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Abstract 

Self-organising agile teams form the basis for the successful execution of projects that are 

implemented using agile project management frameworks.  This research investigated the 

difference in working practices in eastern and western cultures in terms of understanding of agile 

and practicing of self-organising framework to achieve an optimal performance of software 

development. The main contribution of this research is the development and implementation of a 

new framework called the Self-Organising Agile Team framework (SOATf) and investigation of 

its cultural implications using case studies from organisations in Turkey. Eastern and western 

cultures seem to clash in Turkey, which means that the existence of mixed cultural attitudes could 

be significant for this study. A mixed approach was utilized to carry out the study, and action 

research was adopted as a principal research methodology. The evaluation part of the research was 

performed in two stages with the first one focusing on the survey analysis, and the second one 

centering around the analysis of the interviews. The criteria of self-organising teams were 

discovered from various researchers’ analysis of existing team working models and frameworks 

from literature survey and industry studies. This research then carried out a thematic analysis of 

key literature review outputs through comparison and evaluation the various themes and 

components to build the novel SOATf. The results of the research revealed that: (1) the perception 

of the workplace environment significantly varies between the individuals of eastern and western 

cultures, (2) the allocation of the competencies significantly differs between the adepts of eastern 

and western cultures, and (3) in the context of self-organising, agile teams, the assignment of roles 

according to new SOATf is different for individuals belonging to eastern and western cultures. 

Based on the research outcomes, the recommendations concerning the future work were provided, 

and the suggestions related to the integration of SOATf were outlined.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

1.1. Overview 

A conventional wisdom existing among project managers leading global and large-scale 

projects is that culture has as high importance for project success as the significance of planning, 

skills, time management, and budgeting. This point of view is supported by recent studies, which 

suggested that propensity to find a common language, perception of bureaucratic rules, adherence 

to the project documentation requirements, and amalgamation of values and norms in cross-

cultural teams are important for project success (Whitty 2011; Balasubramaniam, Kim, Kannan, 

& James 2017; Turner, Ledwith, & Kelly 2012). The above evidence is primarily useful for the 

case of agile teams that evolved from the dynamically changing software development 

environment, where ambiguous user specifications, shifting project schedule priorities, and cost-

benefit analysis issues prevail (Engwall 2012; Tripp, Riemenschneider, & Thatcher 2016). 

However, past research efforts were primarily concentrated on searching for managerial reasons 

behind these issues, while there is much less evidence concerning team self-organisation process 

and associated issues in the cultural context. 

Despite cultural differences in eastern and western workers, cultural references made 

during research on self-organising teams become more frequent. The need for self-organisation 

transforms organisational philosophies related to people management and working process 

optimization to achieve high-level business objectives. The key difference among traditional and 

self-organising teams is that the former operates under a hierarchical management structure with 

the clearly defined roles of leaders and subordinates, while the latter is designed in a flat 

organisational structure comprising circles that define a single self-organised team with no strict 

subordination. However, the process of self-organisation is not unique to each team and eventually 
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is hard to be conceptualized in a cultural context. Hence, it is paramount to design a framework 

that would ascertain practical importance of cross-cultural self-organisation based on the known 

cultural markers for western and eastern societies and significant characteristics known for certain 

countries in these societies. 

1.2. Background and Challenges  

The concept ‘self-organisation’ emerged in organisational theory research during the 19th century. 

It asserted that under specific conditions, it is critical to have a small group of individuals, who 

can perform assigned tasks based on their functional skills and require little or no supervision to 

organise their work. Self-organisation was inspired by changing perspective on the role of 

leadership styles and the increasing importance of motivation, articulating that motivated 

individuals require less control in task execution and can work together to achieve a common goal, 

eventually transforming from a group into a team (Highsmith 2009). However, initial 

conceptualizations of self-organisation were criticized for the fact that any group is expected to 

become a team, since achieving the shared objectives requires equal involvement of team members 

and one is barely possible without direct supervision and control (Domke-Damone & Keels 2015). 

On the contrary, it was admitted that teams, unlike groups, have their own identities developed 

through a collective style of work engagement, which eventually leads to the formation of ‘team 

persona’ (Gottfredson 2015). Eventually, such stance helps individuals to approach the task 

synchronously by using a combination of skills possessed individually, which requires less 

controlled intervention and hierarchical allocation of tasks but leads to fruitful collaborative results. 

Self-organisation concept has been further refined in the early 2000s based on the 

transformational changes in software project management and the evolution of agile development 

methodologies. The change was stimulated by the group of the experienced software developers, 
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who expressed common concerns about the traditional waterfall approaches in managing software 

projects as non-value added and suggested alternative ways of seeing the benefits of self-

organisation summarised in the Agile Manifesto of 2001. One of the central ideas of that 

publication declared that “the best architectures, requirements, and designs emerge from self-

organising teams” (Manifesto for Agile Software Development 2001). Further proceedings of that 

publication were refined in consecutive years attempting to build on the notion of self-direction 

and suggesting the importance of revising roles and responsibilities of team managers in the agile 

environment. Kent Beck, one of the contributors to Agile Manifesto development, stated that if 

the project has three axes of expectations defined as product, business, and conduct, the first two 

could be performed by the team without much supervision, since it is the responsibility of each 

individual team member to follow project requirements precisely and cross-interact, remaining 

intact from management reporting and communication with the customer, as noted by Anderson 

et al. (2003). Another contributor, Ward Cunningham, stated that in the agile environment, the 

activities, performed by teams are time-consuming due to cross-functionalism, thus suggesting 

that managerial roles of notetaking and status reporting are unreasonable in terms of additional 

time and costs related to team manager salary and project scheduling (as cited in Anderson et al. 

2003). These ideas were further discussed by Matook and Maruping (2014), who indicated that 

increased complexity of customers’ requirements leads to irrelevance of project hierarchies in 

terms of communication and control, since project quality should be measured based on team 

expertise rather management follow-up and reporting. Hence, the role of team expertise and 

autonomy in making decisions has been further prioritized, suggesting that self-organisation and 

agile methods could decrease the risks of project failure and thus improve customer satisfaction. 
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Currently, there are many arguments that describe the benefits and challenges of self-

organising agile teams in various dimensions, starting with the evolution and ending with 

productivity and reproductivity. It stems from the idea that self-organising teams were evolving in 

line with agile software development approaches, such as Scrum, extreme programming (XP), 

dynamic system development modelling (DSDM), and Crystal Methods. The above approaches 

assumed certain differences in task setting, training, and teamwork design, depending on the 

project complexity and chosen agile methodology. Furthermore, the concept of self-organisation 

has been integrated with emerging trends in leadership, such as Laissez-Faire leadership Model. 

This model aimed at affording nearly all authority to employees who are allowed to make choices 

based on their best knowledge of transactional leadership skills aimed at rewarding performance 

based on results, and Holarctic leadership focused on designing teams in independent, self-

managed circles rather than organisational units. Self-organisation has also been frequently 

practiced by the start-up companies that reward innovation and creativity, having initially a small 

group of followers and relying on their entrepreneurial thinking and ability to self-organise to 

succeed in a highly competitive market environment. However, several concerns should be 

mentioned with respect to the evolution of agile teams and counter-productivity factors evident for 

the self-organised working environment. First, the concept of self-organisation was initially 

criticized for the lack of teams’ productivity, poor development of leadership and the lack of 

orientation (Moe, Dingsoyr, & Dyba 2010). Second, it was argued that self-organised team 

members are unable to master advanced, specialized working skills when often rotated among 

project and roles, since such knowledge acquisition is only generated through in-depth, continuous 

experience. Finally, given the fluid formalization of roles in self-organising teams, interpersonal 
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conflicts and miscommunication among team members could occur more frequently than that in 

the hierarchically managed teams. 

Given that above-mentioned findings heavily relied on the highlight of inadequacy of self-

organisation, the classification of roles within the self-organising agile teams presents an important 

and interesting area of the scientific research inquiry. To identify how teams should evolve and 

remain self-organising, Hoda (2011) conducted grounded research, using software professionals 

in India and New Zealand as a sample. The researcher outlined the definition of six roles, including 

Mentor, Coordinator, Translator, Champion, Promoter, and Terminator as the classification 

framework. It was reflected on the spontaneous, implicit, and non-formal nature of the proposed 

roles required to perform different tasks in a balanced manner, while also responding to critical 

environmental factors. However, the grounded nature of such findings suggests taking a broader 

perspective on how this framework could be remapped for the cross-cultural environment, where 

the intentions of teams to evolve and remain self-organising are influenced by the adopted norms 

and values, stemming from multiculturalism. For instance, it was admitted that in European 

countries, such as Germany and France, the self-organisation process in agile teams is influenced 

by the directive or even autocratic engagement of the business leader to promote agility, while in 

the collectivistic and self-respectful Japanese society, such efforts could be felt as insulting and 

considered too forceful (Landsell 2016). Furthermore, self-organising teams could pursue different 

purposes when attending team meetings even in culturally similar, individualistic societies. For 

instance, in the United States, team meetings are applied for information gathering and proposal 

presentations; in Finland they are used for information exchange and problem solving; in Portugal 

and Spain, that are utilized for briefings and discussions, while in Greece, team meetings are 

considered as the intervention to make sure that people are able to voice opinions (Stefsos & 
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Stamelos 2011; Parker, Holesgrove, & Pathak, 2015; Landsell 2016; Leite & Braz 2016). 

Presumably, such differences could also vary from one project to another based on different 

variables, such as team skills, demographics, past success rate of the projects undertaken, and 

experience in agile methodologies. Hence, linking together the action of applying the framework 

of roles classification combined with researching how self-organising teams are evolving and 

maturing in culturally diverse societies will be used as a research model. 

1.3. Aims, Objectives and Hypothesis  

The research domain is multiculturalism and impact of it on self-organising team. The 

central research topic is investigation of the implementation of SOATf and analysis of whether 

cross-cultural teams can have a positive impact on self-organising teams. This study has a main 

research question, which guides the whole dissertation and sets a general focus of the investigation. 

The main research question is “What is the cultural implication of SOATf in multicultural teams 

in Turkey?”. However, three supportive research questions were developed to improve the level 

of details of the research and enhance the accuracy of findings. The supportive research question 

includes: (1) is there any difference in the cultural perception of the workplace in individuals of 

eastern and western cultures? (2) is there any difference in the perception of competencies of 

SOATf by adepts of western and eastern cultures? and (3) is there any difference in the perception 

of roles of SOATf by adepts of western and eastern cultures? Supportive research questions were 

developed to broaden the scope of the research and investigate the impact of all dimensions of 

SOATf on the teamwork with respect to cultural differences of the individuals, affected by SOATf. 

In light of the above-said, the aim of the study is to identify, evaluate, and analyse cultural 

implications for self-organising agile teams working in a multicultural environment by adopting 

and conceptualizing a comprehensive and easy-to-understand framework that extrapolates on 
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critical team roles. In other words, the impact of SOATf will be reviewed in the integration of agile 

software in Turkish firms, whilst cultural aspects will be considered as the factors mediating the 

relationships between the integration of SOATf and effectiveness of agile teams. The choice of 

Turkey as the research setting has been informed by the following reasons. First, Demir, Unnu, 

and Erturk (2011) admitted that certain organisations in Turkey could be culturally profiled as 

hierarchies or clan structures, while its recent economic development suggests a shift from such 

views to a more flexible and adaptive organisational approach. Second, Turkey represents research 

setting where eastern and western cultures are clashing, which means that cultural attitudes could 

be significant for adopting or rejecting new norms and practices and could influence an 

understanding of self-organising role classification appropriateness. Finally, the study aims to 

fulfil an existing research gap in evaluating cultural differences among self-organising agile teams 

in eastern and western societies, contributing to the existing studies in self-organising teams and 

agile development. The research objectives are summarised as follows: 

• To explore the existing SOATf, developed by Hoda (2011). 

• To develop a novel SOATf, based on the addition of the information, retrieved from 

the literature review to the existing framework.  

• To define the roles, competencies, and functions, which affect the workplace 

perception in the context of SOATf. 

• To investigate whether the perception of workplace in the context of SOATf differs 

between eastern and western cultures.  

• To investigate whether the perception of competencies in the context of SOATf 

differs between eastern and western cultures.  
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• To investigate whether the perception of roles in the context of SOATf differs 

between eastern and western cultures.  

The hypothesis, developed for this study are based both on the literature review findings 

and expected research outcomes, and an extension on the Hoda’s (2011) thesis. Below, the set of 

hypotheses is provided, inclusive of both null hypothesis and alternative ones.  

Perception of the Workplace  

• H0: There is no significant difference of how agile team practitioners perceive their 

workplace, based on the Eastern or Western culture. 

• H1: There is a significant difference of how agile team practitioners perceive their 

workplace, based on the Eastern or Western culture. 

Perception of Competencies  

• H0: There is no difference among the competence mastery level among the adepts of 

western and eastern cultures. 

• H1: There is a significant difference among the competence mastery level among the adepts 

of western and eastern cultures. 

 

Perception of Roles in the Context of Self-Organising Teams 

• H0: There is no significant difference of how the members of agile, self-organising teams 

perceive and allocate the roles, depending on the affiliation with western or eastern cultures.   

• H1: There is a significant difference of how the members of agile, self-organising teams 

perceive and allocate the roles, depending on the affiliation with western or eastern cultures. 



 

             10 

1.4. Literature Review Approach 

The next sections of the report are made based on the extensive literature review to identify 

the direction of theoretical research and explicate the practical aspects of the future research 

inquiries. Firstly, the research papers developed by Rashina Hoda, and colleagues were thoroughly 

analysed to determine the essence of the framework and challenges evident in terms of self-

organising teams in a cross-cultural context. It is worthwhile indicating that Hoda (2011) 

performed a comparative analysis of two countries, which could be used for the initial framework 

development. Secondly, the aspect of teams as organisational structures was explored using 

theoretical inquiries of team composition, team structure, and challenges typical of the team 

formation process. Thirdly, the research papers related to agile development, as well as the 

conference proceedings published after the introduction of the Agile Manifesto rules were 

analysed as the inspirational sources for understanding a self-organisation paradigm and its role in 

software development methodologies and practices. Fourthly, the research on the cultural 

manifestations of self-organisation was conducted to estimate present efforts in academic research 

to establish the depth of research in identifying motivating factors for the differences experienced 

by cross-cultural self-organising teams. Finally, a new framework was adopted and drafted for the 

further validation and testing of self-organisation attempts in different cultures, referring to the 

analysis of models used to classify cultural dimensions that affect self-organising teams’ 

performance. 

1.5. Structure of the Study 

The study is further organised as follows. Chapter 2 is a literature review, where the first 

subchapter provides the perspective on the importance of teamwork in supporting organisational 

dynamics and associated business changes, as well as the model for considering essential team 
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characteristics. The second subchapter is devoted to exploring current definitions and concepts of 

self-organising agile teams, present critique, and challenges for self-organisation. The third 

subchapter explores the influential cultural theories and identifies potential associations with self-

organising agile teams. Chapter 3 is theoretical framework that analyses Hoda’s (2011) model and 

provides theoretical conceptualization of the refined roles in self-organising team, as well as the 

list of critical competencies developed for the team member identification using Lominger 

framework, and suggests the completed framework used for quantitative and qualitative inquiries. 

Chapter 4 describes a methodological approach used for the project, primarily focusing on defining 

and conceptualizing action research as chosen research design for the study, and discusses how the 

choice of action research influenced sampling process for the study, techniques used for data 

collection, and data analysis during the different cycles of scientific inquiry, and formalization of 

ethical research standards Chapter 5 present a validity of quantitative research relating the data to 

the formal opinion of researchers engaged in the work environment and cultural specifications of 

the agile team performance. Furthermore, this chapter presents a qualitative analysis of the 

interviews. Chapter 6 includes the discussion of the research results, comparing the findings with 

the information derived from different academic sources to identify similarities and differences 

and make valid conclusions. Finally, Chapter 7 presents the conclusion of the research, outlining 

the key findings, providing the summary, discussing implications and limitations, and listing 

recommendations for future practice and research.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

2.1. Introduction 

This chapter reviews relevant literature to construct an initial theoretical perspective on the 

process of self-organising team development and their governance. There were three objectives of 

the literature review. The first one was to provide a detailed explanation of the existing SOATf, 

developed by Hoda (2011), which was the theoretical groundwork for this study. The second 

objectives were to conceptualize the existing knowledge on self-organising, agile teams by finding 

supportive literature and seek for the additional information to complement SOATf and lead to a 

novel, revamped self-organising model, which formed the basis for the primary research. The third 

objective was to review a variety of sources on teamwork and multiculturalism to make sure the 

research is supported with the secondary data on the cultural implications of self-organising teams. 

The approach adopted for the review was the location of the sources through keywords, including 

“multiculturalism”, “teamwork”, “self-organisation”, “agile software development” and “cultural 

implications”. Once the sources were located, the review of the findings of each author was done, 

at the same time comparing and contrasting the results of the review versus the findings of other 

similar studies to detect the differences and commonalities in the studies and assess the credibility 

of the findings.  

The literature review chapter is subdivided into three parts. The first part of the chapter 

discusses teamwork, organisational dynamics and team dynamics, analysing the existing 

theoretical discussions on the complexity of the team formation process, discusses conceptual 

views, such as prototyping and gestation model pertinent to the team selection process, and 

outlines a team characteristics model comprising five factors, such as trust, motivation, 
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commitment, responsibility, and courage. Several models as relating to team dynamics are 

considered to explain the team formation process and outline the framework for effective 

collaboration in the contemporary business environment. The second part of the chapter explores 

the concept of self-organising teams, focusing on the existing definitions, concepts, and risks for 

self-organising teams’ formation and performance, the discussion of how an agile software 

development paradigm has contributed to the evolution of self-organised teams, and suggests the 

revised team characteristics model for self-organised teams comprising five factors, such as 

autonomy, self-direction, flexibility, innovativeness, and customer focus. The third part of the 

chapter discusses how the notion of culture influences formation and behaviors inside self-

organised agile teams and provides theoretical background to current perspectives of what culture 

is, discusses recent perspectives on Hofstede’s theory as one of the main frameworks for cultural 

assessment, and reflects on recent studies on the role of culture in developing relationships and 

collaborative practices inside the self-organised agile teams. This part also reviews studies related 

to cultural influences on teamwork and self-organising teams from the perspective of the agile 

paradigm.  

2.2. Teamwork and Organisational Dynamics 

2.2.1. Team Formation Process 

Many researchers in the areas of organisational behavior and information research devoted 

their studies to the process of team formation and its underlying factors. According to the Carnegie 

School perspective, people tend to make judgments categorical in their nature, leading to the 

generalized view on a specific problem mapped as a projection of individual thoughts (Gavetti et 

al. 2007). Scientifically, it is explained that an individual approach to decision making is based on 

the bounded rationality, a term which denotes the tenure to avoid the full scope of responsibilities, 
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but it categorizes objects or tasks in discrete groups that best fit individual judgment (Cummings 

& Dennis 2018). Another opinion is that team formation process depends on the structural 

uncertainty, where personal judgment is based on partial avoidance of considering alternatives and 

plethora of outcomes when approaching a specific problem or task (Sanchez-Segura et al. 2018). 

A team formation process was also explained as the outcome of dynamics in interpersonal 

collaboration, which depends on the individual interests of an engaged individual and could be 

either harmonic or conflicting. In general, team dynamics plays a pivotal role when it comes to the 

formation of teams, given that it evokes psychological forces that help achieve the expected team 

performance through alternation of individuals’ behaviors (Deice et al. 2019). Present 

considerations imply that teams are more productive than individuals when it is critical to resolve 

business problems essential for the project effectiveness. To that end, team dynamics is critical in 

terms of incorporating individual skills and capabilities as it allows for coming up with an effective 

model of collaboration, mutual support and cross-integrational assistance. Nevertheless, through 

the lenses of the organisational behavior theory, team formation is seen as an ambiguous process, 

since teams usually emerge from groups, while groups do not necessarily become a team. 

Specifically, it is explained that team formation is possible only under condition of an equal 

contribution of all team members to the project deliverables and shared commitment to business 

objectives (Domke-Damonte & Keels 2015). Nevertheless, teams conceptually represent a more 

advanced level of organisational hierarchy comparing to groups, since in the formation process, 

team gradually acquires its own identity developed as a part of collective individual engagement 

(Gottfredson 2015). Eventually, throughout the formation process, teams start acting like 

individuals, demonstrating the signs of competition with other teams, experiencing lessons or 

failures, and arguing opinions collectively shared by all team members. Hence, teams overall are 
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considered more effective than individuals or groups, since the former often fail to establish 

organised process work because of discrete rather than progressive judgment, while the latter 

frequently fail to demonstrate the same level of commitment to the project or business goals even 

if comprising more individuals if compared to the team. 

A team formation process is also explained as the process of matching business 

requirements and team capabilities. Figure 2.1 shows that teams are formed based on the nature of 

good as the idea that encapsulates welfare and profit, while one is also influenced by the labor 

market changes as the basis for knowledge and expertise, as well as innovation, which is required 

for higher market competitiveness. Depending on the needs, the nature of good could generate 

three distinct approaches. A founder’s approach is applied to the newly formed teams in small and 

medium organisations, an employee’s approach is applied to the teams that emerge in larger 

organisations, while a service providers’ approach is based on customer centricity and requires 

recurrent adjustment of the team activities. Hence, the application of the shared objectives 

throughout the team formation process leads to the multitude of team configurations based on the 

environmental factors and business objectives. 

