software
system to be developed, involving functional and non-functional
requirements (such as security, scalability, and reliability). Teams
are informed that they need to design a software architecture that
satisﬁes these requirements and also follows principles of software
engineering. The architecture should be described in terms of modules, their roles, dependencies among them, the control ﬂow to
process requests, and used technologies. Each team provides a single solution to the problem. The team discussions are recorded so
that we can collect the amount of time during which each subject
speaks up.

5.3 Post-questionnaire
After performing the key task of our study, i.e., the proposal of an
architecture for a software system, subjects are requested to answer a post-questionnaire reporting their experience. Answers are
given on a 7-point Likert scale. We ask them if they: (i) felt comfortable to share their ideas; (ii) felt respected by their team members;
(iii) felt conﬁdent to contribute; (iv) enjoyed participating in the
team discussion; (v) (would have) enjoyed having time to work individually; and (vi) had a positive experience while performing the
requested task. Subjects can also share additional comments.

5.4 Expert Evaluation
To evaluate the quality of the solutions provided by subjects, we
ask three experts in software engineering, in particular software
architecture, to inspect all solutions. They blindly provide a score
ranging from 0 (worst) to 10 (best) for each of the following aspects: overall evaluation, functional requirements, non-functional
requirements, understandability, and modularity. The scores must
be justiﬁed. After providing an initial score (ﬁrst round), if there
is no convergence, we compile all scores and justiﬁcations given
by experts in a single document with anonymized data and return them to the experts, who must reassess their scores (second
round). We perform at most ﬁve rounds to achieve convergence.
If this is not the case, they have a meeting to discuss and converge (in this case, they will become aware of their identity). This
evaluation method is inspired by the Wideband delphi estimation
method [28].

6 SUBJECTS
We select candidates to participate in the study using convenience
sampling. All involved researchers reach out to professional software engineers with whom they have contact and request for volunteers to participate in the study. All volunteers are requested to
complete the pre-questionnaire. From these, we select only extroverts and introverts, excluding extroverts with introvert tendencies and introverts with extrovert tendencies. This will be done
considering participants with high and low scores, based on the absolute score or distribution of scores in our sample.3 This choice depends on the scores of our candidates. We also exclude volunteers
that do not have a degree in Computer Science (or similar courses),

1 https://www.inf.ufrgs.br/prosoft/resources/2020/msr-rr-introversion/
2 https://ipip.ori.org/

3 https://ipip.ori.org/InterpretingIndividualIPIPScaleScores.htm
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do not have professional experience, or do not have at least average knowledge on the topics listed in the pre-questionnaire. Our
goal is to have 16 teams of 4 (assigned randomly) subjects each
(2 extroverts and 2 introverts). Subjects of the same team must be
in the same geographical location. If more candidates are eligible
than our goal, we select subjects randomly.

7

EXECUTION PLAN

Our study follows a between-subjects design. It is composed of the
following steps.
(1) After selecting the candidates for the study, we request
these candidates to complete the pre-questionnaire.
(2) We analyze the answers to the pre-questionnaire and select
our sample as described in the previous section.
(3) Randomly, we select half of the formed teams to receive the
intervention.
(4) Each team must provide a solution to the given problem.
Teams in the control group have two time slots (90 min total) to have a discussion with all members and propose a
solution. Teams in the treatment group have one time slot
(45 min) for members to work individually towards a solution and one time slot (45 min) to discuss with all members
to propose a solution. All discussion meetings are recorded.
(5) Subjects are requested to complete the post-questionnaire.
(6) We ask three experts in software engineering to evaluate the
proposed solutions according to the described Expert Evaluation method.
Based on the collected data, we extract the values of the variables detailed in Section 4 for analysis.