 

Figure 2.1. Distinct approaches in a team formation process Source: Held, Herrmann, and van 
Mossen (2018). 
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2.2.2. Team Selection 

A common approach adopted by many contemporary organisations is to assemble teams 

based on the project needs and shareholder interests, when the role of project leaders is crucial in 

team design, development, follow-up, and reporting. A traditional approach assumes a certain 

hierarchy, where team members report directly to their team or project leader and have individually 

assigned roles and responsibilities that could not be changed through the course of the project 

execution. However, recent research suggests that when it comes to new business ventures and 

start-ups, a team selection process based on the assigning project leader and a hierarchical 

management structure was not completely replicated from the traditional approach. For instance, 

according to Held, Herrmann, and van Mossel (2018), teams are selected against the prototype of 

a new business idea and end up with the formation of the core team that is further disseminated 

into smaller teams in line with a business idea commercialization progress. Alternatively, the 

gestation model postulates that team selection occurs in a non-linear format, where business 

founders are required to evaluate all project activities prior to deciding where the teams are 

assembled for a specific time period, what is the proportion of part-time and full-time employees, 

and how to tackle interdisciplinary issues and schedule conflicts when matching people to specific 

tasks (Forsstrom-Tuominen, Jussila, & Goel 2017). Team selection complexities suggest that 

overall effectiveness could be adversely impacted by the wrong team selection approach, leading 

to the interpersonal conflicts among key stakeholders, such as teams, project sponsors, and 

customers. 

2.2.3. Team Characteristics 

Team characteristics are endemic to each team depending on the assigned project or task, 

a behavioral profile of the team member, and an organisational climate. However, based on the 
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importance of team formation and evolution, the composition of individual skills and experiences, 

team selection requirements, and team productivity, it is worth conceptualizing the team based on 

the five critical factors as shown in Figure 2.2 According to Gaur and Kumar (2018) and Fletcher 

(2017), a successful team can be characterized by an elevated level of trust, increased motivation, 

continuous commitment, responsibility, and courage. Given that those factors are essential for the 

formation of a successful team, they are considered as the basis for the team formation in this study. 

Likewise, Delice et al. (2019) asserted that team dynamic and team building are based on the 

mutual respect of team members, building of a long-term trust and contribution to the collective 

success. Thus far, the factors, presented below are suitable, since they create the grounds for the 

inception of the team through building relationships with people and creation of the common goals 

and objectives to achieve. The description of each core factor is presented below:  

• Trust. A team will demonstrate the highest effectiveness if its members trust each 

other. Trust promotes the transparency in communication and could be a key to 

effective mutual collaboration through compassion and emotional support when 

resolving complex business problems. 

• Motivation. Teams are required to operate based on the shared objectives, which 

is best achieved when all team members are equally motivated to achieve them. 

Motivation could emerge in both extrinsic and intrinsic forms. For instance, 

depending on the organisational design, it could manifest in the forms of monetary 

rewards, appraisals for achieving outstanding results, and a positive organisational 

climate that minimizes the risks of conflicts. 

• Commitment. Team members are expected to demonstrate commitment to 

achieving the shared objectives rather than commitment to achieving their 
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individual goals. It could be manifested through asking the right people the right 

questions, appropriately managing time, practicing the multitasking approach under 

the time pressure, and showing respect for the work of others. 

• Responsibility. Being dedicated to the common objectives, team members should 

still take the ultimate responsibility for their areas of professional expertise. It is 

also important to demonstrate experience and professionalism in different related 

areas and assist other team members rather than blaming those for the mistakes 

undertaken. 

• Courage. Team members are expected to voice out the problems they observe 

during the project execution given that the lack of courage to communicate 

problems is one of the strongest reasons for identifying critical issues late in the 

project. However, courage assumes voicing the issue seeking the resolution rather 

than voicing the issue as the complaint and criticism towards the work of others. 
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Figure 1.2. Team characteristics model (Gaur and Kumar, 2018). 

 

The team formation process was described as a continuous process of assembling 

individuals in groups and further evolution of groups in teams that eventually acquire distinct 

identity characteristics, making teams more strategic assets for organisations than individuals and 

groups. Based on Figure 2.2 team characteristics can be viewed as the combination of core 

competencies, such as trust, motivation, commitment, responsibility, and courage, were 

formulated as the most essential for team success. Consequently, teams where characterized as 

strategic organisational units that should be introduced to improve business efficiency, while their 
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distinct characteristics should be considered as a source of either failure or success, requiring 

mapping skills to tasks and eventually creating team roles that best fit organisational needs. 

2.3. Team Dynamics Models 

2.3.1. Definition and Significance of Team Dynamics 

Team dynamics is the capability of groups to manage complex situations effectively, and 

it is based on the elaboration of the individuals’ skills and knowledge to realize the expected 

coactive behaviors. According to Klug and Bagrow (2016), self-organising teams are always 

dynamic teams which manage existing resources, derive values from organisational processes and 

achieve a high level of mutual support in the context of an existing problem. It would be prudent 

to evaluate a range of different team dynamics models to analysehow they apply to the agile 

organisational environment and overlap with the agile team framework. Group dynamics plays a 

highly important role in organisational leadership, transforming teams and leading companies to 

changes, as explained by Naveen and Kumar (2018). Yet, the researchers failed to explore how 

team dynamics affects multicultural and multifunctional roles across teams, which is of the utmost 

importance for this study. The models reviewed below propose a constructive explanation of the 

impact of team dynamics on the effectiveness of agile groups, as well as its long-term influence 

on the team performance.  

2.3.2. The Tuckman Team Model  

The Tuckman Team Model (TTM), also named Bruce Tuckman’s group stage development 

approach, is the most prominent paradigm utilized to explain the team development process. TTM 

explicates that there are five stages of team formation, inclusive of forming, storming, norming, 

performing and adjourning, which is illustrated in Figure 2.3 below (Jones 2019). A particular 
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value of TTM lies in the depth of the justification of the teams’ progress and retreat throughout 

the cycle of team development. The model suggests that team members can alter the roles they 

perform at any stage, depending on external influences and internal organisational needs. Although 

the process of the team development is linear according to TTM, teams can move both ways 

forwards and backwards due to rapidly changing organisational needs and inability of team 

members to shift the roles quickly (Jones 2019; Kumar et al. 2014). Indeed, the team development 

cycle in the context of TTM is fast in case team members intensively communicate ideas and share 

knowledge, thus unveiling a knowledge sharing mechanism which is at the core of the team growth. 

It is worth noting that a number of cycles is not limited since teams can form, grow and break 

down, depending on particular immediate project needs. 

 

Figure 2.2. The Tuckman team model (Jones, 2019). 

 

The first essential stage of team dynamics is forming. In the given phase, team members 

are united by a common vision, set by an organisation. According to Jones (2019), this stage is 
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characterized by the demonstration of knowledge and competencies, assessment of talents, 

development of connections and establishment of empathetic bonds both on interpersonal and 

professional levels. Notably, the formation of a team is accompanied by the formulation of key 

goals and objectives a team will be urged to achieve throughout the collective progress. This way, 

as recounted by TTM, the team is built on the common ground of skills, cognition and 

organisational expectations.  

The second stage of team dynamics is storming. This is when the initial expectations and 

precursory team formation grounds are contested due to deeper investigation of one another’s 

attributes by team members. Kumar et al. (2014) claimed that amidst the storming phase, the risks 

for the team’s break up are the most significant, since there are high chances that individual beliefs 

will contradict, thus influencing effective teamwork. The cultural impacts at this point are pivotal 

as they may become the reasons for misunderstandings (Jones 2019). The storming phase is likely 

to evoke conflicts that must be resolved by individuals to adapt to the agile team framework.  

The third stage is referred to as the norming phase that involves the process of 

normalization in a post-conflict period. After the storming stage, individuals are likely to recognize 

the roles and functions they should perform in a team (Kumar et al. 2014). However, those roles 

and functions can vary amidst projects, depending on the level of the team’s flexibility. In the 

impressive study by Hoda (2011), the author asserted that in a cross-functional team, group 

members can change their roles to achieve goals, but the level of communication between team 

associates should be high to ensure that cross-functional capabilities are applicable. In case the 

communication is absent and team members lose the bonds, they will not be united by a common 

idea and the teamwork will not be built. Although self-organised teams do not need hierarchical 

relationships to perform successfully, leadership in place would always be an advantage to 
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maintain the spirit of the team (Hoda, 2011). In this light, during the norming stage, a team 

progresses towards the achievement of the common goals and vision, at a time changing the roles 

and passing the functions to other members, depending on the needs of the team development 

system.  

The fourth stage is performing, and it is characterized by the intensive focus on efforts, 

required to achieve the purposes set. Jones (2019) claimed that the performing phase implies a 

flawless operation on a single task or multiple projects by the same team, with the team 

development process and the assignment of roles being precise and clear to all team members. At 

this point, group associates collaborate effectively, share knowledge, generate ideas and deliver 

value through organisational processes (Kumar et al. 2014). The desertion is possible at this stage 

only in case the team must be restructured to fit in updated organisational objectives. For example, 

if the team is not competent in some particular project, it will either have to move one step 

backwards to acquire needed knowledge or be disbanded to regroup and start over with a different 

team formation approach, which comes under the final stage, namely adjourning. 

 2.3.3. Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Model 

The conflict-based group dynamics model, referred to as Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Model 

(TKCM), is a comprehensive paradigm which explains group dynamics through effective conflict 

management. According to TKCM, a conflict is the main danger for effective team operations and 

swift team dynamics which detains the progress of teams and negatively affects the agility of 

groups, as well as individual efficiency of each team member (Mossanen et al. 2014). A successful 

conflict management approach is the determinant of the long-term collaboration of group members, 

leading to high effectiveness of the team. Conversely, a poorly managed conflict resolution system 

puts the group development approach at a significant risk. In this light, TKCM provides a universal 
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framework of how the negative influences of conflicts can be mediated through the conflict 

management strategy, thus affecting the outcomes of the affray, resulting in mitigation and 

prevention of conflict-imposed adverse impacts. As a result of the successful resolution of a 

conflict, TKCM suggests a constructive way for sustaining team dynamics and supporting team 

development approaches. 

Figure 2.4 below illustrates key approaches to conflict management, as suggested by 

TKCM. In total, there are 5 types of conflict management strategies: competing, collaborating, 

avoiding, accommodating and compromising (De Villert & Kabanoff 2017). The listed approaches 

are presented as a matrix consisting of 2 scales: assertiveness and cooperativeness. Through the 

prism of assertiveness, individuals attempt to serve their needs. In turn, from the perspective of 

cooperativeness, team members try to fulfil the needs of their colleagues, thus achieving high level 

of mutual support. According to De Vilert and Kabanoff (2017), the successful conflict 

management is found to be on the intersection of assertiveness and cooperativeness, namely the 

balance between the internal and external orientations. However, the need for different approaches 

varies, depending on the specific organisational context. Therefore, the effectiveness of team 

dynamics, formation and development are directly mediated by the balance and flexibility of 

conflict management strategies.  
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Figure 2.3. Thomas-Kilmann conflict mode model (De Villert & Kabanoff 2017) 

The first approach to effective conflict resolution is competing. Mossanen et al. (2014) 

asserted that competing is a type of individuals’ behavior, which scores high in assertiveness and 

low in cooperativeness. The competing style is usually initiated by the team leader who encourages 

team members to compete. Indeed, this approach may be exposed to significant deficiencies if the 

level of assertiveness of each team member is high which will lead to a pointless competition. In 

the context of team dynamics, rivalry should bring value by contrasting individuals’ skills and 

providing rewards to those who outperform others. Alternatively, competing will not result in a 

successful team dynamic if the focus of competition is centered around outplaying other team 

members at all accounts, without any connections to the goals that must be achieved.  

The second approach is collaborating, which can be characterized by high levels of both 

assertiveness and cooperativeness. Wang and Wu (2020) suggested that a conflict is a unique 
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phenomenon which must be addressed to satisfy the needs of both parties of the affray. 

Collaborating is the approach which can thoroughly meet the needs and interests of both sides of 

the conflict. The method is focused on the identification of solutions that will best fit in the team 

needs and induce respect in all team members. Wand and Wu (2020), however, did not explore 

the conditions in which collaborating is impossible in deep details. Although collaboration seems 

the best option in any circumstances, such behavior may be unsatisfactory in case a significant 

conflict of interests exists, which cannot be resolved by forthright efforts.  

The third approach is avoiding that lies in circumventing conflict conditions and focusing 

on the ways to evade the affray. Overton and Lawry (2013) asserted that in some particularly 

savage conflict types, the identification of an affluent resolution, satisfying both parties, is 

impossible, which may lead to dysfunctional teamwork and a high level of employee turnover. In 

this case, avoiding would be a much better approach as it will allow preserving an effective 

teamwork synergy and mitigating negative conflict aftermaths. Cultural conflicts should be given 

a particular attention since the cultural background, prejudices and beliefs may result in an awry 

perception of the reality, causing significant intercultural misunderstandings and affrays (Overton 

& Lawry 2013). In this wise, the ability to avoid a conflict is the paramount approach in terms of 

identification of possible causes, prevention of negative outcomes and alleviation of adverse 

consequences of cultural conflicts.  

The fourth approach is accommodating which is characterized by high cooperativeness and 

low assertiveness. According to Overton and Lawry (2013), accommodating is a dangerous 

method of conflict management, given that individuals risk to sacrifice their own ideas and beliefs 

in favor of other team members with the purpose to avoid the conflict. In some cases, 

accommodating may be important due to insecurity of potential conflict outcomes. Indeed, it may 
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also result in ineffective teamwork, whereas individuals will start concealing the ideas they have 

to prevent affrays.  

The fifth approach, which is the most flexible and complex method, is compromising. It 

can be achieved through an accurate, ideal balance between assertiveness and cooperativeness, 

which will lead to a high level of team dynamics (De Vilert & Kabanoff 2017). Compromising is 

possible only if all team members share similar beliefs and attitudes. In this light, the cultural 

background is of the greatest importance due to the fact that if group members have cultural-based 

prejudices, they are not likely to develop effective compromises. De Vilert and Kabanoff (2017) 

claimed that the underlying principle of compromising is the establishment of a high level of 

empathy between team members. To that end, if cultural discrepancy is strong, the empathetical 

connection will be breached, thus leading to ineffective conflict management. Alternatively, a high 

level of empathy can contribute to effective compromising and forceful team dynamics.  

2.3.4. DISC Model 

The DISC model is a comprehensive approach which has been given a great attention in 

the recent decade from the perspective of organisational studies, psychology, sociology and 

leadership. According to Christy (2018), the DISC model can be used for the assessment of four 

categories of skills possessed by team members to evaluate their cross-functional capabilities and 

match their skills in an effective way to complement a constructive teamwork paradigm. Originally, 

DISC stood for dominance, inducement, submission and compliance, but the model has been 

evolving over time to meet rapidly changing needs of cross-functional environments (Christy 

2018). Figure 2.5 below illustrates the DISC model identifying the key skills applicable to each 

group. In the context of team dynamics, the approach is beneficial for determining a set of pre-
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identified skills in compliance with each category in each team member to create a supreme 

balance and support a flawless development of teams.  

 

Figure 2.4. DISC Model Christy (2018) 

The utmost value of the DISC model is that is demonstrates how the balance of different 

skills is achieved through a proper combination of those skills. Although it may seem that the ideal 

team will comprise team members, associated with just one of existing categories, in reality, team 

members will partially include the characteristics from each part of the DISC circle (Christy 2018). 

However, the dominance of each set of skills may be different in each individual, which makes the 

DISC model a highly effective and representative approach to illustrate the optimal balance 

between skills to achieve a high level of team dynamics.  

Dominance is represented by the following characteristics: goal-orientation, innovations, 

high level of self-confidence and assertiveness. Individuals scoring high in dominance are the ones 

who initiate ideas, organise work within the team and adjust the team synergy (Johnson 2016). At 
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the team formation stage, for example, they will likely develop a common vision for the rest of 

group members to follow. McEwan et al. (2017) revealed that the effective teamwork is the result 

of seamless efforts taken by each group member in terms of complementing the needed skills, 

improving and obtaining required competencies and supporting other team members. However, 

this study is not consistent, as it focused on the collective efforts in adopting effective teamwork 

behaviors rather than on the individual contribution of each team member in compliance with the 

balance requirements, as illustrated by the DISC model. Thus, it is possible to assert that the 

allocation of team members’ skills across the DISC circle is at the forefront of effective teamwork 

and productive development.  

Inducement is represented by team-orientation, optimism, creativity and inventiveness. 

Individuals scoring high in this category are typically those who support leaders, scoring high in 

dominance, by providing them with a constant flow of innovative ideas and an analysis of 

alternatives. According to Johnson (2016), identification of divergent solutions is of great 

significance when it comes to the ability to determine several approaches towards the same 

problem. Employees scoring high in inducement are self-assured and optimistic concerning the 

solutions they develop. However, they often suffer from the lack of objective evaluation of the 

methods they propose.  

Submission is represented by dependability, empathy, and emotional intelligence. 

According to Christy (2018), employees falling under the submission category, appear to be 

flexible and emotional in terms of sustaining high-quality relations with their teammates. The main 

disadvantage of this category, however, lies in the high level of dependability due to a low degree 

of responsibility. Individuals scoring high in submission are the ones who cannot make decisions 

and bear responsibility on their own. Conversely, they can bring a considerable value to the 
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teamwork by contributing to the welcoming organisational environment, designed to uncover 

hidden talents and accelerate individuals’ growth.  

The last category is compliance, which is characterized by accurateness, intelligence, and 

use of judgment in decisions. According to Christy (2018), individuals scoring high in compliance 

are ideal decision-makers since they rely on real facts and statistical evidence. However, they are 

week in planning and matching employees’ interpersonal needs to work effectively. In this light, 

as the DISC model suggests, an effective, dynamic team can be assembled because of an accurate 

balance between dominance, inducement, submission, and compliance to create an organisational 

synergy which will help develop innovative ideas, disseminate them across the organisation, 

observe the implementation and modify if needed (Delice et al. 2019). From the perspective of the 

DISC model, the valuable teamwork can be achieved as a result of the combination of individuals, 

in total scoring high in each category to provide the team with a full set of needed skills for 

successful operations, thus evoking advanced team dynamics.  

The above-mentioned section provided team dynamics models. Although the models are 

different, they can be incorporated to develop a universal, effective teamwork framework, which 

is interconnected with the agile framework and cross-functional team capabilities. The paramount 

insight of this model is that teams can progress or retreat amidst the stages due to external changes, 

initiated by stakeholders, and internal conflicts, evoked by individuals. Since the probability of 

conflicts is high, and their occurrence has the potential of breaching team dynamics, TKCM was 

considered to evaluate different methods of conflict resolution in the context of team dynamics. 

TKCM presents the ways for resolving conflicts up against the team dynamics; and the DISC 

framework outlines the approach to the combination of different skills, designed to sustain a high 

level of dynamics from a long-term perspective.  
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2.4. Self-Organising Teams 

2.4.1. Definitions, Concepts, and Risks 

Traditional approaches to team formation, selection, and management in organisational 

context described in the previous chapter deserve certain criticism as the approach that does not 

completely address the increasing importance of customer centricity. To succeed in the market, 

organisations should often redesign business models responding to changing customer preferences, 

since in the digital era, customers become more educated about the product benefits and therefore 

place higher demands for the final product quality. In a traditional approach, teams do not directly 

interact with customers and submit project results to the management team or team leaders 

responsible for communication with customers. However, in the projects where customer demands 

are changing based on the new data gathered from the external environment, such a type of data 

exchange becomes time consuming and inefficient. Hence, many organisations initiated 

transformational efforts towards team formation based on the self-consciousness principle that 

promotes the need of replacing process leadership with process accountability that allows 

managing uncertainties emerging from the external environment through direct interaction with 

customers and the evolution of new team roles. Hence, process accountability orientation could be 

considered as the main antecedent of the self-organising teams’ evolution. 

Self-organising teams are defined as small teams that are capable of taking on the 

responsibilities of team leaders; though, they still remain guided by the business goals and 

objectives, capable of managing their own schedules, highly committed to the shared objectives 

of the project, and cross-trained or already experienced in taking on the rolls out of scope of the 

assigned responsibilities (Hoda, Noble, & Marshall 2013). Self-organising teams are also defined 

as those highly effective in managing workload, efficient in making critical decisions inside the 
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team, and able to distribute the work inside the team based on its fit to skills rather than assigned 

per requirement, while still demonstrating the evidence of localized, light-touch leadership 

internally (Hoda 2011; Kakar, 2017). Parker et al. (2015) also defined self-organising teams as 

“self-regulated, semi-autonomous small groups of employees whose members determine, plan and 

manage their day-today activities and duties under reduced or no supervision” (p. 115). The 

underlying concepts of self-organising team characteristics are primarily explored in the context 

of lean manufacturing and agile software development, while the first references to the team 

development started much earlier. For instance, Hoda (2011) mentioned the earliest reference to 

self-organising teams in a socio-technical perspective back in 1950 based on the case of the coal 

miners operating in England, who have been working in small informal structure primarily 

motivated by the peer pressure rather than strict supervisory control. Browayes and Fisser (2012) 

used an organisational theory perspective to describe the effectiveness of self-organising teams in 

lean manufacturing, arguing that such a team design is more efficient in waste elimination and 

process improvement rather than professional expertise of senior management. Korhonen (2013) 

conformed to the above view, indicating that self-organisation is crucial for team re-configuration 

as a method for overcoming structural barriers without direct supervision and regular escalation of 

performance issues to be resolved by organisational leaders. Finally, Bailey and Skvorets (2017) 

suggested that self-organisation promotes the opportunity for teams to create ‘social artifacts’, 

which are the structures different from the commonly adopted from the hierarchical structures 

allowing individuals to select the partner to accomplish the assigned task rather than collaborate 

with partners assigned by controlling bodies. Hence, self-organised teams could be seen as a 

product of industrial revolution, changes in organisational dynamics, and social dynamics related 

to increased importance of self-representation. 
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Competitive advantage of self-organising teams in present business realities has been also 

investigated from the behavioral standpoint, suggesting that such teams are more reactive and 

adaptive to the changing working requirements. The focal point mentioned with respect to 

adaptivity is that self-organising teams are autonomous, while autonomy is the main catalyst for 

developing new skills and mastering responsibilities, especially if combined with the confidence 

and capabilities of the individual (Hoda & Murugesan 2016). However, autonomy was also 

discussed as the adaptivity risk factor in certain cases. First, autonomous team members could be 

prone to their own rules’ declaration based on the lack of supervision, using individual concerns 

as the basis for recommendations, which could adversely impact project quality (Hummel, 

Rozenkranz, & Holten 2013). Second, autonomy brings risks for the highly mixed team structures 

with one member undergoes transition from traditional hierarchical methods of teamwork, and 

other members do not have past experience in hierarchical reporting (Srivastava & Jain 2017).  

The mixed team structures could also bring risks of age stereotyping and non-conformance of 

being coached by younger individuals, lack of requirement specifications, and time constraints for 

task harmonization. Hence, self-organising teams could eventually face the same pitfalls as the 

traditional teams do, based on individual manifestations that confront customer specifications and 

expectations. 

2.4.2. The Role of an Agile Paradigm 

The critical role of self-organising teams was mentioned as one of the core provisions of 

Agile Manifesto of 2001, a document that outlined new approaches in software development 

methodologies that place the importance of customer collaboration over process management. The 

common advantage of the agile methods is characterized by using the iterations to deliver small 

functioning portions of the project as specified and amended by the customer, encouraging 
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continuous involvement, regular feedback, and prioritization of project features (Moe et al. 2010; 

Hoda 2011; Hoda et al. 2011). However, advantages of progressive project parts delivery placed 

additional requirements for human interaction and project commitment. For instance, in scrum 

methodology, the work is organised in sprints, the short work cycles lasting from two to four weeks. 

At the end of sprints, teams are supposed to deliver the working part of the project that could be 

potentially shipped to the customer (Hoda 2011; Tarwani & Chug 2016). Similar approach is used 

in XP methodology, where development teams are mandated to engage the customer as a part of 

product development team to progressively communicate during the execution lifecycle and avoid 

submitting bulk of poorly working features that are not meeting initial specifications (Khalid, Ul 

Haq, & Khan 2013; Anwer & Aftab 2017). In both cases, customer roles are equated to the role of 

product owner, while there is no formal intermediary between the self-organising agile team and 

the customer except for the cases of larger global organisations that are responsible for attracting 

customers and recruiting teams without direct intervention in the development process. Hence, 

agile paradigm has refined self-organisation principles with respect to software development 

projects and is currently used as the first reference point to define self-organising teams’ formation, 

roles, and best implementation practices. 

2.4.3. Self-Organising Team Characteristics 

In comparing self-organising teams to traditional ones, it is noteworthy that essential team 

characteristics defined in a team characteristics model are also evident for self-organising teams. 

However, unlike in a traditional team setting, process activities inside self-organising teams are 

directly related to the customer requirements and only indirectly to the organisation or large team 

structure they were designed by. Considerably, Figure 2.6 proposes an alternative model that 
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defines five factors critical for the self-organising teams from the customer perspective with the 

following factor definitions: 

• Autonomy. Self-organised teams do not have a formal leadership and operate 

based on the requirements provided by the product owners in sprints. It assumes 

that self-organising teams should be autonomous and extremely committed to the 

shared objectives without additional intrinsic motivation typically executed by 

team leaders or project managers. 

• Self-Direction. In the self-organising teams, there are no leaders who practice the 

inspirational approach of motivating team members through emotional support or 

feedback. It means that self-organised teams should demonstrate agility in 

understanding customer requirements that could be changed throughout the project 

and direct themselves to ensure that requirements are followed. 

• Flexibility. The following factor in self-organised teams exists in two 

representations. First, given that team members often work remotely, each member 

should be flexible to participate in critical project events, such as sprint closure or 

morning stand-ups and report about individual progress on time. Second, flexibility 

refers to frequent switches between the tasks depending on the customer inputs and 

specifications communicated before a new sprint starts. 

• Innovativeness. Self-organising teams should not follow conventional norms of 

collaboration and propose their own innovative ways of approaching the task. 

Standardization of a regular approach to the project execution would not likely 

work when the team works on different features of the project even having passed 

similar experiences. 
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• Customer Focus. The key stakeholder for self-organising teams is the customer 

and not the manager. It means that focusing on customer requirements, proactively 

communicating to clarify conflicting project requirements, and making additional 

efforts to understand the needs from the beginning are critical for self-organising 

teams to succeed. 

 

Figure 2.5. A self-organised agile team characteristics model 
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Self-organising teams have many common definitions that emerge from industrial specifics, 

organisational perspectives, and socio-technical perspectives, which has led to the contemporary 

views on their advantages and disadvantages. Due to the diversity of concepts, describing self-

organisation, a common conceptualization is complicated. Furthermore, it was identified that many 

existing views and research efforts are based on the agile teams engaged in software development 

projects following methodologies proposed after the release of Agile Manifesto. To that end, the 

conceptualization of self-organisation for this study is not only based on the functions of self-

organising team members but is also contingent on agile software environment. Finally, it was 

found that characteristics of self-organising teams should depend on the customer requirements 

rather than managerial expectations as the input variable. Hence, self-organising teams are distinct 

in their working approaches and could not be seen as similar to traditional teams when it comes to 

the team roles profiling. 

2.5. Culture and Self-Organising Agile Teams 

2.5.1. Theoretical Background 

Culture is an important social determinant of the ways how people from different societies 

interact, communicate, and collaborate when working as a team. The most common definition of 

culture is the set of norms, principles, attuned values, acquired habits, and capabilities inherited by 

the individual from the social environment one belongs to (Cockburn & Highsmith 2001). Cultural 

specifics assert that despite the chosen society could possess many similar characteristics and 

habits, their behavioral reactions could significantly vary depending on the cultural norms and 

values adopted in more local context. Considerably, the peaceful forms of coexistence and their 

implications on cross-cultural relationships are often viewed through the prism of multiculturalism, 

which describes forms of productive interactions among one social group that shows respect for 
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norms and values of the other social group. Multiculturalism in the business environment has been 

described through a single network, where people of different cultural backgrounds could 

effectively share skills, talents, and experiences to empower each other in achieving the shared 

objectives (Lipowsky & Scmidt 2016). Meanwhile, matching people of different cultural 

backgrounds could eventually result in the clash of cultures. For instance, even peaceful intentions 

and signs demonstrated by individuals in one culture could be considered as offensive or insulting 

by individuals in other culture. In some cases, such clashes could lead to cultural shock, which is 

a mental condition of non-accepting new values and norms, which are frequently observed among 

individuals working in teams or environments with the predominant presence of different cultural 

norms. Cultural clashes and shocks can result in continuous interpersonal conflicts, when the 

majority of ideas, expressions, and directive efforts are perceived as confrontational, requiring the 

consideration of the ways of conflict mitigations typically resolved by guiding and directing the 

troubled individual in a certain direction to cope with the assigned task on time. Hence, a 

significant difference in cultural backgrounds could lead to counterproductive results for the 

project undertaken by the team with significant cultural disparities. 

Hofstede’s theory is the core theoretical construct used to explain cultural differences 

across societies, which focuses on evaluating how the eastern society is different from the western 

one by using six criteria to rank society based on low or high representation of each criterion using 

the 0 to 100 scale. Its practical purpose is to understand the difference in culture that could be used 

to discern the ways of doing business and approaching the local population. Table 2.1 provides a 

summary of Hofstede’s theory based on each criterion and explanation of what low and high 

criteria could mean in a business context. 

 



 

             39 

Table 2.1. Adapted criteria for Hofstede's doctrine (adapted from Minkov & Hofstede 2011). 

Criterion Low level interpretation High level interpretation 

Power distance 

The society favors flat 
organisational structures that apply a 
decentralized approach to decision-
making, participative forms of 
leadership, and acknowledge the 
importance of power distribution. 

The inequity and power differences are 
acceptable in the society and show 
respect for social ranks and autocratic 
forms of leadership. 

Individualism 
versus 

collectivism 

The society places higher 
importance on goals and well-being 
of the group rather than self-image. 

The society places higher importance on 
goals and well-being of the self-image 
rather than group interests. 

Uncertainty 
avoidance 

The society tolerates risk-taking and 
uncertainty as business factors and is 
open to explore the unknown facts. 

The society extensively attempts to avoid 
risk-taking and uncertainty as business 
factors and refers to strict laws and 
regulations to decide where to explore the 
unknown facts. 

Masculinity 
versus 

femininity 

The society recognizes the fluidness 
of gender roles, primarily modes, 
and prioritizes the quality of life. 

The society is assertive, recognizes the 
dominance of toughness over tenderness, 
and seeks for wealth acquisition and 
material achievements. 

Long-term 
versus short-

term orientation 

The society is focused on the nearest 
future, recognizes short-term 
achievements, and emphasizes quick 
results. 

The society is focused on the long-term 
results, whereas the short-term results are 
accepted only as the intermediary to the 
long-term objectives, persistence is more 
important than quick results. 

Indulgence 
versus restraint 

The society perceives the 
gratification of needs negatively and 
applies social norms to regulate it. 

The society feels comfortable with a 
reasonable level of gratification if they 
emerge through life enjoyment and fun. 
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In the contemporary world, initial views of Hofstede’s were refined based on several 

criteria, with the highest emphasis made on comparing individualistic and collectivistic societies, 

arguing that both low and high values of behavioral demonstrations could coexist. For instance, 

Triandis and Gelfand (2012) compared the United States and Australia as individualistic societies. 

The researchers argued that both of those value individual achievements, while the former is more 

focused on proactively communicating personal opinions, while the latter is much less concerned 

with the need to ‘stay out of the mass.’ In a similar way, Sivadas, Bruvold, and Nelson (2008) 

compared India and Korea as collectivistic societies. According to the researcher’s findings, the 

former is heavily dependent on the group opinion, whereas the latter values the importance of 

hierarchy and social status for making decisions. Hence, the present applications of Hofstede’s 

theory are likely to be influenced by aspects of internationalization, immigration, talent exchange, 

and assimilation, suggesting that societal norms and behaviors have changed, and in some forms 

could emerge as a combination of values, norms of beliefs relevant to more than one culture. 

There are several other theories that were developed by researchers in cross-cultural studies. 

The first is the cultural theory that emerged from the studies conducted by Mary Douglas in the 

1970-s through the application of the ‘grid-group’ analysis. The theory postulates that human 

behaviors are explained by ongoing interaction of individual preferences, either low or high, 

projected against two socially formulated dimensions and associated contexts (Kraak, Altman, & 

Laguecir 2018). The first dimension is defined as ‘group’, which explains the extent to which 

decision-makers are restricted to the action based on the larger commitment, to a more important 

social unit. The second dimension is defined as ‘grid’, which explains an extent to which decision-

makers are controlled by the role differentiation requirements. Further conceptual explanations of 

the Douglesian cultural theory are summarised in Table 2.2 
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Table 2.2. The 'group-grid' cultural theory framework (adapted from Patel and Rayner 2012). 

 Low Group High Group 

High Grid 

Fatalistic culture (highly constrained 
with social classifications, where 
decision-makers have little freedom 
to choose alternatives of actions 
leading to isolation) 

Career-oriented culture (great 
importance is assigned to both structure 
and people, strong bonds are shared 
with one another, a two-way 
accountability is expected) 

Low Grid 

Individualistic culture (a laissez-
faire free market scenario, where 
little importance to the group is 
made and maximum freedom for 
negotiating development or liaison 
opportunities are present) 

Egalitarian culture (based on attributing 
importance and displaying a high level 
of respect to the group, collaborative 
decision making with specific emphasis 
on consensus and mutual exchange is 
dominating). 

 

Finally, the provisions of Hofstede’s theory were attempted to be refined by the GLOBE 

study conducted in the middle of 1900s across 62 countries, resulting into a framework that utilizes 

nine cultural hypotheses that were tested in various leadership topics, including team management. 

GLOBE replicates some of the Hofstede’s dimensions, such as uncertainty avoidance and power 

distance, while it expands on other dimension, such as masculinity measured through assertiveness 

and gender egalitarianism as covariates, and collectivism measured through the constructs of 

institutional and in-group collectivism in GLOBE nomenclature (House, Quigley, & de Luque 

2010). Another difference is the GLOBE measures nine cultural dimensions in the form of matrix, 

measuring the intersection of practices and values. Totally, it generates eighteen cultural scores 

for each country in the GLOBE framework versus six scores in Hofstede’s model. However, the 

real application of the GLOBE framework has not found as much popularity as Hofstede’s model 

in real-life settings, since the conclusion behind the model usability was that one empirically 
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confirms previous efforts of Hofstede’s theory expansion, as well as proves to be somewhat 

cumbersome in terms of carrying out measurements to obtain eighteen versus six practical results. 

2.5.2. The Impact of Culture on Self-Organising Agile Teams 

Unlike the common topics, such as the emerging role of agile teams in organisations, and 

cross-cultural attempts in managing teams, little evidence was identified for attempts to match the 

research inquiries related to the cultural equity in self-organising agile team formation and 

evolution. The most notable attempt was made by Balasubramaniam et al. (2017), who applied 

Hofstede’s theory as the background for investigating how cultural norms in the eastern societies 

could support the self-organising team formation process. For instance, the researchers specified 

that in Chinese context, software developers are likely to follow the Mianzi doctrine to perceive 

any problem in positive context, whereas in the Indian context, software developers would be 

guided by the Jugaad doctrine that requires the robust application of the trial-and-error 

methodology to identify deficiencies in the development process. Palokangas (2013) also made a 

remark that based on the Hofstede’s dimension of power distance, self-organising team members 

of the eastern origin would seek advice from senior, experienced members, even if those are not a 

part of the team, while team members of the western origin would feel comfortable to consult their 

colleagues inside the team. The other studies superficially touched upon the subject of self-

organisation in business and education when attempting to explore the mindset for cross-cultural 

thinking and the importance of involving diverse team members for project execution. For instance, 

Manalo et al. (2013) conducted a study among the students in New Zealand and Japan in order to 

verify the cultural differences in critical thinking. The researchers concluded that the notion of 

“self” (i.e., self-construal, regulatory construal, and self-efficacy) was reported by the students as 

essential for collaborative task execution and does not matter whether tasks are performed by 
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groups of native or international students. Levine and Garland (2015) refuted these conclusions, 

arguing that rapid business internationalization would change approaches towards the execution 

of global projects by geographically dispersed teams, where self-organisation would be paramount 

for developing critical thinking skills independently while efficiently integrating those with the 

findings of other researchers. Schunk (2012) advocated the importance of experiential learning as 

skills acquisition on-the-job and situated cognition as a self-initiated effort to increase awareness 

of the problem to evaluate how assumed team roles are shaped by the cultural impact in the 

educational context. Based on these findings, the future design of self-organising teams in a 

cultural context will be extensively informed by the critical thinking skills and commitment to 

‘learn on the fly’, where social norms in a particular culture could be either benefits or challenges 

depending on the individual attitudes. 

2.5.3 Review of Studies Focused on Cultural Disparities and Teamwork 

Scholars have given much attention to cultural disparities in the recent decades. Since 

working teams have become more culturally diverse, and globalization has spread out across the 

world, the demand for effective multiculturalism has significantly surged. Levitt (2016) conducted 

a pioneering examination of cultural dialectics in international teamwork dynamics. The results of 

the research revealed that the impact of cultural identity on cultural paradoxes is linear which can 

be characterized by differences of views, opinions and insights as relating to particular challenges. 

Levitt (2016) asserted that the presence of more than 2 dialectics in a single organisational 

environment could cause the following problems: uncertainty in conveying ideas, inadequacy in 

clarification of objectives, ineffective communication styles. Indeed, in the given valuable study, 

the scholar determines that these outcomes can be mediated by the organisational strategies, 
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designed to alleviate cultural differences by uniting workers into an original organisational culture, 

developed to stimulate mutual support despite cultural distinctions.  

Previously published studies have been limited to connecting cultural implications with 

teamwork efficiency, but they aptly focus on the role of culture in the workforce engagement and 

knowledge sharing. Owens et al. (2017) asserted that the level of employees’ engagement grows 

if they work in a mono-cultural environment. In other words, if a majority of workers are of the 

same culture, they will likely cooperate more effectively when compared to employees of different 

cultures. Such expositions are unsatisfactory because they are dismissive of the value of diversity. 

In contrast, Jyoti et al. (2019) claimed that a culturally diverse working environment is directly 

correlated to a higher level of cultural intelligence. The findings imply that the ability of managing 

cultural disparities is what adds value to collaboration across teams, rather than the ability to adopt 

the same operating style by the members of the same cultural group. It is worth noting that 

culturally intelligent managers are the ones who can recognize cultural disparities, prevent 

conflicts and develop the common organisational foundation for all employees to cooperate 

effectively, which positively affects both the teamwork and team dynamics (Jyoti et al. 2019). 

Thus, the impact of cultural variations on self-organising agile teams may vary depending on the 

approach adopted by management to mitigate inconsistencies and develop a universal, effective 

organisational environment.  

The importance of teamwork in the multicultural context has been delivered specific 

attention lately. Sanyal and Hisam (2018) conducted an influential analysis of the importance of 

effective teamwork as opposed to individual work. Teamwork is an essential tool for multicultural 

environments to achieve great success and improve both collective and individual performance. In 

particular, the effectiveness of teamwork is important in the context of self-organising agile teams 
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which must remain flexible, smart and progressive to adapt to changes quickly and allocate the 

roles across the team properly and autonomously to fit in the organisation objectives as needed. 

Sanyal and Hisam (2018) concluded that there is a strong connection between culturally dependent 

factors such as climate of trust, leadership, rewards and structure, and performance of the team as 

a whole, as well as workers individually. In this light, a structure of teams, a level of trust and a 

leaderships style, which can be drastically influenced by the cultural backgrounds of team 

members, are of the utmost importance in terms of the multidimensional impact the culture can 

have on the performance of teams.  

Ground-breaking research by Chiparo (2020) focused on the impact of cultural differences 

on workers’ interactions within teams. The study centered around the analysis of culturally specific 

factors that could detain or accelerate collective development in the context of contemporary, self-

organising, agile teams. Chiparo (2020) concluded that the approaches to interpersonal interactions, 

language differences and respect for privacy are the paramount factors which may have a 

significant impact on the effectiveness of multicultural teams. A study by Ayed et al. (2017) 

explored the challenges of agile software development in Europe and Asia. As per the results of 

the research, European and Asian nations differ in a number of factors such as the level of 

motivation, dependability on management’s decisions, self-assertiveness and encouragement. 

Ayed et al. (2017) adopted the approach that is similar to the one used in this thesis and utilized 

the Hofstede’s theory to classify the findings and analyse individualism compared to collectivism, 

based on cultural differences. The result of the research implies that for Asian workers, it is better 

to work in culturally homogeneous teams, whilst for Europeans, a culturally diverse team is of 

greater value.  
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In the context of self-organising agile teams, it is critically important to understand the 

level of intercultural sensitivity. Liu (2016) revealed that a majority of employees in a multicultural 

environment share a moderate level of intercultural sensitivity, since they either minimize or 

accept cultural differences. The findings imply that it is comfortable for most members of 

culturally diverse teams to adapt to cultural disparities and develop a universal organisational 

culture that will satisfy the cultural needs of any team member. In another similar study, Andreas 

(2015) concluded that the level of adaptation of contemporary employees has surged since the 

demand for multicultural collaboration has been constantly growing. Provided that the abundance 

of agile teams is presently globally distributed, they are encouraged to adopt proper knowledge 

documentation and management, risk management, communication and collaboration to sustain 

the high level of teamwork effectiveness despite any cultural disparities, which persist across 

teams. 

In reviewing three theories relevant to understand how cultural assessment could assist in 

understanding social tenets of individual contributors, it could be concluded that Hofstede’s theory 

provides the most comprehensive evaluation of dimensions to classify cultural differences based 

on its frequent research applications and regular reviews of the dimension characteristics. However, 

Hofstede’s theory, as well as any other cultural theories were found to be rarely applied in the 

context of self-organising agile teams, which presents a considerable research gap. The chapter 

also presented the findings provided by that explored the impact of cultural differences on 

teamwork. 

2.5.4 Need for Revamped Framework  

In the above-stated chapter, the focus of the review was centered around investigation of a 

variety of teamwork models. Table 3.3 below provides a critical comparison between the models 
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reviewed, highlighting their advantages and disadvantages. Considering the information, found in 

Table 2.3 the need for the revamped SOATf can be characterized by the following factors. First, 

SOATf will help outline the process of team formation with little supervision, at the same time 

focusing on the individual contribution of each team member to the effectiveness of the whole 

team. As an evolution of the Thomass-Killman conflict model, the compromise in SOATf will be 

important, but the major difference is that the individuals will have to look for the compromise 

without any guidance from leadership. This process will make sure the autonomy of the team is 

high and the relationships will evolve over time. 

Table 2.3. Critical Analysis of Team Models 

Model Advantages Drawbacks 

DISC • Evaluates Cross-
Functional Capabilities 

• Goal-oriented approach 
• Outlines the ways to 

reach the results.  

• Lack of consideration of 
individuals’ 
functionalism.  