8

ANALYSIS PLAN

H1 and H2. The results are described detailing the minimum,
maximum, average, and median values. The answers provided
to the post-questionnaire are also presented in Likert plots,
while active participation in the team discussions is presented
in box plots. To test for signiﬁcant diﬀerences between the four
groups (introvert-control, introvert-treatment, extrovert-control,
extrovert-treatment), we use a two-way ANOVA test, if its assumptions are met. If not, we use a Kruskal-Wallis test. A corresponding
post-hoc test is used if the test shows a signiﬁcant diﬀerence.
H3. As H3 tests for diﬀerences between the solutions provided by
teams in the control group and teams in the treatment group, there
are only two groups to compare. We test for diﬀerences between
scores given to each evaluated aspect of the provided solutions. We
ﬁrst test for normality, using a Shapiro-Wilk test. If the distribution
is normal, we use a parametric test (t-test); otherwise, we use a nonparametric test (Wilcoxon). Descriptive statistics are given similar
to the ones given for the dependent variables associated with H2.

REFERENCES
[1] Silvia T. Acuña, Marta Gómez, and Natalia Juristo. 2009. How do personality,
team processes and task characteristics relate to job satisfaction and software
quality? Information and Software Technology 51, 3 (Mar 2009), 627–639.
[2] Silvia T. Acuña, Marta N. Gómez, Jo E. Hannay, Natalia Juristo, and Dietmar
Pfahl. 2015. Are team personality and climate related to satisfaction and software
quality? Aggregating results from a twice replicated experiment. Information
and Software Technology 57 (Jan 2015), 141–156.