• Lack of consideration of 
individual contributions  

Thomas-Killman Team Model • An effective framework 
to address conflicts  

• Shows potential to find 
compromise 

• The compromise is not 
based on individuals’ 
efforts  

• Not clear how the 
compromise can be 
achieved considering 
cultural differences  

Tuckman Team Model • Explains specific stages 
of team creation  

• Outlines clear 
consequences and 
antecedents of each 
stage  

• Lack of cross-functional 
consideration of each 
team member.  
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Table 2.3 highlights that despite the benefits of all the reviewed models, they lack the 

complexity of the relationships between the participants. On the one hand, it is a positive thing to 

simplify the building of the relationships, given that the work of the team is more linear in this 

case. However, taking into account the complexity of agile work environment, the level of 

adaptability of the team members should be high, which is hard to achieve if the framework is not 

providing a rich description of a diverse functionalities of all team members. For example, as per 

Christy (2018), team members under DISC model are goal-driven, but it does not describe how 

the team will be formed effectively if the goal needs and interests in different team members do 

not match. To that end, the revamped SOATf will provide the basis for team formation in any work 

conditions and with any cultures, involved in the team.  
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Chapter 3: Self-Organised Agile Team Framework Roles and 
Competencies  

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter uses ideas and concepts emerged from the literature review and suggests a 

conceptual framework that could be used for the evaluation of cultural implications for self-

organised agile teams. Firstly, it provides background analysis of the importance to introduce a 

new framework that steps away from the business context alone and considers cultural context as 

the driving factor for roles definition in the self-organised teams. Using the framework developed 

by Hoda (2011) as an input model, a revised classification of six roles that consider cultural 

implications is suggested. Secondly, the chapter introduces six competencies derived from 

organisational design studies and human resources management, using metaphoric titles and 

applied definitions for each competency. Moreover, these competencies are further matched to the 

identified roles, and team characteristics described in the literature review to reflect on the 

interdependence of competency and the ability to master them through rotation of the roles inside 

a team. Fourthly, this chapter provides a detailed analysis of the evolution of each role, compared 

to Hoda’s (2011) classification, leading to the new SOAT framework with properly identified roles 

and their significance in the cultural context. Finally, the chapter provides a sketch of self-

organised agile team framework (SOATf), which bridges together newly defined roles in a cultural 

context, provides a brief description of the role, explicates the role importance and contribution to 

the teamwork, and matches each role to three out of six competencies that are most relevant to it. 
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3.2. Background Analysis and Roles Classification 

Research efforts performed so far confirmed that there is scarce evidence of how self-

organising agile teams form and evolve in different cultures. It implies that development and 

contribution of such teams to the business remain poorly investigated and quantified in terms of 

advantages of agile software development. The most notable effort so far was performed by Hoda 

(2011), who classified the roles of Mentor, Coordinator, Translator, Champion, Promoter, and 

Terminator, focusing on reactivity to external environmental challenges in a cross-functional 

context. Furthermore, the functional advantage of these roles was extrapolated to the positive 

resolutions of problems related to inadequate customer collaboration, multi-level task distribution, 

and self-management efforts required to priority setting (Hoda et al. 2011; Hoda Noble, & 

Marshall 2013; Hoda & Murugesan 2016). However, the expansion of Hoda’s (2011) initial model 

is focused on the organisational context and emerging business issues depending on the nature of 

identified aspects of governance and control. Thus, the present findings of this study support the 

importance of such a direction, as well as suggest addressing the aspect of role classification 

depending on the cultural rather than business-related context. Therefore, in pursuing this idea, a 

new, preliminary classification of roles is summarised in Table 3.1 based on the importance of 

redesigning the responsibilities of culturally diverse, self-organised agile team that could be 

efficient in considering the aspects of cultural clashes and cross-cultural conflicts in teams. 
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Table 3.1. Suggested roles classification for culturally empowered self-organised teams. 

Role Definition 

Collaborator 

A self-organised IT professional has experience in cross-cultural 
communication both in the conventional and business situations based 
on his / her past experience. Could be either an international student or 
experienced cross-cultural Scrum master 

Initiator 
A self-organised individual with an outstanding ability to generate 
innovative ideas based on new software development paradigms, who 
is culturally tolerant to accepting or rejecting these ideas. 

Cultural Savvy 

A self-organised individual could manage cultural clashes and mutual 
intolerances by advising on the activation and elimination of the 
existing team processes based on interactions with other team members 
and advisory comments to the facilitator. 

Technical Savvy 

A self-organised individual has experience in multiple software 
development technologies and could act as the first point of contact for 
technical consultancy independent of the cultural concerns to support 
project execution. 

Executor 
A self-organised individual executes tasks regardless of cultural inputs 
and prefers to work autonomously, as well as demonstrates outstanding 
performance in delivering excellent technical solutions. 

Facilitator 

A self-organised individual takes informal leadership over the project. 
The role scope does not significantly change from its alternative 
manifestations in other agile methodologies, while cultural competence 
is required to be motivated by the collaborator and cultural savvy. 
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3.3. Key Competencies and Refined Model 

3.3.1. Description of Key Roles and Competencies in The Refined Model  

The essence of roles classification proposed in the framework assumes that each self-

organising team member possesses both unique and distinct competences required to perform the 

job effectively. However, in a self-organising agile team, members are often changing roles 

depending on the project, which means that a common set of competencies is required to be 

developed. By rotating roles depending on the project, team members will acquire a higher level 

of mastery in each competence, which will allow them to demonstrate better teamwork and 

application of their technical skills. Another important aspect for introducing a competency set is 

to conduct the initial assessment to determine the preparedness of a new team member for a 

specific role. For instance, some agile team members could lack leadership skills required for 

taking the role of facilitators, while the other members might have average skills in using required 

software development technologies to assume the role of technical savvies, suggesting that the role 

of initiators might fit better for their further project engagement. As the project will progress, team 

members would be able either to master their competency or fail to do this due to certain reasons. 

Hence, each role has to have its own set of competencies, while some of these competences would 

be replicated for other roles to ensure that future roles matching could be done based on 

competencies mastering. 

Table 3.1 summarises each proposed competency and provides a brief description of its 

manifestations in a culturally diverse self-organised agile team. The competencies have been 

developed based on the Lominger competency framework that comprises 119 competencies that 

could be honed down to the specific organisational needs. Lominger framework suggests that the 
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means of competency assessment are discretionary and are normally performed using assessment 

center exercises, psychometric evaluations, and, when appropriate, follow-up discussions among 

the subject matter experts (Englert, Jackson, and van Gelderen 2011). It means that depending on 

the organisational needs, competences could be reframed and selected against particular objectives, 

which was done for the case of self-organising teams. 

 

Table 3.2. Suggested competencies required for the roles in the culturally empowered self-

organised teams. 

Competency Description 

Apt Communicator 

Effectively communicates with others using mutual respect, tolerance, 
and persuasion. Is able to handle conflicts by collecting insights into 
the existing problems through communication and connecting the 
dots. 

Culture Champion 

Is knowledgeable about the cultural differences existing within the 
team and capable of identifying the cause of such differences through 
exploration. Is skilled in providing cultural assessments and linking 
the analysis to the job requirements. 

Skilled Executor 
Has a unique mastery in performing the assigned tasks and approaches 
them with high attention to details. Is capable of working 
autonomously without much external interventions. 

Technical Master 
Possess unique technical knowledge base and experience that are 
otherwise not available for others. Uses research and analytical 
inquiries to master and combine technical skills. 

Process Optimizer 
Has a profound understanding of the teamwork and service delivery 
processes. Is capable of providing and designing process 
improvements and is skilled in modelling tools. 

Holacratic Leader 
Is capable of leading and directing others without using formal 
hierarchic procedures. Is able to develop and coach followers based 
on work observation rather than managerial power. 
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The described competencies set also expands on the previous framework for the team 

characteristics model, since each competency represents a subset of trust, motivation, commitment, 

responsibility, and courage. Consistently, given that team characteristics model was used as a basis 

for the competencies design, each role could be matched to one or another competency that exists 

under the umbrella of several conceptual characteristics. The matching process and relevant 

competencies for each role are summarised in the matrix provided in Table 3.2. The matrix implies 

that team productivity previously defined for the team characteristics model would be only 

achieved if team members, while being assigned with one or another role, could develop required 

competencies. As the competency mastery increases, each characteristic would increase as well, 

leading to more productive teamwork. Hence, the team would be better prepared for execution of 

the future project understanding which competency is needed to be improved. 
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Table 3.3. Roles, competencies, and team characteristics matrix. 

Role Competencies Team Characteristics 

Collaborator 
Apt Communicator 
Culture Champion 
Skilled Executor 

Motivation 
Trust 

Commitment 

Initiator 
Apt Communicator 
Technical Master 
Holacratic Leader 

Courage 
Responsibility 

Motivation 

Cultural Savvy 
Culture Champion 
Process Optimizer 
Apt Communicator 

Trust 
Commitment 

Courage 

Technical Savvy 
Technical Master 
Process Optimizer 
Apt Communicator 

Courage 
Responsibility 
Commitment 

Executor 
Technical Master 
Process Optimizer 
Skilled Executor 

Trust 
Commitment 

Responsibility 

Facilitator 
Holacratic Leader 

Apt Communicator 
Culture Champion 

Trust 
Motivation 

Courage 
 

Based on the roles’ definition, assigning relevant competencies, and matching those to the 

team characteristics model, a new self-organising team framework has been developed as shown 

in Figure 3.1 The framework briefly summarises the essence of the roles, defines associated 

competencies for each role, and summarises role contributions to the team as the output arrow and 

team expectation from the role as the output arrow. The new framework will be used for the future 

cross-cultural research and validation against the previous framework provided by Hoda (2011). 
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Figure 3.1. The refined framework for the culturally empowered self-organised agile teams 

(Hoda, 2011) 

3.3.2. Justification of the Choice of Roles and Competencies 

The newly proposed framework and classification of roles in the context of this framework 

is different versus the ones, proposed by Hoda (2011) due to the level of details, included in each 

role. In other words, the assessment of each individual and his/her conformance to the specific role 
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can be done in an easier manner compared to Hoda’s (2011) framework. The difference of each 

role stems from the different functions, which can be executed by each. A more detailed 

description of the roles is presented below. However, it is also important to remember than any 

individual within the organisation can master not only one role, but 2-3 of them, which will make 

him/her a multifunctional player of the team. According to Naveenan and Kuma (2018), the team 

dynamics commences with the ability to integrate multiple traits of team members, find common 

grounds and move towards collective goals successfully. Thus far, the role description, provided 

by a novel framework illustrates the ideal combination of functions and roles, required for the 

successful team in the agile environment. 

A good way to understand of why all of the roles are critically needed for the success of 

the team is to examine how the functions of the roles complement each other and why a high level 

of people assessment and intelligent choice of team members are critical for the team dynamics. 

As noted by Hoda (2011), cross-integrated roles are inevitable for the continuous team growth and 

development, as well as maintaining of self-organising capability. For example, collaborator is 

classified as the person, who unites the team and stimulates effective teamwork at all times. 

However, if cultural clashes happen, the collaborator will not be the one, capable of solving those 

problems. (Hoda, 2011).   At that point, the cultural savvy will be the person to maintain the team 

dynamics and prevent the group from breaking down. The same principle applies to all the roles, 

since the team can be classified as an effective one, when the set of all roles and competencies are 

properly integrated.  

One question that needs to be answered is whether the roles can be applied to any scenarios. 

According to Hoda (2011), the roles exist for the purpose of being applied in any scenario, which 

makes SOATf extremely effective. Not only the model provides an overview of the fair 
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distribution of roles and functions across the team, but it also ensures the team remains flexible in 

any situation. Furthermore, the model was revamped in this dissertation to consider rapidly 

changing globalization conditions and prevalence of multiculturalism in Turkish organisations. 

After remodeling, the framework became more effective in terms of flexibility and implementation 

under stressful work conditions or in the conflicts. For instance, if the conflict or stumbling issue 

occurs, the nature of the conflict will first be investigated. After that, depending on the origins of 

the conflicts, the facilitator or the cultural savvy will be the ones to find the solution to the problem, 

whilst the executor will be the one to integrate the solution and ensure the results are fixed. 

Although the conflicts can prevail continuously, the model is designed in the way to address each 

and every conflict in any point of time with the help of cross-integrated roles with multiple 

functions, available in the team.  

3.3.3. Measurement of Team Characteristics  

As specified above, the team characteristics include the following motivation, trust, 

commitment, courage, and responsibility. Each of these behaviors can be measured by assessing 

the one’s attitude to work or people. According to Hoda (2011), Held et al. (2018) and Mensah 

(2019), these behaviors can be measured in the following way. First, the motivation is the attitude 

of the workers, developed to the company’s work culture, characterized by a consistent 

commitment to positive performance and fruitful results. Second, the trust is the measurement of 

the level of perceived credibility in one employee by another one. Third, the courage is the ability 

to move towards challenges without a fear. Fourth, the responsibility is the extent of ownership 

taken by individual for the tasks and processes, as assigned to them. Finally, the commitment is a 

consistent cultivation of a positive attitude to work, resulting in elevated performance. Each of 
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these variables can be measured through observation of the team members, gathering the 

information from them and analysis of their daily behaviors.  

3.4. Analysis of Roles and Competencies Within SOAT Framework  

3.4.1. Difference Between Hoda’s Framework and New Framework 

The newly proposed framework differs from the one, developed by Hoda (2011), since it 

suggests a significantly better representation of how the roles and the competencies match one 

another within SOAT framework. However, the cultural implications and cross-integrated 

functions of the roles are yet to be discovered. The following analysis illustrates the investigation 

of the essence of the defined roles in the context of culturally diverse teams, thus presenting how 

those roles differ and overlap, contributing to an effective, auspicious organisational environment, 

which nurtures innovation-friendly setting and collective positivism. The most significant aspect 

of this dissertation is to show the difference between Hoda’s (2011) classification of roles and the 

one, presented in this chapter to illustrate the conceptual evolution. In this light, the subsequent 

analysis shows essential development of the classification, developed as a result of theoretical 

remodeling.  

3.4.2. Collaborator  

The role of collaborator according to the new framework, which has been developed for 

this study can be compared to the role of coordinator, as explained by Hoda (2011). To begin with, 

the significance of collaboration in a culturally diverse environment should be demonstrated. Cha 

et al. (2015) outlined that collaboration is the prime support for a long-term, culturally affable and 

supportive relationships between team members. This implies that the collaborator should be the 

one to forge sufficient conditions, required for a positive multicultural communication. Hoda 
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(2011) outlined the following functions of coordinator (collaborator): (1) representation of the 

team members’ interests, (2) coordination of change requests and customer collaboration, (3) 

clarification of customer prerequisites and (4) management of customer expectations. According 

to a new framework, the collaborator is not only the junction between the customers and team’s 

responsibilities, but is also the one to analyse team inputs, work out the collaboration alternatives 

and suggest the most suitable collaboration environment, designed to facilitate multicultural 

interactions.  

The roles of collaborator have evolved, compared to Hoda’s (2011) classification, resulting 

in transformed competencies. For example, in a contemporary business environment, the 

collaborator is not only suggesting the changes and proposing conflict management strategies, but 

the one also accumulates the resources and allocates them properly with the aim to define the role 

of each team member in collaboration. This particular capability is of the utmost importance in the 

context of culturally diverse environment, given that the collaborator can mitigate cultural conflicts 

by analysing team members’ matching capabilities, before they come into cooperative 

relationships. The collaborator’s role is strongly elaborated by the ability to facilitate the 

improvement of team’s performance. According to Assbeihat (2016) and Cha et al. (2015), the 

collaboration is the key groundwork for communication of agile teams and resolution of internal 

conflicts. All in all, the role of collaborator has been significantly transformed in recent times, as 

noted by Cha et al. (2015), provided that in the context of modernistic organisational culture and 

agile software, used for teams’ operations, the collaborator is the one to detect the problem at the 

early stages and propose, as well as execute valuable solutions for conflicts’ resolution.  
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3.4.3. Initiator  

The initiator plays a pivotal role in terms of proposing organisational changes and fostering 

culturally tolerant environment. According to new SOATf, the initiator evaluates existing ideas 

and needs and brings those ideas together with the use of advanced IT experience. By comparing 

this role to Hoda’s (2011) classification, it can be related to the identity of mentor. The following 

functions were outlined for this role: (1) identification and removing of misconceptions, (2) 

integration of the proper use of agile, (3) motivation for the continuous adherence to agile and self-

organising practices and (4) providing initial guidance and support. In this light, it can be claimed 

that Hoda (2011) classified the role of initiator, as the one to propound the ideas with regards to 

self-organising and agile practices, deployed by the organisation. The existing accounts, however, 

fail to resolve the contradictions between the initiator’s ability to present ideas and develop an 

integrated system for the implementation of the proposed solutions, inclusive of cultural 

implications and drivers, which can affect the integration of the innovative strategies.  

The initiator plays a significant role in the adaptation of effective organisational strategies, 

designed to foster the application of agile software and propose a solid groundwork for conflicts’ 

resolution. Tovmasyan (2017) asserted that managers, leading multicultural teams should be 

effective decision-makers, who can guide the teams without formal hierarchical procedures. From 

the psychological perspective, it means that the initiator must be capable of motivating and 

encouraging other team members to follow the ideas, based on the mutual trust, rather than the 

hierarchy of power. Burke, Georganta and Marlow (2019) suggested that initiator-contributor is 

the idea-seeking professional, who ensures that each team member has the needed resources to 

contribute to the ongoing project tasks, thus supporting the dynamics of teams. Hence, according 

to the modern conceptual definition of the role of initiator, apart from ensuring the effective use 
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of agile practices, the one is also responsible for collecting, analysing and accumulating the 

resources, needed for the adaptation of agile methods and self-organising practices.  

3.4.4. Cultural Savvy 

Cultural Savvy is much more complex and elaborate version of the role, known as 

terminator, according to Hoda’s (2011) classification. The key functions of the terminator include 

(1) identification and management of team members, which can threaten the organisation, (2) 

selection of team members, based on the most ideal fit and (3) identification of the need for support 

from senior management. The cultural savvy, in turn, has become a progressive interpretation of 

this role. According to a new SOATf, the cultural savvy is the one, who evaluates the processes in 

the cultural setting and develops the processes, based on the cultural variations in the context of 

agile teams and self-organising practices. The greatest difference between the present 

classification and the one, proposed by Hoda (2011), lies in a greater degree of self-independence 

of cultural savvy, compared to terminator. This implies that the cultural savvy does not demand 

such a significant extent of managerial support to make decisions and evaluate potential cultural 

implications. Shtykhno (2013) claimed that in the international context, the managers, which are 

oriented on cultural problems within the organisations have to deal with the cultural convergence, 

given attention to the similarities, shared by team members. To that end, the ideas are generated, 

transformed, and transmitted, based on the common cultural ground, managed by the cultural 

savvy.  

The role of terminator has transformed into the cultural savvy due to the upgrade of skills 

and requirements, hold by this role. Whilst the terminator was dominantly responsible for the 

identification of the problem, the cultural savvy was defined as the process optimizer, who must 

be capable of providing functional solutions as well. The cultural awareness, in this case, appears 
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to be of the utmost significance. The most prominent feature of a successful cultural savvy is the 

ability to recognize different cultural patterns within teams and integrate cross-cultural 

management practices, which will benefit the organisational effectiveness (Romani, Mahadevan 

& Primecz 2018). A good example of the cultural phenomenon can be provided by considering 

any culturally diverse environment. Depending on team members’ cultural background and beliefs, 

an abundance of alternative self-organising strategies can be developed. In this light, the main goal 

of the cultural savvy is to provide the transition between different cultures and develop a universal 

organisational environment, which will create the set of common beliefs and patterns, shared by 

each team member with respect to one another.  

3.4.5. Technical Savvy 

The role of technical savvy has emerged as a result of a radical transformation of the 

translator’s role. Hoda (2011) provided the following categorization of the translator’s role: (1) 

understanding of customers’ business language, (2) understands technical language and (3) applies 

tools for translation between technical and customers’ languages to facilitate the understanding. 

According to the new SOATf, the technical savvy is the expert, who advises on the best 

technological solutions and explores the most suitable agile software options. What is more, the 

technical savvy is also responsible for the flawless integration of modern technologies, which can 

lead to the improvement of organisational effectiveness in the context of a culturally diverse 

environment. In line with the present definition of SOATf, the responsibilities of translator are 

partially performed by the cultural savvy, given that the technical savvy is narrowly focused on 

the adoption of modern technologies. Cascio and Montealegre (2016) outlined that technological 

developments affect the workplace internally by expanding the range of options, available for the 

improvement of self-organising teams. With the advent of technologies, it became easier to 
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allocate the work effectively and outsource the tasks, which can be performed autonomously, to 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) – based systems and Machine Learning (ML) – based platforms. On 

the whole, the technical savvy is responsible for the control over the integration of modern 

technologies and the effects they impose on the organisational environment.  

The most important aspect to be addressed in the context of SOATf lies in the identification 

of the significance of technical savvy’s role from the perspective of cultural implications, which 

can be facilitated by technological change. The framework suggests that the technical savvy is the 

apt communicator, process optimizer and technical master, focused on relevant and innovative 

changes, designed to drive the organisational success. This role resonates with the cultural 

problems by providing the ability to develop the systems, which will perform the processes that 

could call for the conflicts (Attaran et al. 2019). It follows that the risk for conflicts diminishes, 

thus resulting in more effective and responsive organisational environment. It is worth noting that 

according to Cascio and Montealegre (2016), the one, responsible for the integration of modern 

technologies, namely the technical savvy, should pay a thorough attention to the cross-

integrational effects of the technological development on each member of the team. The 

compliance of technological changes with the ability of each member to adapt to those changes 

should also be on the highest level, thus ensuring an ascending degree of mutual support and 

positive collective efforts, aimed to facilitate the technological changes.  

3.4.6. Facilitator  

The role of facilitator is characterized by the exploration of team behaviors, analysis of 

customers’ needs and adoption of the required teamwork to facilitate successful execution. 

According to Hoda’s (2011) classification, the facilitator’s role can be referred to both champion 

(to a greater extent) and translator (to a lesser extent role). In the context of the role of translator, 
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the facilitator creates the bridge between the customers’ needs and the organisational outcomes, 

which must become the ideal fit. However, the role of champion has a greater match. Hoda (2011) 

outlined the following functions of the champion: (1) understanding of senior management’s 

drivers, (2) providing of senior management support, (3) establishing pilot team to validate agile 

advantage and (4) reproduce more teams. Kolfschoeten et al. (2012), in turn, claimed that the 

facilitation roles in the organisations play a pivotal role in terms of forging self-sustaining 

organisational environment. Together with the cultural savvy, the facilitator is responsible for 

developing an effective plan of actions for the interaction between team members, use of agile 

practices, leading to determinative self-organisation.  

The greatest weakness, evident in Hoda’s (2011) classification of the role of champion is 

that it has been poorly identified to which extent the champion can drive the changes within the 

multicultural organisational setting. This bias has been addressed by remodeled SOATf, designed 

to provide the facilitator with the power to apply purpose-driven decisions. Lessard et al. (2016) 

claimed that the facilitation is the power to support the practical change via a range of different 

organisational practices. Therefore, the role of facilitator is to ensure that the changes will be 

impeccably integrated at all organisational levels. The role of facilitator is also critically important 

in the context of informal learning, which occur in culturally diverse environment in case team 

members share the knowledge and acquire one another’s skills (Carter 2013). In this light, the role 

of facilitator can seem effortless from the perspective of a hierarchical consideration of 

organisational processes, but in the context of self-organising, informal consideration, the 

facilitator can play the dominant role in developing a successful result-oriented and action-driven 

corporate environment.  
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3.4.7. Executor  

The executor is responsible for performing the tasks, handling the reports and analysing 

the outcomes. The similar role, presented by Hoda (2011) is the promoter, who can be 

characterized by the following functions: (1) understanding customers’ concerns, (2) convincing 

customers and highlighting advantage and (3) involving the customers. It is evident that according 

to the new SOATf, the role of promoter has been significantly extended. The transformation 

occurred on the basis if upgraded responsibilities of the promoter, resulting in the development of 

the executor’s role. According to Hiller and Beauchesne (2014), the executors are experienced 

leaders, who drive the organisational change through the development, execution, control and 

evaluation of the predetermined strategies, designed by agile teams. The generalizability of the 

role of promoter, described by Hoda (2011), is quite problematic, since it was unclear how the 

promoter constitutes the connection between the customers’ requirements and the teams. Therefore, 

the new SOATf elaborated on the promoter’s responsibilities, transforming the role into the 

executor to add value to the use of agile, self-organising practices.  

The significance of the role of executor is explained by the importance to integrate the 

strategies, developed by the team impeccably, in compliance with the resources available to the 

organisation and urgent organisational needs. Farinha and Sousa (2016) outlined that the role of 

executor is mediated by high level of trust, fostered as a result of successful execution of the 

strategies. A higher level of trust, in turn, leads to a better communication between team members 

and higher level of collaboration, resulting in more effective agile, self-organising strategies. It is 

noteworthy that high level of trust is directly correlated to the successful impact of leaders on the 

team’s effectiveness (Farinha & Sousa 2016). Thus far, the executor bears a high level of 

responsibility in terms of effective use of resources, inclusive of physical, technological and 



 

             67 

intellectual ones, used for the establishment of high level of collaboration in teams, producing 

appealing conditions for implementation of agile practices and self-organising strategies.  

3.5. Summary 

This chapter provided a new theoretical framework for the classification of team roles in 

the culturally diverse self-organised agile teams. The framework uses several theoretical and 

research-based inputs to structure its elements and define relationships between the team roles and 

the contribution to the team performance. The overall concept of the framework has been inspired 

by Hoda’s (2011) classification of self-organising team roles using the grounded theory, while the 

present conceptualization of roles is adjusted based on the identified cultural differences among 

the eastern and western worlds and an anticipated impact of culture on team relationships and 

performance. What is more, the transition of Hoda’s (2011) roles to the roles, provided by the new 

SOATf has been clearly outlined. The importance of introducing competencies derives from the 

studies on organisational management and human resource management practices concerned with 

talent development, where proficiency of the individual is qualified by mastering a competency 

set required for the role. Finally, roles description is based on the existing knowledge about 

informal roles in the team and is adjusted to the common practices used by agile team members, 

reflecting on a distinct contribution of each role to the project execution. The theoretical 

framework shown in Figure 7 was further used as an input model for the primary data collection, 

the development of a quantitative survey, and the design of interview questions for the qualitative 

part of the study. The model is further refined based on the data collected from the research 

participants, followed by more comprehensive specifications for each role and competency within 

the model that could be used for organisational change effort. 
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Chapter 4: Methodology 

4.1. Introduction 

This chapter provides an overview of the methodological approach used in the study. It 

starts with the definition and identification of the most feasible research approaches and 

philosophies that led to the choice of action research as a study design. Moreover, action research 

is analysed in terms of its essential characteristics, origins, contemporary methods of action 

research, as well as its cyclical application in the context of the study. Furthermore, the chapter 

describes a sampling approach used to define the target sample, followed by data collection and 

analysis techniques. Finally, ethical considerations pertinent to the study are identified and 

explained within a context of action research. 

4.2. Research Approach 

Depending on the identified objectives of the study, research could be conducted using 

deductive reasoning, inductive reasoning, or a combination of both. Deductive reasoning is used 

when the researcher develops an initial hypothesis, or a set of hypotheses based on the existing 

theory and further designs a strategy that allows testing whether these hypotheses are trustworthy. 

Hypotheses are derived from the propositions of theory, which means that reasoning is based on 

the observation of a particular phenomenon and further linking it to general knowledge through 

identifying causal relationships. Cramer-Petersen, Christensen and Ahmed-Kristensen (2019) 

indicated that deduction should be seen as self-referencing since the conclusion is reached based 

on the logical implication that propositions of theory are asserted to be true and therefore should 

be seen as justification. Hence, to some extent, deductive reasoning could be considered as a 

reflection of a personal opinion on the problem based on the accumulated theoretical expertise, 

which could be challenged by the adepts of alternative theoretical positions. Therefore, the 
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presence of alternative viewpoints and extensive focus on the past theories is one of the reasons 

for criticizing deductive reasoning. For instance, Woiceshyn and Daellenbach (2018) stated that 

deductive reasoning is often criticized by psychologists and cognitive scientists for not adequately 

capturing real thoughts of people, as well as by computer scientists for being unable to explain 

human responses to different environmental changes. Nevertheless, deduction remains a 

predominant research approach in scientific inquiries that pursue the idea of disseminating a highly 

generalized theoretical base into specific cases based on recent social or economic changes. 

Unlike deduction, inductive reasoning begins with observations that are validated through 

research process to suggest specific theories. However, it is imperative to note that inductive 

research assumes that researcher seeks common patterns in observations and develops 

explanations or theories for these patterns through a series of hypotheses proposed in the end of 

the research process. Theories and hypotheses are not applied in inductive reasoning from the 

beginning, which means that the researcher is free to alter the direction of the study after the 

research process initiation (Hayes & Heit 2018). Nevertheless, inductive reasoning does not imply 

that researchers are prevented from using the existing theories to formulate specific research 

questions; instead, it means that the research process is based on the experience and problem 

awareness that might have roots in particular theoretical concepts. Therefore, inductive reasoning 

is often described as a bottom-up or data-driven research approach aimed at ‘doing science’ in 

specific organisational context (McAbee, Landis & Burke 2017). While this feature of inductive 

reasoning is advantageous for making predictions concerning novel cases using existing 

knowledge, the breadth of choice for the starting point in the research process could be confusing 

and eventually lead to over-intellectualized conclusions and theories developed through a 

qualitative inquiry. Hence, inductive reasoning should be underpinned by recent induction theories, 
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such as sampling assumption in Bayesian models and connectionist modelling (Hayes & Heit 

2018). 

Given the specifics of the study and pursuing both pragmatic and synergistic reasons, a 

combination of deductive and inductive approaches was used. Previous research related to self-

organising agile teams provides a good theoretical basis to apply deductive reasoning and design 

the research process that disseminates the role of culture in team performance. However, this view 

is limited to the contribution of agile teams to the business and process effectiveness, revolving 

around the debate regarding different advantages of agile over traditional software development 

rather than team roles, team evolution, and intersection with cultural norms and values. Similarly, 

an inductive approach alone would be inconsistent given the scarcity of data and relevant studies 

that explain cultural implications for self-organised agile teams. Hence, a sequential approach that 

is based on formulating the problem and framing specific areas of investigation through deduction 

and developing themes that would help to generalize research findings through induction was used 

for the study. 

4.3. Research Philosophy 

The choice of the appropriate research philosophy or paradigm enables the researcher to 

understand science and different forms of explanation required within the context of the study. In 

management information systems and organisational studies, positivism, hermeneutics, and 

critical realism have been considered three main philosophical traditions that guide the research 

process (Kock, Avison & Malaurent 2017). Positivism and its successors are considered a 

dominant philosophy for the aforementioned research areas. Positivist approaches defined by the 

view that external reality exists and that an independent researcher is able to examine it, adhering 

to objectivist ontology and epistemology. Positivist researchers focus on improving methods and 
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their application in a real world, aiming to create generalizable knowledge. The research findings 

obtained under the provisions of this philosophy are validated through the application of logic and 

measurement that emerge from the consistency of prediction and control (Berkovich 2018). 

However, positivists are normally distanced from the data and mostly refer to experiments and 

statistics as a source of knowledge generation. 

The understanding and justification of the effective research philosophy is highly relevant 

in the context of modern studies, which must provide an evident articulation of the paradigms, 

used to develop the study and investigate the main research question. The positivist paradigm, in 

particular, provides a rich explanation of the underpinning of the study design from the experiential 

perspective. As outlined by Zukauskas et al. (2017), the positivist approach is centered around 

experimental, quasi-experiential, theory validation and causal relative studies, with the focus on 

quantitative methods of investigation, being the basic approaches for positivism. This 

philosophical paradigm particularly applies to the present research due to the data collection and 

analysis methods, outlined in this chapter. Since the study will have the design of the action 

research, aimed to interpret the results in numbers by providing statistical evidence, the positivism 

approach will guide the research process by outlining the experiential stages to focus on in attempts 

to validate research hypothesis. The most important feature of the positivism is that it focuses on 

the objective reality, which enhances the credibility of the study due to the empirical analysis of 

observed findings, which stem for real-life situations (Zukauskas et al. 2017). The positivism 

paradigm is the guide for this research, which will facilitate learning through factual experiments, 

conducted in the context of action research.  

Hermeneutics, also referred to as constructivism or interpretivism, articulates an alternative 

view that there is no single or objective external reality and that the researcher is an integral but 
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not separate part of the reality, adhering to subjectivist ontology and epistemology. Hermeneutics 

focuses on reflexive deconstruction of own practice and is aimed at generating particular or 

idiographic knowledge without attempting to generalize it from sample to population. 

Considerably, if the hermeneutic research philosophy is used, the research findings are closely 

linked to the study context, which leads to a deeper understanding of the research problem in a 

context of a smaller sample that could be further reapplied to larger or alternative samples of the 

same size. 

The paradigm of hermeneutics, which is the combination of interpretivism, and 

constructivism is of the particular use for this research from the perspective of observational 

analysis of the interview data. According to Zukauskas et al. (2017), in the context of 

interpretivism, the research findings are based on the abstract definition of humans’ experiences, 

pertinent to the study. The constructivism, in turn, holds responsibility for the mental structures, 

which are based on respondents’ agreements and stories. In this light, hermeneutics approach 

provides a comprehensive paradigm for the consideration of primary qualitative data. Since the 

mix of inductive and deductive reasoning is used in this research, the abstract description of 

respondents’ exposures will be highly relevant. In combination with positivism, for instance, the 

compound of both philosophical approaches will provide an integrated understanding of the 

research process, based on the sequential analysis of survey, namely the evaluation of the statistical 

data, and assessment of interview results, expressed as the evaluation of the qualitative data. 

Critical realism postulates that there are ‘real’ and ‘observable’ external realities, where 

the ‘real’ one cannot be observed and exists separately from human perceptions and theories, 

adhering to subjectivist epistemology and objectivist ontology (Bhaskar 2020). In this way, critical 

realism investigates social conflicts by exposing interests and enabling emancipation using self-
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reflexivity as one of the philosophical foundations (Fletcher 2017). Reflective knowledge 

generated through the application of critical realism allows creating a vision of what is the 

desirable state of things, what is right and what is wrong, and what actions are required to facilitate 

change (Bhaskar 2020). Hence, critical realism was selected as the most appropriate research 

philosophy for the study, assuming the objective of taking action that leads to change in self-

organising agile team composition and collaboration in a cultural context, as well as considering 

potential limitations in accessing multicultural research participant groups. 

From the perspective of critical realism, the philosophical paradigm of the research will be 

altered to investigate how the social conflicts may affect the real perception of the events. The 

paradigm suggests that real results can be fabricated by the distorted conception of the particular 

cultural situations in the workplace and the impact of those situations on the corporate environment 

(Fletcher 2017). For example, if the individuals are not capable of judging the situation objectively, 

they will likely provide unconstructive answers, which do not consider the research problem 

directly. In this light, the research will have to remain accounted for the inconsistencies, identified 

in the interviewees’ answers, thus guiding the interviewees to focus on objectivism. Even though 

the objective outcome may not be achieved at last, the researcher will be capable of identifying 

possible invalid data, which will enhance data analysis process. This way, the credibility study will 

grow, based on a much more accurate perusal of the research outcomes.  

4.4. Research Design 

The research approach of using both deductive and inductive methods, as well as 

organisationally justified the idea of using critical realism research philosophy supports the reason 

of using action research as a study design. From the organisational perspective, action research is 

a method that involves both the action researcher and the customer in problem diagnosis and 
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development of a solution based on the diagnosis output (Bryman & Bell 2011). An action research 

paradigm is based on the premises of the world to be constantly changing, where the researcher 

and the member or members of the organisations under study are an integral part of organisational 

change. It is defined as the emergent inquiry effort, where behavioral science knowledge is merged 

with present organisational awareness to solve specific organisational issues through change 

practices and advancement of self-directing competencies (Carr 2006). In terms of collaboration 

and co-inquiry stance, action research is best described by undertaking research in action rather 

than about action, establishing collaborative and democratic partnership, maintaining action 

concurrency, and event sequence in approaching research process and organisational problem 

resolution (Coghlan & Brannick 2005). Based on the above statements, action research is 

considered as an appropriate research design method for the information systems studies due to 

the vocational nature of this field and ‘clinical’ stance of the researcher who performs a helping 

role within the researched organisation (Baskerville & Wood-Harper 1996). Organisations that 

seek for improving their approach in leveraging information systems and practices benefit from 

action research because the researcher wants to solve a specific problem in the real-life settings. 

Furthermore, the researcher not solely focuses on finding the solution of the problem but also 

investigates and analyses the consequences for a social environment, seeking to support 

community in addressing organisational problems in the future. However, since action research 

brings into the practice and observes particular information systems, it attempts to iteratively 

reorganise business practices, which is rather complex to be implemented in a short term.  

The origins of action research are rooted in early works of Kurt Lewin, one of the founders 

of social psychology, research inquiries of Paolo Freire related to the consciousness-raising, as 

well as liberation thinking schools comprising the adepts of Marxist and feminist thinking 
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(MacDonald 2012). The ideological stance of this study is majorly influenced by the works of Kurt 

Lewin and associates, as well as further studies that envision action research as the process of 

cyclical problem diagnosis to change organisational problem or plan, collect the data, plan 

informed action or intervention, and perform a fact-finding approach required for future action 

planning (Dickens & Watkins 1999; Coghlan & Brannick 2005). Biographical evidence also 

suggests that the intrinsic part of Lewin’s perception of action research is based on theory, while 

one is systematically refined as the data unfolds instead of being systematically detailed as it is 

done in quantitative studies (Coghlan & Brannick 2005; MacDonald 2012). Consequently, the 

early concepts of action research were formalized on the need of change on real problems in social 

equilibrium, iterative approach in problem solving, re-education required to change the patterns of 

thinking and action among the individuals and groups based on norms and values, challenging the 

status quo from a participative perspective, and the integration of basic social science awareness 

with social action in everyday life (Argyris 2004). 

Contemporary approaches in structuring and formalizing action research design suggest 

that several forms of the method are implemented depending on the objectives of the study. The 

foundational methodological approaches are traditional and participatory action research. 

Traditional action research involves collaborative change management relationship between the 

researcher and the research participants aimed at solving the problem and generate new knowledge 

through iterative cycles. Moreover, it is considered to be a central approach for developing 

organisational theory and practice (Carr 2006). Participatory action research is more natural to 

social work researchers and concentrates on outside organisational context and predisposes 

egalitarian participation intended to transform community problems or structures where the role 
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of power in decision-making is minimized (MacDonald 2012). It is primarily realized through 

liberation or emancipatory interventions in community problems.  

Foundational approaches of action research were further shaped in more comprehensive 

frameworks as organisations become more prone to change based on the market needs and 

intensive technological penetration. Action learning and action science were considered as the 

most relevant products of scientific inquiry into the action research shape for the current study. 

Action learning is an approach that reverses traditional action research and is primarily applied to 

people development in organisations, assuming that the application of new knowledge should be 

based on learning as a starting point of organisational change. According to Revans (1998), the 

two focal points of action learning is that there is “no learning without action (p. 83) and “those 

unable to change themselves cannot change what goes on around them” (p. 85). Later research 

efforts on action learning suggest that one could be described through three central processes, such 

as the process of inquiry into the research problem based on history and manifestation defined as 

System Alpha, rigorous explanation of the problem based on action and reflection defined as 

System Beta, and quality of group interaction that enables self-reflection and learning defined as 

System Gamma (Coghlan & Brannick 2005). Action science framework builds on an action 

learning approach and emphasizes the individual cognitive process known as ‘theory-in-use’, with 

the first underlying model outlining strategies of ‘control, self-protection, defensiveness, and 

covering up embarrassment”, and the second model outlining strategies of “eliciting valid 

information, free choice, and commitment” (Coghlan & Brannick, p. 16). The framework asserts 

that individual approach in leveraging ‘theory-in-use’ creates organisational defensiveness, which 

is an important element of organisational learning. Hence, action learning and action science are 

effective methodological approaches to explore people-related aspects of organisational change 
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and propose systematic interventions required for business transformation and performance 

improvement.  

The use of action research in this study was based on the amended research spiral initially 

proposed by Kemmis and McTaggart (2000). The spiral reflects on two iterative activities that 

comprise the processes of planning, action and observation, and reflection. The second iteration 

assumes that the output of the first activity informs the input of the second one. Critical activities 

included in the first iteration comprise the following actions: 

• Plan. This action assumed developing a refined self-organised agile team 

framework based on the literature review, the framework proposed by Hoda (2011), 

and the analysis of agile team roles shown in Figure 7. The planning stage in this 

iteration also involved targeting organisations in multiple countries based on the 

cultural characteristics and analysing industry characteristics to shortlist potential 

organisations that could be studied based on the demonstrated action learning and 

action science. 

• Act & observe. This action refers to the primary data collection using a quantitative 

research method. The data was collected by conducting a survey among the 

volunteered research participants from multiple countries engaged in agile software 

development based on the analysis completed during the planning phase. The 

observation element included data analysis using software to evaluate patterns and 

relationships that would assist in classifying roles and characteristics against the 

proposed framework. 

• Reflect. This action refers to summarizing the results of the initial quantitative 

inquiry based on the survey outcomes. The results of the survey are used to 
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conceptualize an organisational problem and verify the findings based on the 

proposed research framework. The outputs were used to develop a revised plan for 

the second iteration of action research. 

 

Figure 4.1. Action research spiral. Source: Kemmis and McTaggart (2000). 

The second iteration includes the following actions: 

• Revised Plan. This action assumes revising the plan for collecting data based on 

the outputs from the first iteration. During this stage, the open-ended interview 

questions were constructed and validated (see Appendix B). 

• Act & observe. This action refers to the primary data collection using a qualitative 

research method. The data was collected by conducting remote one-on-one 

interviews with the selected agile team members of the self-organised agile teams 

in Turkish software development companies. The observation element included 

data analysis of the interview transcripts using thematic coding and content analysis.  
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• Reflect. This action is a final stage of the research, where all previous findings were 

consolidated into a single set of recommendations for change in the Turkish 

software development organisations. The proposed self-organising agile team 

framework (SOATf) was revised and updated based on the results of action research 

and roles were clearly outlined and described based on core competences in a 

cultural context. 

The action research approach described above is the best fit for this study for the following 

reasons. First, it provides all the resources, needed to carry out the study and maintain a high 

accuracy of findings. Second, the approach contributes to the validity of the findings due to the 

sampling techniques chosen and a great attention to the sample of the study. Despite the limitation 

of the study’ geography, the sampling approach made sure only relevant participants are chosen 

for the study. Third, the methodological approach provided the opportunity to support the findings 

with the extensive review of literature, theoretical support and analysis of the primary findings 

versus the secondary classifications. Finally, the approach was affordable for this study in terms 

of time and financial resources, needed to execute the approach, collect the data and perform the 

analysis.  

On top of the above said, the effectiveness of the approach can be estimated by reviewing 

whether the same framework can be applied to any discipline. If the framework is applicable to 

any discipline, it means it is not comprehensive enough, since for the accuracy of study findings, 

the framework should be adjusted in line with the dissertation goals and objectives. The 

methodological framework used in this research cannot be applied to any other discipline and is 

heavily dependent on the context of the study. The reason for this stems from the purposive nature 

of the research framework applied. First, its theoretical foundation was grounded in Hoda’s (2011) 
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work, which will not be appropriate to any future work. Second, only participants in agile teams 

were considered to make sure the hypotheses are tested and compared versus the literature review 

findings.  

4.5. Sampling Approach and Research Sample 

The choice of a population sampling approach for the study was informed by the 

importance of accessibility convenience and proximity to the researcher. Moreover, given that the 

action research design of the study was based both on deductive and inductive reasoning, a 

sampling technique was chosen with respect to the need of dealing with both qualitative and 

quantitative data. Hence, the overarching approach chosen for the study is non-probability 

sampling, where the members of population, unlike in truly randomized samples, do not have an 

equal chance to be selected. While this approach does not guarantee that the sample would fully 

represent the population and its main characteristics, it perfectly meets the narrow research 

objective of exploring self-organising agile teams in Turkey in a cultural context, as well as having 

a preliminary basis of cross-cultural responses from the agile professionals working in both eastern 

and western culture. Non-probability sampling is based on the subjective judgement of the 

researcher when selecting units from the population (Taherdoost 2016). In this study, subjective 

judgement refers to the deliberate choice of software development organisations in Turkey and 

other countries, as well as approaching individuals working in the self-organised agile teams or 

people with former experience of working in such teams. 