Ingrid Nunes, Christoph Treude, and Fabio Calefato

[3] Christian Bird, Nachiappan Nagappan, Premkumar Devanbu, Harald Gall, and
Brendan Murphy. 2009. Does distributed development aﬀect software quality?
An empirical case study of Windows Vista. In Proceedings of the International
Conference on Software Engineering. IEEE Computer Society, 518–528.
[4] Susan Cain. 2013. Quiet: The Power of Introverts in a World That Can’t Stop Talking. Broadway Books, New York, NY.
[5] Shirley Cruz, Fabio Q.B. da Silva, and Luiz Fernando Capretz. 2015. Forty years
of research on personality in software engineering: A mapping study. Computers
in Human Behavior 46 (May 2015), 94–113.
[6] Fabio Q.B. da Silva, A. César C. França, Marcos Suassuna, Leila M.R. de Sousa Mariz, Isabella Rossiley, Regina C.G. de Miranda, Tatiana B. Gouveia, Cleviton V.F.
Monteiro, Evisson Lucena, Elisa S.F. Cardozo, and Edval Espindola. 2013. Team
building criteria in software projects: A mix-method replicated study. Information and Software Technology 55, 7 (Jul 2013), 1316–1340.
[7] Daniela Damian, Filippo Lanubile, and Teresa Mallardo. 2008. On the need for
mixed media in distributed requirements negotiations. IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering 34, 1 (2008), 116–132.
[8] Daniela Damian, Sabrina Marczak, and Irwin Kwan. 2007. Collaboration patterns and the impact of distance on awareness in requirements-centred social
networks. In Proceedings of the International Requirements Engineering Conference. IEEE, 59–68.
[9] Marvin D. Dunnette, Campbell, and Kay John Jaastad. 1963. The eﬀect of group
participation on brainstorming eﬀectiveness for 2 industrial samples. Journal of
Applied Psychology 47, 1 (1963), 30–37.
[10] Richard E. Fairley. 2009. Managing and Leading Software Projects (annotated
edition ed.). Wiley-IEEE Computer Society Pr.
[11] Abdul Rehman Gilal, Jafreezal Jaafar, Mazni Omar, Shuib Basri, and Ahmad
Waqas. 2016. A rule-based model for software development team composition:
Team leader role with personality types and gender classiﬁcation. Information
and Software Technology 74 (Jun 2016), 105–113.
[12] Lewis R Goldberg. 1981. Language and individual diﬀerences: The search for
universals in personality lexicons. Review of personality and social psychology 2,
1 (1981), 141–165.
[13] Márcio Kuroki Gonçalves, Cleidson RB de Souza, and Víctor M González. 2011.
Collaboration, Information Seeking and Communication: An Observational
Study of Software Developers’ Work Practices. Journal of Universal Computer
Science 17, 14 (2011), 1913–1930.
[14] J.E. Hannay, Erik Arisholm, Harald Engvik, and D.I.K. Sjoberg. 2010. Eﬀects of
Personality on Pair Programming. IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering 36,
1 (Jan 2010), 61–80.
[15] Oliver P. John and Sanjay Srivastava. 1999. The Big Five Trait Taxonomy: History, Measurement, and Theoretical Perspectives. Handbook of personality: Theory and research (1999), 102–138.
[16] Hye-Ryun Kang, Hee-Dong Yang, and Chris Rowley. 2006. Factors in team eﬀectiveness: Cognitive and demographic similarities of software development team
members. Human Relations 59, 12 (2006), 1681–1710.
[17] Zahra Karimi, Ahmad Baraani-Dastjerdi, Nasser Ghasem-Aghaee, and Stefan
Wagner. 2016. Links between the personalities, styles and performance in computer programming. Journal of Systems and Software 111, C (Jan 2016), 228–241.
[18] Makrina Viola Kosti, Robert Feldt, and Lefteris Angelis. 2014. Personality, emotional intelligence and work preferences in software engineering: An empirical
study. Information and Software Technology 56, 8 (Aug 2014), 973–990.
[19] François Mairesse, Marilyn A Walker, Matthias R Mehl, and Roger K Moore. 2007.
Using linguistic cues for the automatic recognition of personality in conversation and text. Journal of artiﬁcial intelligence research 30 (2007), 457–500.
[20] Robert Cecil Martin. 2003. Agile Software Development: Principles, Patterns, and
Practices. Prentice Hall PTR, USA.
[21] Robert R McCrae and Paul T Costa. 1987. Validation of the ﬁve-factor model of
personality across instruments and observers. 3820081. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology 52, 1 (Jan 1987), 81–90.
[22] Andre Meyer, Earl T Barr, Christian Bird, and Thomas Zimmermann. 2019. Today was a Good Day: The Daily Life of Software Developers. IEEE Transactions
on Software Engineering (2019).
[23] Deepti Mishra, Alok Mishra, and Soﬁya Ostrovska. 2012. Impact of physical
ambiance on communication, collaboration and coordination in agile software
development: An empirical evaluation. Information and software Technology 54,
10 (2012), 1067–1078.
[24] Delroy L. Paulhus and Kathy L. Morgan. 1997. Perceptions of intelligence in
leaderless groups: the dynamic eﬀects of shyness and acquaintance. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology 72, 1 (1997), 581–591.
[25] Arif Raza, Luiz Fernando Capretz, and Zaka Ul-Mustafa. 2014. Personality Proﬁles of Software Engineers and Their Software Quality Preferences. International Journal of Information Systems and Social Change 5, 3 (Jul 2014), 77–86.
[26] Ben Shneiderman. 1980. Software psychology: human factors in computer and
information systems. Winthrop Inc, Cambridge MA (1980).
[27] Keng Siau, Xin Tan, and Hong Sheng. 2010. Important characteristics of software
development team members: an empirical investigation using Repertory Grid.
Information Systems Journal 20, 6 (2010), 563–580.

Impact of the Dynamics of Collaboration on Introverts

[28] Ricardo Valerdi. 2011. Convergence of Expert Opinion via the Wideband Delphi Method: An Application in Cost Estimation Models. In Incose International
Symposium, Vol. 21. Wiley Online Library, 1246–1259.
[29] Gerald M Weinberg. 1971. The psychology of computer programming. Vol. 29. Van
Nostrand Reinhold New York.

MSR ’20, October 5–6, 2020, Seoul, Republic of Korea

[30] Vathsala Wickramasinghe and Sahan Nandula. 2015. Diversity in team composition, relationship conﬂict and team leader support on globally distributed
virtual software development team performance. Strategic Outsourcing: An International Journal 8, 2/3 (2015), 138–155.