For the first iteration of action research, snowball sampling as the most common, fastest, 

and easiest non-probabilistic approach was chosen. The choice of snowball sampling was also 

informed by the flexibility of the researcher to apply the method for collecting data based on the 

accessibility and former experience of collaborating with software development organisations in 
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Europe and Asia, as well as underpinned by the research objective of seeking for the cultural 

clashes between the western and eastern societies. The main assumption made with respect to the 

snowball sampling is that all members of the target population are homogenous and there will be 

little or even no difference in the research results otherwise collected from random, nearby, or 

cooperative sample (Etikan, Musa & Alkassim 2016). Furthermore, snowball sampling allows to 

address the critical aspect of uncertainty in choosing the most appropriate population in 

organisational context, when the intended output of the stated problem is blurred. Specifically, 

given that there is no clear evidence on how one or another organisation or social group would 

demonstrate tolerance or rejection towards disclosing their opinion regarding the norms and 

behaviors of the team in agile development context, snowball sampling might help to extend the 

understanding through involving more respondents opened to collaborate. Snowball sampling is 

also justified with respect to the action research methods of interorganisational communication, 

where the first point of contact should seek for the volunteers to participate inside an organisation 

or within the personal network of professionals, which should be limited to the professional 

competence and commitment. Nevertheless, it was acknowledged that certain bias of selecting 

research participants based on subjective judgment is evident, while within a specific context of 

the study, such a risk is hardly avoidable due to the overall composition of the target population. 

Finally, the use of snowball sampling approach could be limited in terms of willingness to respond, 

since research participants might eventually consider the effort as one of the many to collect 

personal data and therefore feel confused to provide fair responses.  

For the second iteration of action research, another non-random sampling approach known 

as purposive sampling was chosen. This technique assumes that the researcher deliberately chooses 

participants based on their qualities, virtue of knowledge, experience, and anticipated contribution 
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to research outcomes, also considering their willingness to participate in research (Smith, Colombi 

& Wirthlin 2013). The choice of purposive sampling was also informed by its relevance for the 

qualitative methods of data collection, such as interviews, as well as the importance of 

purposefully selecting individuals who are proficient in and well informed about the area of 

research interest (Oppong 2013). Moreover, for the second iteration of action research the 

purposive sampling itself is important to narrow down the scope of data to be retrieved from the 

participant through an inquiry based on the previous cycle findings that help to conceptualize a 

framework. Hence, purposive sampling is based on the idea that the deliberate inclusion of cases 

and participants is warranted, since the important information for the narrowly formulated research 

topic could not be obtained otherwise. 

Sequential application of snowball and purposive sampling yielded the research sample of 

the self-organised agile teams working in the software industry in eastern and western societies, 

including the individuals who are physically not located in Turkey but participate in different 

projects on a remote basis, as well as developers and fellow researchers from different locations 

worldwide. The first iteration was targeted to obtain up to 100 valid responses from the survey 

participants, while the second iteration was aimed to refine the results and develop a case study 

for Turkey through interviews with smaller number of participants, therefore aiming to capture 

from 5 to 10 fully transcribed and analysed responses. Organisational characteristics and 

demographics of the study sample are described in the results section in detail.  

4.6. Data Collection 

Primary data for the study was collected in two iterations. In the first iteration, the data was 

collected quantitatively using an online survey. The questions, developed for the survey, along 

with the possible answers are presented in Appendix A. The survey included three separate 
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sections. The first section was designed to collect the data related to participant demographics, 

work experience, and cultural characteristics. The questions were intended to analyse gender, age, 

educational degree, former experience in any IT-related sphere, and inquire about the country of 

location and origin, and personal associations of respondents with either Eastern or Western 

culture based on the individual norms and beliefs. The last question in this section had particular 

importance in Turkish cultural context given the clash of cultures in the country and little scientific 

awareness of how people in Turkey perceive themselves against the attributes defined in 

Hofstede’s theory. Meanwhile, it also probed specific attitudes of participants in other countries 

regarding their overall cultural perceptions, suggesting that there is a small probability of having 

eastern-oriented individuals in western-oriented societies. 

The second section was designed to investigate how participants perceive current 

workplace, past and current projects and experiences in a cultural context using seven statements 

asking participants to select the option that best describes their attitudes using the Likert scale. 

The third section was designed as personality-oriented inquiry and required that research 

participants should evaluate personal statements that reflected on their competences as team 

members. There were three statements per competence as previously shown in Figure 7. The idea 

behind this section was to construct initial vision of how the proposed competences adopted from 

Lominger’s model fit the context of the self-organised agile team members, as well as to identify 

if particular members are proficient in mastering specific competences. For the distinguishing 

purposes, survey participants were not informed about the assessment purposes pertinent to each 

section to limit the response bias and attempt to make up questions depending on the current role 

in a team or past experience.  
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In the second iteration, the data was collected qualitatively using one-on-one interviews. 

Interview questions were designed based on the inputs generated from the results obtained from 

the online survey. Given that the data was collected and analysed in several iterations, the primary 

objective of the research approach, adopted for this study, was to identify the gaps of the first 

iteration and cover those gaps in the second iteration.  The purpose of the interviews was to 

elaborate on the findings, outlined in the survey and delve deeper into the investigation of the 

research question. The questions, developed for the interviews, are presented in Appendix B. A 

detailed interview transcript, in turn, is presented in Appendix C.  

4.7. Data Analysis 

Based on the context of two iterations of action research selected for the study, the 

following data analysis techniques were used to interpret the data collected from both the surveys 

and interviews. The quantitative data collected from the surveys was analysed using statistical 

techniques, such as descriptive statistics, the analysis of variances, and the multiple regression. 

The purpose of applying these tools was to identify causal relationships within the data and 

prototype an initial demographical-experiential model that characterizes the chosen sample 

quantitatively. Additionally, the third section of the questionnaire will be analysed directly by 

counting the frequency of observed behaviors per statement to identify the number of research 

participants who claim their proficiency in one of six competences described under the proposed 

conceptual framework.  

The qualitative data collected from the interviews was analysed using thematic coding and 

content analysis. Thematic coding is a qualitative technique that involves recording or identifying 

text passages that are connected by a common theme or idea, which allows decomposing the text 

into thematic categories and construct a framework of ideas grouped by theme (Vasmoradi, 
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Turunen & Bondas 2013). The logic behind the application of thematic coding is to view the text 

from a theoretical and analytical rather than descriptive perspective, which requires sustained, 

intensive, and repetitive reading to engage into contextual meaning. In thematic coding, analytical 

codes are assigned to the lines of text based on the intended meaning of the communicated idea 

rather than descriptive interpretation of each line or sentence. In other words, analytical codes are 

used to suggest the way of thinking and to conceptualize the meaning rather than to simply code 

what was happened in the past. Hence, thematic coding is both a reflective and reflexive process 

that requires that researchers should demonstrate thoughtfulness and self-awareness to construct 

the meaning of the text using an analytical approach. 

Thematic coding is a part of a more complex, intuitive process known as content analysis. 

For the large texts, such as transcribed interviews, content analysis requires that text should be 

divided into smaller parts, called meaning units, and further condensed the meaning of each unit. 

The condensed units are further labelled through the application of thematic coding and grouped 

into categories. Given the reflective nature of coding, content analysis assumes that researcher 

develops a certain form of pre-understanding of the phenomena based on previous knowledge that 

influences the process of units labelling (Erlingsson & Brysiewicz 2017). However, qualitative 

methodology requires vigilant maintenance of individual pre-understanding to facilitate a deeper 

understanding of the data, since the overuse of past experience and knowledge could create more 

bias in text analysis and results reporting. The last stage of content analysis assumes introducing 

main themes, which expresses the underlying meaning identified in two or more categories. 

Themes are used to communicate research findings with the readers at both the intellectual and 

emotional levels, therefore allowing using metaphoric language in the names to clearly express the 

meaning on both the levels (Gaur & Kumar 2018). The list of themes and their explanation were 
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further used to refine a conceptual framework and determine roles and competences that explicitly 

define culturally diverse self-organised agile teams. 

The themes for the analysis of the interviews were selected, based on the set of interview 

outcomes and the theoretical framework of the presented study. Table 4.1 below presents a set of 

themes developed for the analysis and includes the justification of each theme, thus highlighting 

its particular relevance for the research. It has to be noted that some themes were analysed in the 

same way for both cultural groups participating in the study, while themes starting from the sixth 

one was considered separately for each cultural group in order to evaluate different perspectives 

and provide sufficient groundwork for a detailed analysis.  

Table 4.1. Thematic coding of the interviews 
Themes Groups Justification 

Perception of the 
workplace in the 
context of self-
organising agile 
teams 

None 

The analysis of the interviewees’ attitudes to the 
workplace and conditions as affected by cultural 
factors is needed to enhance the functionality of 
multicultural teams. 

Perception of the 
corporate culture None 

It is necessary to evaluate the role of the corporate 
culture in terms of fostering multicultural 
collaboration and the impact of cooperation on the 
effectiveness of self-organising teams. 

Views on 
multicultural 
problems None 

The analysis will reveal interviewees’ views on the 
problems that can persist in multicultural 
environments, and the impact of those issues on the 
effectiveness of self-organising agile teams. 

Management of 
complex cultural 
problems None 

It is necessary to determine how the interviewees 
approach management of cultural problems within a 
diverse environment and which strategies they 
recommend implementing to achieve a high level of 
cooperation within it. 

Differences in 
work between 
people of eastern 
and western 
cultures 

None 

The analysis will identify how individuals of 
different cultures can react to cultural problems and 
various views on work processes within a diverse 
corporate environment.  

Perspectives on 
practicing 

• Eastern 
perspectives 

The assessment will be carried out of how 
employees affiliated with eastern and western 
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different 
competencies 

• Western 
perspectives 

cultures react to the competencies required for the 
roles, developed by the research framework. 

Perspectives on 
the roles within 
self-organising 
teams 

• Eastern 
perspectives 

• Western 
perspectives 

The evaluation will be conducted to determine how 
eastern and western employees differently perceive 
their roles within organisations and which roles 
often persist in western and eastern cultures. 

Perspectives on 
the most 
significant cultural 
aspects, impacting 
the effectiveness 
of self-organising 
teams 

• Eastern 
perspectives 

• Western 
perspectives 

The analysis will be carried out into the most 
relevant cultural discrepancies faced by individuals 
affiliated with eastern and western cultures, the 
barriers that appear as a result of those problems, 
and the ability of individuals to overcome the 
obstacles.  

4.8. Ethical Considerations 

Action research considerably differs from other research design forms and presents unique 

ethical challenges for all the parties involved into the process. Research ethics committees in 

different educational facilities and research centers attempted to develop effective strategies for 

ethical reviews in the past, while these efforts majorly failed because of the major debates among 

action researchers of what makes research ethical and how ethically address the notion of 

interpretative strategies often incorporated in one or more cycles of action research (Bennett-

Stonebacks, Stonebanks & Mphande 2019). Given the complexity of ethical conception for the 

chosen methodology, it was decided to use the framework of seven basic requirements for 

evaluating the ethics of research project previously suggested and analysed by Gelling and Munn-

Giddings (2011).  

The first requirement is research value, which in this case is confirmed by the scarcity of 

scientific evidence in the information systems research related to cultural implication for self-

organised agile teams. The second requirement is scientific validity, which assumes that action 

researchers should justify rigorous use of different qualitative and quantitative techniques that are 

best applied to meet research objectives. However, this requirement is somewhat controversial, 
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since research ethical committees might have little knowledge about the relevance of using one or 

another method for a particular action research cycle, as well as lack an understanding of 

organisational context. The third requirement is a favorable risk-benefit ratio, where action 

research has its political risks of changing the status quo in an organisation or a community, which 

might not be tolerated by some of project stakeholders. This concern is addressed by limiting the 

outcomes of the research through a proposal for change rather than direct intervention for change 

among the chosen software development companies and agile teams. The fourth requirement is an 

independent review performed by one or more experts in the field who are not affiliated with the 

project and require the determination whether the project meets scientific standards. Since the 

cyclical nature of action research projects provides a challenge to reviewers, independent reviews 

were undertaken annually based on the submitted interim reports. The fifth requirement is 

informed consent, which requires to provide information to research participants concerning 

research nature and procedures, as well as research risks and benefits so that research participants 

can decide whether to enroll and continue to participate in any of the action research cycles. The 

most challenging part of using informed consent is to distinguish between the research roles, since 

action research participants could involve researchers, business practitioners, colleagues, and 

friends. In this study, research participants were recruited outside, avoiding involving former 

colleagues, while certain recommendations from practitioners in the field were considered in 

approaching software development organisations in Turkey. The sixth requirement is fair 

participant selection, which asserts that the identification and recruitment of research participants 

are consistent with research goals and objectives. In action research methodology, the process of 

fair participant selection is somewhat controversial, since the context of the study often 

predisposes self-selection of participants through convenience sampling. However, it was 
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previously mentioned that cultural aspect of self-organised agile teams is understudies, which 

justifies the importance of self-selecting organisations, while the intention of employees to 

participate remained voluntary. Finally, the last requirement is respect for each of the enrolled 

participants, which includes protecting confidentiality, ensuring safety and wellbeing of the 

participants, enabling the participants to decline from further participation if they wish, and share 

the research findings with participants after the study has been completed. Confidentiality aspects 

were addressed by including confidentiality notes in questionnaires and formal invitations for 

interviews, as well as included in the informed consent. There were no risks for safety and 

wellbeing given that research participants were not exposed to environmental or health-related 

risks or harm. Finally, all researchers were provided with the research results per individual request. 

4.9. Detailed Research Process 

The research process is significant for the understanding of how the research question was 

developed, the data was validated, and the findings were interpreted. Figure 4.2, illustrated below, 

shows a sequence of phases, which were developed to conduct a high-quality research, support or 

reject the hypotheses and elaborate on the findings. Below the figure, a detailed description of the 

significance of each phase is provided.  
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Figure 4.2. Research Process  

In general, the research process comprises 9 parts. The first part is the literature review, 

which was conducted to develop the theoretical background for the study, elaborate on the findings 

of previous similar research such as Hoda (2011) and review the progress on the researches, which 

has been completed up to date. One of the most important objectives of the literature review was 

to analyse the progression of the formation of self-organising agile teams by assessing the roles, 

which had evolved and transformed during the past 10 years, namely after Hoda’s (2011) 

classification had been developed. In this light, literature review provided the ability to develop a 

brand-new SOAT framework, which indulged a much more comprehensive justification of roles, 

their applicability in the context of agile software integration and their significance for the self-

organising teams.  
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The second phase of the study was the development of the hypothesis, based on the 

literature review findings and expected survey and interview outcomes. At this stage, the central 

purpose of the researcher was to present the set of justified hypotheses. It is noteworthy that the 

degree of justification was of great sense. Provided that the relevance of hypotheses is directly 

correlated to the credibility of the study, it was substantial to provide a decent theoretical support 

to each hypothesis, at a time explaining why the outcomes are probable for both H1 and H0 and 

how those would be validated through the data analysis. In total, three hypotheses were developed 

and validated by the evaluation of survey findings. Consequently, the interview analysis will be 

used to support the approval of survey data. 

The third stage of the research is the survey, namely the first iteration of the action research. 

Given that the survey has a great sample than the interviews, specifically 63 vs 7 respondents, it is 

possible to assert that the pool of data analysis will also be significantly greater. However, the 

survey was designed, using the questions with predetermined answers and Likert scale question to 

facilitate the interpretation of the findings and accelerate the research process at this stage. The 

approach adopted also contributed to the development of a strong foundation for the validation of 

hypothesis, elicited from a bilateral source of primary data.  

The fourth stage of the study is designed to analyse the survey. At this stage, the research 

will focus on the statistical methodologies to interpret the findings of the survey and make valid 

conclusions. In particular, ANOVa test will be used to carry out this function. The mean, standard 

deviation and variance will be calculated for each variable, based on the survey outcomes. 

Furthermore, the sum of squares, mean square and the level of significance will be calculated 

between groups and within groups. All in all, the statistical analysis will help obtain a numerical 
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substantiation of the data findings, accomplished through a comprehensive, intricate data 

validation process.  

The fifth phase of the research is responsible for collection of the data from the 

interviewees, which is namely the second iteration of the action research. The interviews are 

supposed to provide much more elaborate information for the analysis, since it will be possible to 

delve deeper into the research question by applying guiding queries. The strategy of elaborate 

question development, described by Phillips and Mrowczynksi (2019), suggests monitoring the 

progress of each interview and adjust the questions, based on the respondents’ answers. Although, 

as illustrated in Appendix B, the interview questions are predetermined, they will be modified, 

based on the interviewees’ answers to provide valuable insights into the research. The strategy is 

expected to be a highly effective approach for covering the gaps, identified in the survey analysis.  

The sixth step of the research is the analysis of the interviews. The interviews will be 

analysed on the basis of themes, developed for the exploration and hypotheses, designed for the 

validation. In total, three themes of the analysis will be addressed, inclusive of (1) the perception 

of the workplace in the context of agile teams, (2) the perception of the competencies and 

associated roles in the context of self-organising teams and (3) the impact of cultural factors on 

the effective integration of agile through self-organising teams. Numerous interviewees’ quotes 

will be presented in the analysis of interviews to share the insights and convey proper ideas, 

developed by the interviewees.  

The seventh stage of the study is the validation of the hypotheses. At this stage, the research 

will focus on the validation of hypotheses through both survey and interview analysis. The results 

can likely be different, given that the sample of interviewees is quite small, but the main objective 

of the study is to consider, whether there is a strongly different perception of the workplace and 
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roles within self-organising teams by employees, affiliated with either eastern or western culture. 

The difference between both cultures will become the paramount paradigm for this investigation, 

given that it will be possible to analyse the principal dissimilarities in both cultures, which can 

affect the effectiveness of development of agile, self-organising teams.  

The eighth phase of the research, which is namely the most significant stage is the 

comparison of the primary research findings to the secondary outcomes, presented in the 

discussion. The approach will provide an ample opportunity to compare the findings of the study 

to Hoda’s (2011) work, thus comparing and contrasting them to identify the differences and 

similarities, as well as assessing the effectiveness of the integrated methods in the context of 

research. Furthermore, the progress of self-organising, agile teams during the past 10 years will be 

evaluated. The discussion will also focus on how the analysis of the primary data and the validation 

of the hypothesis resonate in the literature synthesis. In the outcome, the study will analyse key 

insights of the research by compounding the findings of the first and the second iterations, as well 

as the literature review outcomes.  

The final, namely the last stage of the research is the development of conclusion, based on 

the analysis of the outcomes of the study. This stage is designed to accumulate the knowledge, 

obtained as the result of the research, compare the findings of the present study to the outcomes of 

the similar studies and highlight the most important results of the investigation. In contrast to other 

similar studies, this research will provide a comprehensive SOAT framework, which considers a 

range of self-organising functions that can be followed by teams, as well as how those functions 

should be integrated to deliver the utmost value to the organisation.  
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4.10. Summary 

This chapter provided methodological background of the study and described how 

scientific stance of the study fits into theoretical foundations of different research methods. Firstly, 

it was specified that research sequentially used deductive and inductive reasoning and was based 

on the philosophy of critical realism, which justifies the choice of action research as a research 

design. Secondly, it was explained why research would benefit from non-probabilistic sampling 

approaches, such as convenience and purposive sampling, followed by the brief overview of the 

identified research sample of agile software developers in Turkish organisations. Thirdly, the 

appropriate data collection process and data analysis methods were described for each of action 

research cycles based on the research spiral and theoretical assumptions. Fourthly, the set of 

hypotheses was developed, based on the preliminary expectations of the data findings and 

literature synthesis outcomes. Finally, ethical considerations grounded on the seven basic 

requirements for approval by research ethics committee were defined and applied to the study 

context.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

             95 

Chapter 5: Results  

5.1. Introduction 

This chapter builds on the previous methodological section and proposed theoretical 

framework to analyse survey results collected from the self-organised team practitioners. It is 

organised in the following sections. The first section explains how the survey participants were 

chosen and recruited, what is the benefit of data collection methodology proposed in the previous 

section to the research practice, highlights country-specific responses and the logic behind their 

reporting, as well as specifies certain limitations in assembling a highly representative group of 

respondents based on the external factors. The next section is devoted to survey demographics, 

where respondent profiles are summarised based on the first section of the questionnaire to 

understand age, experience, gender, educational level, and cultural attribute pursued by each 

individual. Further, a survey analysis related to workforce perception in a culturally diverse 

environment is analyzed, including respondent profile analysis related to professional experience, 

cohort analysis related to the differences in western and eastern culture as they apply to the 

different workforce perception factors, and descriptive statistics that help to understand the overall 

dynamics of responses. The evaluation includes the descriptive analysis, correlation and reliability 

testing, as well as ANOVA analysis are used to identify the extent of usefulness of the proposed 

SOATf framework to conceptualize agile team competences and roles as the first part of action 

research inquiry. Finally, the analysis of the interviews is provided according to the thematic 

coding, developed in the methodological chapter.  

5.2. Survey Participants 

The choice of survey participants was informed by both internal and external factors 

relevant to the benefits and limitations of snowball sampling technique. The starting point of 
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recruiting participants was limited to the recruitment among master students and researcher’s 

colleagues being aware about agile software development practices and having practical 

experience working in agile teams with product development or outsourcing companies. Another 

prerequisite was to consider that potential respondents are either from Turkey or an eastern country, 

which was anticipated as an advantage in evaluating perception of eastern person about western 

world. All initial participants recruited in the first round of inquiry were asked to invite their 

acquaintances or colleagues to take part in the research, while there were certain restrictions 

imposed at invitation sharing. First, research participants had to ensure that target participants are 

well aware about the norms and operating principles of agile teams, as well as preferably being 

currently involved in any IT project that predisposes working in agile environment. Second, 

research participants were instructed to be careful with potential conflicts of interests when 

recruiting new participants, since certain companies have restrictive policies regarding the 

disclosure of opinion about team climate even if asked to provide the data anonymously. Finally, 

research participants were advised to look for multicultural environments to construct a sample 

that would represent opinions of both eastern and western world regardless the physical location 

of the respondent. 

Table 5.1, summarises the data about the country of origin and physical location of the 

research participants successfully recruited to participate in the survey. Overall, it was possible to 

collect 63 valid responses during the period from May 2020 to August 2020 using Survey Monkey 

platform, approximately targeting about 300-350 participants overall (because of the snowball 

sampling, the exact figure for target population could not be estimated). The assumption is made 

based on the individual reports provided by the first-level recruits, who were asked to report 

estimated number of potential contacts after sharing the survey. 
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Table 5.1. Country of origin and physical location of survey respondents 

Respondents by country of origin Respondents by physical location 
Country Frequency Percentage Country Frequency Percentage 

Turkey 25 39.7% Turkey 40 63.5% 
Iraq 21 33.3% Ukraine 12 19% 

Ukraine 12 19% Iraq 8 12.7% 
Libya 2 3.2% Denmark 1 1.6% 
Russia 1 1.6% USA 1 1.6% 

Germany 1 1.6% Portugal 1 1.6% 
Nigeria 1 1.6%    

 

 

As fairly expected, the majority of participants involved in providing their responses are 

currently located in Turkey (63.5% of total sample), followed by the respondents from Ukraine 

(19%) and Iraq (12.7%). Meanwhile, in terms of the country of origin there is an almost equal 

distribution of Turkish and Iraqi respondents, which allows suggesting that many of respondents 

of Iraqi origin are physically present in Turkey. There is also a notable presence of Ukrainian agile 

developers, who were successfully recruited as a part of snowball sampling effort because of the 

common project executed among the teams located in Turkey. The differentiation of having 

Ukrainian developers appeared being essential for interpreting survey results based on their 

perceived western type of collaboration and overall high level of recognition overseas based on 

qualification and responsibility. For the rest of the countries, as shown in Table 5.1, it is worth 

admitting that each case is individual and represent a pair of ‘foreign country – Turkey’ for origin, 

and ‘Turkey – foreign country’ for physical location, with one exception for a pair of ‘Russia – 

USA’. Henceforth, it is concluded that the majority of surveyed agile team practitioners are located 

in Turkey, Ukraine, and Iraq. 
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It is also important to highlight external limitations faced during survey distribution and 

collection through snowball sampling. First, the survey was conducted as a first iteration of action 

research, which coincided with COVID-19 quarantine restrictions in terms of time and therefore 

was limited to contacting people remotely instead of attempting to enforce sampling process 

personally. Quarantine restrictions were also negative in terms of engaging organisations to 

participate massively, since almost all contacted IT organisations completely switched to the 

remote work mode and were busy with establishing new rules and strategies aimed towards 

optimizing organisational effectiveness without harming the business. Essentially, short follow-up 

interviews with the first-level contacts revealed that it was hard to persuade respondent’s 

colleagues to share the survey further since, reportedly, one might be ignored because of the low 

priority against personal needs during the critical times. Second, some second level and third-level 

contacts (mostly Ukrainian participants) unsuccessfully attempted to reach more research 

participants abroad because of two reasons. The first case relates to Israeli company that had an 

affiliate in Ukraine but refused to populate even confidential research among its local employees 

because of internal non-disclosure policies. The second case relates to internal conflict of interests, 

where the respondent (from the western-oriented country) was confident that sharing a survey 

inside a team could be considered as a chance for monetary incentive, articulating individual 

prejudices about software developers from the Pacific Asia who might consider survey as a tool to 

identify less than productive employees. Based on the aforementioned uncertainties, it was decided 

to proceed with already collected data given its cross-cultural relevance and compatibility against 

the risks arising during the data collection process. 
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5.3. Survey Demographics  

The demographics of research participants is further analysed based on the first section of 

the Appendix A and is summarised under the Table 7. The basic descriptive statistics shows that 

the majority of respondents were males (80.95%), the largest age group of respondents varies from 

24 to 35 years (over 70% of respondents), and those respondents that are highly educated and 

mostly hold the master’s degree amount to 60.32%. Meanwhile, there is mostly fair distribution of 

responses regarding the previous experience in IT-related field, with the dominant number of 

respondents having between 1 to 2 years (31.75%), and further followed by experienced 

individuals having three years of experience. Surprisingly, the distribution of cultural attributes is 

mostly equal, with 52.38% sticking to the eastern culture of doing business and 47.62% sticking 

to the western direction. The last trend is particularly interesting if compared to the physical 

location of respondents, since more than 75% of respondents are located in both Turkey and Iraq, 

which, hypothetically, might culturally contribute towards developing an eastern style of doing 

business. Furthermore, while it is notable that research respondents are highly educated, the 

reported work experience shows that larger portion of respondents are in their first years of career 

progression, with some notable exception for the doctoral degree respondents who might be mostly 

engaged in research and consultancy work related to agile team performance.  
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Table 5.2. Basic demographics based of the survey responses 

Item Frequency Percentage 
Gender 
Male 51 80.95% 
Female 12 19.05% 
Age group 
18-23 years 2 3.17% 
24-29 years 17 26.98% 
30-35 years 28 44.44% 
36-41 years 12 19.05% 
41+ years 4 6.35% 
Educational degree 
High school 2 3.17% 
College degree 4 6.35% 
Bachelor’s degree 12 19.05% 
Master’s degree 38 60.32% 
Doctoral degree 7 11.11% 
Past IT experience 
1-2 years 20 31.75% 
3-5 years 16 25.4% 
5-7 years 13 20.63% 
7+ years 14 22.22% 
Cultural attribute 
Eastern culture 33 52.38% 
Western culture 30 47.62% 

   

 

Additional demographical patterns are further analysed based on the comparison of country of 

origin, physical location, and basic demographic characteristics. First, it was found that the most 

experienced respondents with 7+ years of experience are located in Ukraine (N = 6), followed by 

respondents from Turkey (N = 4) and Iraq (N = 2). Second, there were significantly fewer female 

respondents in western countries (N = 1) comparing to the eastern countries (N = 11), which might 

be potentially considered as a trend towards more active engagement of females in IT careers and 

agile development in eastern societies comparing to western societies. Finally, 5 out of 12 female 

respondents reported their cultural preference towards the western style of doing business, which 
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might be a consequence of populating IT careers among females in the eastern world. Male 

respondents appeared to be more conservative, with Ukrainian respondents primarily voting for 

western culture, and Iraqi and Turkish respondents voting for eastern culture. There was no 

significant effect of age factor to develop a common pattern for the previous observation, since 

responses were distributed evenly between all age groups. 

5.4. Survey Analysis 

5.4.1. Workplace Perceptions 

The analysis of primary data collected from the survey respondents was divided in two 

streams as specified in methodology section. The first stream was aimed to investigate current 

perception of the workplace, projects, and experiences undertaken by research participants. 

Participants were required to rate seven statements on a four-level Likert scale as show in 

Appendix A. The major findings from this effort are further described below. 

For the statement that asks a respondent to evaluate whether it is easy to work with people 

that have cultural background, the opinion was shifted towards the aspect of being mostly agreed 

but not being confident, with the majority of respondents voting for this option recorded at 52.38%. 

However, the same group of respondents in answering the following question related to 

organisational readiness to support cross-cultural collaborative culture were completely agreed to 

do so at 47.62%. The preference to work with colleagues of the same cultural origins was polar, 

since it varied from 28.57% of respondents who rejected the idea, 20.63% of respondents who 

expressed their concerns, 23.81% of respondents who were not sure, and 26.98% of respondents 

who accepted the idea completely. Nevertheless, the sense of comfort of working with colleagues 

with different cultural origins was mostly positive, with almost 43% of respondents completely 

accepting the logic of work in agile environment. The ease of developing productive relationships 
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on a cultural level was less optimistic; however, 41.27% of respondents mostly agreed with the 

statement while 36.51% of respondents agreed completely. Further, the uncertainty aspect was 

observed for the self-organisation among people of different cultures, where the majority of 

respondents (42.86%) agreed but not supported the idea completely. Finally, in the last question 

respondents were also extremely polar, primarily supporting the idea that western and eastern agile 

teams have different ways of working and demonstrating results of their work. A complete 

summary of respondent profile in terms of the workplace perceptions is shown in Table 5.2.  

Table 5.3. Respondent profile for workplace perception 

Item Frequency Percentage 
I think that working with people from different cultural backgrounds is easy 

Completely disagree 4 6.35% 
Have concerns to answer  10 15.87% 
Somewhat agree 33 52.38% 
Completely agree 16 25.40% 

My organisations support (-ed) the idea of collaborating with people from different cultures 

Completely disagree 2 3.17% 
Have concerns to answer  17 26.98% 
Somewhat agree 28 44.44% 
Completely agree 12 19.05% 

I prefer to work with colleagues who have similar cultural origins 

Completely disagree 5 7.94% 
Have concerns to answer  12 19.05% 
Somewhat agree 19 30.16% 
Completely agree 27 42.86% 

I feel comfortable to work with colleagues who have different cultural origins 

Completely disagree 20 31.75% 
Have concerns to answer  16 25.4% 
Somewhat agree 13 20.63% 
Completely agree 14 22.22% 

In my work experience, we were easy to develop productive relationships with people of 
different cultures 

Completely disagree 1 1.59% 
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Have concerns to answer  13 20.63% 
Somewhat agree 26 41.27% 
Completely agree 23 36.51% 

Self-organisation could be easily achieved among people of different cultures 

Completely disagree 6 9.52% 
Have concerns to answer  12 19.05% 
Somewhat agree 27 42.86% 
Completely agree 18 28.57% 

There is a difference between the ways how eastern and western people in teams work on their 
project 

Completely disagree 4 6.35% 
Have concerns to answer  13 20.63% 
Somewhat agree 23 36.51% 
Completely agree 23 36.51% 

 

To understand whether the aforementioned trends are typical to the particular respondents 

from a chosen culture, a cohort analysis was additionally performed to evaluate the percentage of 

respondents per cohort, where the first cohort represents eastern culture and second cohort 

represents western culture. Judging from findings presented in Table 5.2, Table 5.3 and Table 5.4. 

the following differences could be observed among 7 items requested to be evaluated by responses. 

Same was displayed on Figures 5.1 and 5.3. 

respectively voting for being somewhat agreed or completely agreed with the statement. 

Respondents who support eastern culture also appeared to support the statement of easiness to 

develop productive relationships with people of different cultures, with the most notable figure of 

22.22% respondents to completely agree with the statement against 14.29% in the western culture. 

The evaluation of difference in teamwork among both groups was evaluated comparatively similar, 

with a small variation in responses for all four options, while still having the majority of individuals 

who support the statement. The easiness of achieving self-organisation among people of different 

cultures appeared to be more apprehended by the adepts of eastern culture, with 30.16% of 
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respondents somewhat agreed and 11.11% of respondents completely agreed, while 12.7% of the 

adepts of western culture somewhat agreed and 17.46% of respondents completely agreed. Finally, 

there were no major differences in responses related to how western and eastern cultures work as 

an agile team, with a slighter higher tendency for better acceptance by eastern culture 

representatives.  

 

Figure 5.1. Perception of Working with People of Different Cultures 

 

The evaluation of easiness to collaborate with people of different culture shows overall 

acceptance by both cultures, with more than 25% of respondents in both groups somewhat agree 

with the statement, and 12.7% of respondents in both groups completely support the statement. 

However, 6.35% of respondents who support eastern culture completely disagreed with the 

statement, while there were no similar opinions among respondents from the western culture. In 

terms of organisational support for cross-cultural collaboration, more optimism is observed 

among respondents of eastern culture, with 14.29% and 28.57% respectively somewhat agreeing 
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or completely agreeing with the statement, while the same figures for the western culture are 

17.46% and 19.05% respectively, as shown on Figure 5.1.  

 

Figure 5.2. Support of Collaboration by Different Cultures 

The preference to work with colleagues of similar culture remained controversial for both 

cultural groups, where respondents from both cultures disagreed with the statement at 14.29% 

each, while completely agreed with the statement at 15.87% for eastern culture and 11.11% for 

western culture. Nevertheless, in evaluating the comfort of working with representatives of 

different culture was more anticipated for eastern group at 12.7% and 25.4% of respondents who 

somewhat agreed or completely agreed, while somewhat less favoured by western group with 

17.46% 
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Figure 5.3. Achievement of Self-Organisation 

 

Table 5.4. Workplace perception among respondents of different culture. 

Item Eastern culture, % Western culture, % 
I think that working with people from different cultural backgrounds is easy 

 6.35% 0.00% 
Have concerns to answer  6.35% 9.52% 
Somewhat agree 26.98% 25.40% 
Completely agree 12.70% 12.70% 

My organisations support (-ed) the idea of collaborating with people from different cultures 

Completely disagree 0.00% 3.17% 
Have concerns to answer  9.52% 7.94% 
Somewhat agree 14.29% 17.46% 
Completely agree 28.57% 19.05% 

I prefer to work with colleagues who have similar cultural origins 

Completely disagree 14.29% 14.29% 
Have concerns to answer  11.11% 9.52% 
Somewhat agree 11.11% 12.70% 
Completely agree 15.87% 11.11% 
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I feel comfortable to work with colleagues who have different cultural origins 

Completely disagree 4.76% 3.17% 
Have concerns to answer  9.52% 9.52% 
Somewhat agree 12.70% 17.46% 
Completely agree 25.40% 17.46% 

In my work experience, we were easy to develop productive relationships with people of 
different cultures 

Completely disagree 0.00% 1.59% 
Have concerns to answer  11.11% 9.52% 
Somewhat agree 19.05% 22.22% 
Completely agree 22.22% 14.29% 

Self-organisation could be easily achieved among people of different cultures 

Completely disagree 3.17% 6.35% 
Have concerns to answer  7.94% 11.11% 
Somewhat agree 30.16% 12.70% 
Completely agree 11.11% 17.46% 

There is a difference between the ways how eastern and western people in teams work on 
their project 

Completely disagree 3.17% 3.17% 
Have concerns to answer  11.11% 9.52% 
Somewhat agree 20.63% 15.87% 
Completely agree 17.46% 19.05% 

 

For the workplace perceptions, the descriptive statistics was also calculated to understand 

the variable dynamics per response as shown Table 5.5. Based on the mean values estimated per 

item, the highest uncertainty among respondents is shown for evaluation of easiness to work with 

people of different cultures, preference to work with colleagues of a similar cultural background, 

and easiness in achieving self-organisation in a cultural context. The highest standard deviation 

and variance scores are found for the preference to work with colleagues of a similar cultural 

origins, which was previously commented in terms of highly polar opinions of accepting and 

rejecting the statement by largest portion of respondents. Overall, judging from descriptive 

statistics there is no common pattern for a disagreement with the statement, while there is also 
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concern about the high factoring of second answer option, where respondents are not sure about 

the statement trustworthiness or, in other words, neither agree nor disagree with it. 

Table 5.5. Descriptive statistics for workplace perceptions 

Item Mean Std 
Deviation Variance 

1. I think that working with people from 
different cultural backgrounds is easy 2.968 0.816 0.666 

2. My organisations support (-ed) the idea of 
collaborating with people from different 
cultures 

3.238 0.849 0.721 

3. I prefer to work with colleagues who have 
similar cultural origins 2.492 1.167 1.361 

4. I feel comfortable to work with colleagues 
who have different cultural origins 3.079 0.964 0.930 

5. In my work experience, we were easy to 
develop productive relationships with people 
of different cultures 

3.127 0.787 0.619 

6. Self-organisation could be easily achieved 
among people of different cultures 2.905 0.921 0.848 

7. There is a difference between the ways how 
eastern and western people in teams work on 
their project 

3.032 0.908 0.824 

 

Finally, to further evaluate the relationship between responses collected from individuals 

representing different cultures, a one-way ANOVA has been used to evaluate the mean difference 

between the average values for all seven questions in the workplace perception section. The 

following hypothesis was tested to verify the extent of relationships: 

H0: There is no difference in how agile team practitioners perceive their workplace 

practices depending on eastern or western culture. 

H1: There is a significant difference in how agile team practitioners perceive their 

workplace culture depending on their cultural attributes. 
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Table5.6. ANOVA output for workplace perception in eastern and western cultures 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Significance 

Between Groups 0.06804 1 0.06804 0.26651 0.60755 

Within Groups 15.573 61 0.2553   

Total 15.6411 62    

 

Since the significance level shown in Table 5.6 is higher than p = 0.05, we should reject 

the null hypothesis and conclude that there is a significant difference in workplace perceptions 

among agile team practitioners in eastern and western culture based on the research sample 

evidence used in the study and interview analysis.  

5.4.2. Analysis of Confounding Factors  

The confounding factors in this methodological approach could not affect the study due to 

the fair distribution of people across the sample. Upon retrieving the results of the survey, the 

sample was checked for fair proportion of the distribution. The following confounding factors were 

considered: (1) male-female distribution, (2) occupation, (3) location, (4) cultural background, (5) 

religious background and (6) selection bias. Out of 6 factors, only selection bias was considered 

the one to possible bring the difference to the research findings, since the selection for the survey 

could not be effectively controlled by the initiator of the research. However, in the post-survey 

analysis, it was concluded that confounding factors generally had a poor impact on the research 

results and were not considered as a significant barrier to the accuracy of findings in this 

dissertation.  
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5.4.3. Self-Perceptions 

The second stream of the survey analysis is devoted to evaluating the personality of 

respondents in terms of the proposed theoretical framework. Specifically, respondents were asked 

to evaluate themselves regarding working ambitions in agile environment, while focusing on the 

common metrics not initially provided for the analysis to avoid biased responses. The metrics was 

designed to evaluate self-awareness of respondents in the area of six competences required for the 

agile team role development as specified in theoretical framework. Specifically, each respondent 

was asked to rate 18 statements overall with each of three statements corresponding to particular 

competency per 3-point Likert scale, from completely disagree to completely agree. For instance, 

the first three questions of the third section of the questionnaire evaluate the Apt Communicator 

competency, the next three questions evaluate the Culture Champion competency, and so on. The 

percentage of responses and their overall distribution that provides initial characteristics of 

respondent’s profile in terms of self-perception per competency is further summarised in Table 5.7 

Table 5.7. Response distribution for professional self-awareness in agile teams 

Competency Not agreed Somewhat agreed Fully agreed 

Apt Communicator 6.88% 51.85% 41.27% 
Culture champion 11.11% 42.86% 46.03% 
Skilled executor 5.82% 47.09% 47.09% 
Technical master 8.47% 55.56% 35.98% 
Process optimizer 10.58% 52.91% 36.51% 
Holacratic leader 12.17% 38.10% 49.74% 

 

Based on the above findings, the highest self-reported proficiency is reported for holacratic 

leaders (49.74%), followed by skilled executors (47.09%), culture champions (46.03%), apt 

communicators (41.27%), process optimizers (36.51%), and technical masters (35.98%). 

Meanwhile, the lowest self-reported proficiency is reported for holacratic leaders (12.17%), 
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followed by culture champions (11.11%), process optimizers (10.58%), technical masters (8.47%), 

apt communicators (6.88%), and skilled executors (5.82%). It is evident that two competences, 

such as holacratic leader and culture champion are both considered as both proficient and requiring 

more efforts to be mastered. Another observation is that two out of three technical competences 

such as technical mastery and process optimization are rated lower than soft skill competences 

such as culture championship and holacratic leadership, which is somewhat unusual for software 

development sector where technical prerequisites are essential. Hence, further statistical inquiry 

was made to evaluate the internal relationships between competences as research variables. 

 

Figure 5.4.  Professional Self-Awareness 

First, the internal consistency for the survey responses has been estimated using the 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient estimation for 18 items from the self-perception questionnaire part. 

Second, a correlation analysis was performed based on the average values estimated for three 

questions per competence to evaluate related significance and positive or negative relationship, 

summarised in Table 5.4. According to Creswell and Creswell (2017), internal consistency of 
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quantitative research data is considered reliable when the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is higher 

than 0.7, which fits our estimations with reported data reliability at 0.79. Furthermore, we use the 

common approach of evaluating the strength of relationships based on the range of correlation 

values, where items weighed less than 0.3 suggest weak positive relationships, items weighed more 

than 0.3 but less than 0.7 suggest moderate positive relationship, and items weighed more than 0.7 

suggest strong positive relationship (Creswell and Creswell 2017). According to Table 5.8, the 

weakest positive correlation is observed between the following pairs of variables: 

• Apt Communicator – Culture Champion 

• Apt Communicator – Technical Master 

• Apt Communicator – Holacratic Leader 

• Cultural Champion – Process Optimizer 

• Cultural Champion – Holacratic Leader 

• Skilled Executor – Technical Master 

• Skilled Executor – Holacratic Leader 

• Technical Master – Holacratic Leader 

• Process Optimizer – Holacratic Leader 

The moderate positive correlation is observed between the following pairs of variables:  

• Apt Communicator – Skilled Executor 

• Apt Communicator – Process Optimizer 

• Cultural Champion – Skilled Executor 

• Cultural Champion – Technical Master 

• Skilled Executor – Process Optimizer 

• Technical Master – Process Optimizer 



 

             113 

There were no strong positive correlations higher than 0.7 observed between the variables. 

Table 5.8. Correlation analysis of professional self-awareness in agile teams 

Variables* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Apt Communicator 1      
Culture Champion 0.211 1     
Skilled Executor 0.609 0.316 1    
Technical Master 0.058 0.364 0.281 1   
Process Optimizer 0.370 0.289 0.544 0.491 1  
Holacratic Leader 0.127 0.071 0.287 0.185 0.279 1 

*  Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.79 

Finally, a single-factor ANOVA was used to evaluate how each competency is mastered 

by eastern and western cultures, seeking to evaluate the level of relationship per each of six 

competences through the use of relevant hypotheses. To test these hypotheses, the respondents 

were divided in two groups of eastern culture and western culture and further evaluated using 

ANOVA statistics. All hypotheses were aimed to evaluate the difference in mastery level for the 

competences of Apt Communicator, Culture Champion, Technical Master, Skilled Executor, 

Process Optimizer, and Holacratic Leader based on the following null and alternative hypothesis 

statements: 

H0: There is no difference among the competence mastery level among the adepts of 

western and eastern culture. 

H1: There is a significant difference among the competence mastery level among the adepts 

of western and eastern culture. 

The findings are further summarised under the Table 5.8. Referring to the significance 

values reported for each of six cases, all of those are higher than 0.05 confidence level, which 

suggests that statistically we can reject all null hypotheses related to comparing eastern and 

western cultures and conclude that there is a significant difference in manifesting chosen 
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competencies among the eastern and western culture respondents based on the chosen research 

sample. However, this tendency has not been supported by the interview analysis. 

Based on the Table 5.8, it is also possible to validate the third hypothesis of the study. 

Given that the overall significance level increases 0.05 confidence level, it is possible to assert that 

there is a significant difference of how the members of agile, self-organising teams perceive and 

allocate the roles, depending on the affiliation with western or eastern cultures. The same has been 

demonstrated by the interview analysis outcomes. This implies that the skills acquired by each 

respondent affect their roles within the organisation, the tasks they perform and the understanding 

of the functions they fulfil, explains the extent to which the individuals perceive both the sense of 

the roles, assigned to them, as well as the significance of each role in the overall agile mechanism, 

as well as in the particular applications in self-organising teams. 

• H0: There is no significant difference of how the members of agile, self-organising teams 

perceive and allocate the roles, depending on the affiliation with western or eastern culture.   

• H1: There is a significant difference of how the members of agile, self-organising teams 

perceive and allocate the roles, depending on the affiliation with western or eastern culture. 
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Table 5.9. ANOVA analysis for self-awareness in agile teams 

 Sum of 
Squares 

df Mean Square F Significance 

Apt 
Communicator 

     

Between Groups 0.56668 1 0.56668 2.66277 0.10787 
Within Groups 12.9818 61 0.21282   
Total 15.6411 62    
Culture 
Champion 

     

Between Groups 0.92352 1 0.92352 3.2386 0.07686 
Within Groups 17.3939 61 0.28515   
Total 15.6411 62    
Skilled 
Executor 

     

Between Groups 0.02439 1 0.02439 0.11231 0.73868 
Within Groups 13.2455 61 0.21714   
Total 15.6411 62    
Technical 
Master 

     

Between Groups 0.27515 1 0.27515 1.56368 0.2159 
Within Groups 10.7337 61 0.17596   
Total 15.6411 62    
Process 
Optimizer 

     

Between Groups 0.22705 1 0.22705 1.23604 0.2706 
Within Groups 11.2051 61 0.18369   
Total 15.6411 62    
Holacratic 
Leader 

     

Between Groups 0.01002 1 0.01002 0.04961 0.82449 
Within Groups 12.2315 61 0.20100   
Total 15.6411 62    
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5.5. Interview Analysis 

5.5.1. Perception of the Workplace in the Context of Agile Team 

The first question that was asked concerned the perception of the multicultural self-

organising team by the respondents. In particular, they were asked to provide their insights whether 

it is a positive or negative experience to work in the multicultural environment. Notably, 5 of 8 

respondents claimed that they perceive the work in the multicultural environment, as the positive 

experience. Interviewee 1, for example, claimed: “The main thing is that the presence of multiple 

cultures in the organisation positively affects individuals’ ability to improve their skills, especially 

in the context of self-organising teams”. He also added that the positive impact of multiculturalism 

is evident on the professional growth of each individual, despite the position, hold by the one 

within the organisation. However, the probability of conflicts in the multicultural environment can 

be high. Interviewee 4, namely the male, 45-years old executive, affiliated with western culture 

asserted: “Multicultural conflicts are very probable. Western workers got used to criticism and it 

is of particular significance for them to get the criticism from their peers or managers, since it 

stimulates them to grow and develop their skills. Alternatively, people from Eastern culture can 

get strongly demotivated by criticism, so if the first ones start criticizing the second ones, self-

organising team will not remain productive”. Due to different perceptions, nurtured by each 

individual, the same conflict at work can be interpreted in a different way. Thus far, the secret to 

success in terms of self-organisation and integration of agile practices, lies in the recognition of 

the ideal balance between the cultures, extant in contemporary business environments.  

Interviewees 3 and 5, in turn, provided negative responses to the first question. According 

to Interviewee 3, in poorly managed organisation with high risks for cultural conflicts, the 

experience of working in a multicultural environment can be negative due to a significant number 
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of cultural problems and disparities, leading to stress. In the stressful environment, the individuals’ 

effectiveness as well as the collective success essentially declines. Not without a reason, 

Interviewee 5 claimed: “I know a lot of people, who encountered significant cultural contradictions 

between Western and Eastern cultures, and they often were the victims of those problems”. Hence, 

the central problem is that in a culturally diverse environment, which is subjected to unmanaged 

cultural conflicts, the tension in teams can grow, resulting in a high level of individuals’ resistance 

to changes. It becomes impossible to adapt to the rapidly changing business environment and self-

organisation capabilities, evident in self-organising teams.  

One more significant problem, explained by the interviewees lies in inability to develop a 

set of vigorous values, adopted by each member across the organisation. Interviewee 3 claimed: 

“I have worked in some multicultural organisations, and I can say that the attitude can be just 

disgusting to you, just because you do not share the same values, as they do”. It is a common fact 

that multicultural environment will likely induce high level of incomprehension. Provided that the 

values, shared by different organisational members drastically vary, inability to integrate common 

values is the most significant challenge. According to Interviewee 4, the motivating and 

demotivating factors in employees of eastern and western cultures alternate. In this light, it is 

possible to claim that incompetence of the organisation in terms of creating the environment, which 

will motivate each member of the team can result in a significant distortion of self-organising 

capabilities. In case the motivation is absent, the employees will not likely provide mutual 

assistance to support one another and identify common motivating factors that will lead the team 

to success. However, the multiculturalism can also become the paramount approach for the 

development of cooperative behaviors and encouraging of intensive generation of creative ideas.  
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5.5.2 Perception of the Corporate Culture 

The second question addressed the extent to which individuals were subjected to the impact 

of corporate culture, adopted by the specific company on the multiculturalism. 100% of 

interviewees claimed that the corporate culture does not only play a pivotal role in fostering ideal 

conditions for interracial collaboration, but it is also responsible for the elaboration of the cultural 

agreement. Interviewee 7 noted: “Corporate culture sets the overall organisational understanding 

of how the cultures should coexist and which ways of cooperation they should achieve”. She lately 

added: “I believe in the success of self-organising teams only when the team members alleviate 

cultural prejudices and start building the conventional foundation for the long-term cooperation 

and collective eminence”. The results show that all of the respondents acknowledge the 

significance of corporate culture and the effects, it imposes on the contemporary organisational 

environments. According to Interviewee 2: “The success of the integration of a diversity-inclusive 

corporate culture depends on how well the top management supports the employees and helps 

them identify the most prominent ways for cooperation with one another, despite the cultural 

differences”. To that end, the findings have proved a high level of the significance of the corporate 

culture in terms of synthesis of agile elements and self-organising capabilities.  

The corporate culture was viewed as the provider of positive changes by almost each 

interviewee. For example, Interviewee 1 claimed: “It all depends on how well the top management 

supports the employees and helps them identify the most prominent ways for cooperation with one 

another, despite the cultural differences”. As the evidence stems from this answer, it is possible to 

assert that the corporate culture is designed to identify the ways for growth for each member of 

self-organising team. This answer also highlights the importance of a proper allocation of roles 

and skills between the team members to support the integration of agile productively. Interviewee 
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3 asserted: “Another implication of the corporate culture is that it can show individuals the best 

ways to develop their skills and promote sustainable growth”. Provided that the self-organising 

teams are focused on constant changes and mutual support through integration of software, 

development of interpersonal skills and progress of professional competencies, a completely 

sustainable organisational culture can help the individuals achieve an elevated support and an apt 

identification of professional development mechanism, which add value to the agile, self-

organising framework provide the teams with growth opportunities, thus leading to an overall 

success of the companies.  

5.5.3. Views on the Multicultural Problems 

The third question addressed the interviewees’ views on the problem according to the 

hermeneutics philosophical paradigm, described in Chapter 4. The aim of the study was to assess 

whether the respondents consider inability to foster multicultural collaboration as the problem and 

how they would address the problem, considering changing their duties and power within the 

organisation. Interviewee 6 claimed: “First of all, I think that when individuals are accepted to 

work, the hiring managers should be guided just by professional skills and expertise, as it is 

unethical and illegal to reject someone just because they are not of the so-called needed culture”. 

This statement resonates with the claim, provided by Interviewee 7: “The best thing CEO can do 

is to help the workers to develop the ways for the effective cooperation, in spite of any cultural 

problems that may exist in the company”. One interesting fact is that even though Interviewee 3 

remained quite skeptical about the positive impact of multi-ethnic organisational environment due 

to poor management of cultural conflicts, she proclaimed: “The ability to work effectively in the 

multicultural environment is crucial in terms of the effectiveness of self-organising teams”. Thus 

far, each interviewee highlighted that multiculturalism is significant for self-organising teams in 
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terms of the effective management of multicultural capabilities, required to force the teams to 

operate successfully.  

Each respondent was asked to provide the support of their answer by identifying the best 

ways for the development of the ways for multicultural collaboration, pretending that they were 

the CEO of the organisation. It is noteworthy that although each of them highlighted positive 

impact of multiculturalism, none of them was completed sure about the specific strategy that had 

to be implemented. Interviewee 7 asserted: “I do not know for sure what I would do as the CEO, 

but I would surely focus on the interracial support and positive teamwork”. The inability to identify 

the evident way for management the problem lies in poor justification of the answers due to a low 

level of respondents’ awareness. In compliance with the positivism approach, the individuals are 

associated with the real events in the context of the research. Thus far, the findings imply that 

neither of the respondents appeared to be in a real-life situation, in which they had to implement 

actions to generate diversity-friendly environment. This problem is evident due to the following 

answer, provided by Interviewee 6: “Now, I am ascertained that the best way to create a prosperous 

working environment is to create the conditions for people of different cultures to coexist within 

such environment”. The answer is clear as it shows apprehensible support for multiculturalism, 

but it is not straight, as it does not identify specific strategies.  

5.5.4. Management of Complex Cultural Problems 

In terms of the fourth question, the interviewees were proposed to share their insights on 

how they personally deal with complex cultural problems and find common values with their 

colleagues. Interviewee 4 noted: “Personally, I choose to believe that all cultural differences do 

not matter, as long as people appear to be supportive to one another”. It is noteworthy that a 

majority of respondents identified that a high level of support is the determinant for the successful, 
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positive relationships in the multicultural environment. Interviewee 6, for instance, claimed that 

apart from support, the respect is critically significant element of positive attitudes. Generally, the 

respect was the second factor, important for the greatest part of the interviewees. Interviewee 3 

claimed: “The most effective way to develop the productive relationships is to ensure that there 

are common values, shared by team members. Those values should be promoted by the 

organisation”. The 22-years old female connected the importance of corporate culture to the 

adoption of diversity-inclusive behaviours. All in all, the results of the fourth question reported 

that the commonality of values, beliefs, mutual respect and cross-integrated support were the main 

personal factors, needed to be addressed for the adaptation of the positive culturally diverse 

working environment.  

5.5.5. Differences in Work Between Eastern and Western Culture 

The last question characterizing the effectiveness of the working environment asked the 

interviewees to explain the difference in working culture between eastern and western employees 

in the context of self-organising, agile teams. The answers for this question were totally diverse, 

thus it may be hard to find the commonalities. Interviewee 7 claimed: “What bothers me for the 

most is communication, as it is hard for me to communicate with people of western culture, given 

that they can be too obsessive”. The cultural differences are huge, and the balance is mediated by 

the company’s corporate culture, which enforces the cultural affluences. Interviewee 1 asserted: 

“You know, frankly speaking, in the past, I used to believe that Western and Eastern people are 

always different. However, in present times, I suppose that it all depends on the past individuals’ 

experience and corporate culture, they had been governed by”. The findings imply that the central 

point behind the respondents’ explanations is that the corporate culture is of the greatest 
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significance for the cross-integration of values and beliefs of different cultures, which proves the 

mediating impact of the corporate environment.  

The interviewees identified a range of dissimilarities between eastern and western workers. 

All of the identified discrepancies are crucial for self-organising, agile teams, given that they 

produce multiple positive and negative implications that can affect the formation of the teams, the 

identification of the roles across the teams and the assimilation of the required knowledge. For 

example, Interviewee 2 claimed that the way of thinking of eastern and western communities at 

work essentially varies. He claimed: “Western people tend to think in the linear way. They clearly 

see the cause of the problem, connecting it to the problem. So, it is easy to solve the problems with 

them, since they can address the causes at once. The approach, adopted by Eastern communities, 

is completely different – they tend to think in a more informal and circular way about the problems 

by considering several alternative causes and solutions.” The way of thinking is the central 

paradigm in formation of any type of professional or personal relationships, since the intellection 

affects the perception of the events and other people by elaborating on thinking and behavioural 

patterns, developed in individuals’ early childhood (Tovmasyan 2017). Hence, the degree to which 

western and eastern workers think differently, will define the level of difference in decision-

making strategies they will integrate.  

Another evident problem is the completely different speed of work. It can be common for 

eastern workers to take more time to make decisions, whilst it can be unacceptable in the western 

working environment. Interviewee 3 claimed: “Some eastern workers, however, are very slow and 

like making decisions slowly. They have to think, weigh all pros and cons and then just decide”. 

This problem can have a particularly negative impact on the progressive and dynamic workplaces, 

which are oriented on the fast formation and deformation of self-organising teams. The problem 
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can be exemplified by the following phenomenon. If the half of the members are subjected to a 

rapid thinking and fast decision-making and the rest of team members are too slow, it can result in 

the overall deficiency of self-organising teams, since some members of the team will push the 

processes towards, whilst others will draw them back, resulting in inability to fulfil self-organising 

requirements.  

A high probability for the conflicts is the determinant for the negative working climate due 

to increased degree of stress. Interviewee 4 claimed: “I think that productive relationships with 

people of other cultures do not only affect professional success, but also play a pivotal role in 

personal motivation and comfort at work”. The same idea was conveyed by Interviewee 7. In 

particular, he asserted: “The zone of comfort is where people feel themselves good. If they step 

out of that zone, the problems emerge, since the level of motivation decreases. Although 

sometimes leaving the comfort zone is the best option, there are also many chances that in the 

cultural context, it will lead to even more conflicts”. Hence, the comfortability is pivotal both in 

terms of physical and emotional needs of the employees. In the context of self-organising agile 

teams, inability to sustain a compelling level of emotional balance can cause stress not only in 

single workers, but also in collective behaviours, thus leading to negative outcomes. Interviewee 

5 claimed: “. Each level of power of the Eastern hierarchy really means more power and more 

authority, since people work to achieve that level and they deserve it. Western workers can often 

be disrespectful, when speaking to top managers or CEO”. To that end, it is possible to claim that 

the level of communication varies, which consequently affects the effectiveness of teams and 

overall success of the teamwork.  
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5.5.6. Perspective of Eastern Workers on Practicing of Different Competencies in 
the Context of the SOAT Framework 

The research sample comprised 5 individuals affiliated with the eastern culture and 4 

respondents belonging to the western one. Questions 6, 7 and 8 were included into the 

questionnaire in order to find out how the perspective of the eastern and western representatives 

om practising various competencies differed. It is worth noting that a majority of the respondents 

agreed that each of the competencies, provided by the research, could be of particular value for the 

improvement of the effectiveness of a self-organising agile team. In particular, Interviewee 1 

claimed: “In the context of self-organising teams implementing agile software, I believe that each 

of the competencies provided can be of particular value for the team’s effectiveness”. Another 

representative of the eastern culture highlighted the significance of the balance of all competencies 

within a single team, noting: “I believe that each process should be upgraded to the needed level, 

thus ensuring that the competency of each team member matches”. Therefore, both respondents 

affiliated with the eastern culture pointed to the importance of teamwork in contrast to individual 

growth. In the context of self-organising agile teams, the balance of skills and competencies, found 

in each team member, is much more important than the development of those skills in each person 

independently. If the harmonious team operation is absent, a self-organising team will be at a high 

risk of mismatching skills required to fulfil self-organising capabilities. 

As per the opinion of Interviewee 7, affiliated with the eastern culture, any processes 

occurring in the framework of self-organising agile teams, are of great significance for the potent 

teamwork and steady organisational progress. Interviewee 7 claimed: “I can detect the most 

relevant processes and bring them together, depending on the organisational needs”. The 

identification of the processes necessary for optimization and the ability to recognize the need for 
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change at an early stage of team formation is pivotal in terms of individuals’ aptness to consider 

the team development process as a single mechanism that is comprised of an abundance of 

organisational activities. Since the equivalence of competencies is highly important when it comes 

to self-organising agile teams, it is prudent to consider the skills identified by each research 

participant to assess whether they recognize the roles they play to the fullest extent. These 

competencies have been summarised in Table 5.10 below to provide an insight into their 

combinations.  

Table 5.10. Competencies mastered by the interviewees 
 

Interviewees Competencies 
1 (Eastern Culture) • Cultural champion 

• Technical master 
• Apt communicator 

2 (Eastern Culture) • Process optimizer 
• Technical master 

3 (Western Culture) • Apt communicator 
• Holacratic leader 

4 (Western Culture) • Apt communicator 
• Holacratic leader 
• Technical master 

5 (Eastern Culture) • Skilled executor 
• Process optimizer 
• Technical master 

6 (Western Culture) • Apt communicator 
• Holacratic leader 
• Process optimizer 

7 (Eastern Culture) • Skilled executor 
• Process optimizer 
• Holacratic leader 

8 (Eastern Culture) • Cultural champion 
• Holacratic leader 
• Technical master 

9 (Western Culture) • Apt communicator 
• Process optimizer 
• Skilled executor 
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Based on Table 5.10 above, it is possible to determine similarities and differences as 

relating to the most valued competencies in people of the same culture, as well as to detect the 

differences in a multicultural team. Notably, 80% of the respondents, affiliated with the eastern 

culture, mentioned their “technical master” competency as one of the most significant ones in their 

work. This can point out to two essential findings: (1) people from the eastern culture focus on 

technical issues in teamwork due to their cultural background, and (2) technical mastery is of great 

importance for self-organising agile teams. An important example highlighting the significance of 

technical skills and knowledge in self-organising teams is the implementation of agile software as 

it will likely demand a high level of technical skills in each team member.  

Another finding which emphasises the relevance of specialized technical knowledge for 

self-organising teams revolves around the number of the respondents who indicated “process 

optimizer” as one of the most dominant skills. In particular, 3 out of 5 interviewees noted that they 

were good process optimizers. 2 of them, in turn, were also good technical masters. These results 

imply that the optimization of processes is closely related to technical mastery, as both skills can 

be considered as a supplement to one another. Whilst a technical master is an individual possessing 

advanced analytical skills and a rich technological knowledge base, a process optimizer is the one 

to ensure a flawless integration of technologies across all team processes.  

Despite the conservatism of the eastern culture, 40% of the interviewees turned out to be 

cultural champions and holacratic leaders, which are the competencies typically associated with 

dynamic work and fast progress. The results suggest that the contemporary business environment 

has evoked a greater extent of dynamicity in people of the eastern culture. For example, 

Interviewee 7 claimed: “The multiculturalism is really positive when it concerns sharing different 

ideas and analysis of different alternative strategies which can be applied”. The same respondent 
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also pointed to the importance of possessing a high level of holacratic leadership skills and 

advanced team dynamicity. Hence, the research findings reveal that regardless of the cultural 

diversity, the members of self-organising agile teams tend to integrate values and beliefs of other 

team members which results in a much more productive corporate environment, based on mutual 

support.  

5.5.7. Perspectives of Western Workers on Practicing Different Competencies in 
the Context of the SOAT Framework 

The differences between the perception of competencies and execution of team roles 

between the representatives of the eastern and western cultures are mainly evident in the 

communication approach. Not without a reason, 100% of the interviewees affiliated with the 

western culture chose “apt communicator” as one of the most important competencies, whilst only 

1 eastern respondent mentioned this skill. It has to be noted that western workers focus on effective 

communication even when it is hard for them to identify which skills they have and which ones 

they wish to develop. For example, Interviewee 3, who is just at the beginning of the professional 

career, asserted: “I am still studying and growing to achieve what I want. Ideally, I would like to 

become the one to understand all the processes of team formation and integration of effective work 

to become a successful team leader in the future”. Although Interviewee 3 is still a student, her 

main goal is to become a good leader and a successful communicator. In addition, Interviewee 6, 

a 56-year-old man, affiliated with the western culture, considered communication as the paramount 

mechanism when it comes to team formation and corporate development. He claimed: “I can 

communicate with my team mates well to develop common solutions to problems”. Therefore, it 

can be inferred that western workers view communication as the foundation for the development 

of effective solutions to issues, promotion of mutual support through the corporate culture, and 
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establishment of an effective leadership system, which will be highly functional in the 

multicultural environment.  

The level of resistance to changes within multicultural teams affects the degree to which 

individuals can upgrade their skills in the context of self-organising agile teams. Western people 

tend to focus on the development of the organisational culture, which will appreciate cultural 

differences and find commonalities to resolve conflicts. Interviewee 4 claimed: “I have developed 

a unique leadership system based on the alleviation of cultural differences to achieve common 

goals”. Eastern workers, however, are a little bit different in view of the fact that they do not try 

to neutralize differences, instead focusing on the ways to get along with disparities and avoid 

conflicts. Thus, representatives of the western and eastern cultures have different approaches to 

communication. It is noteworthy that a majority of the respondents belonging to the eastern culture 

claimed to be challenged by the dynamic communication style of western employees and managers. 

In case this problem is unaddressed, it can cause significant problems as regards the effectiveness 

of multicultural teams due to poor transition of ideas across team members, which drags self-

organising competencies down.  

Owing to mentality of western people, communication of information across all 

organisational levels is the paramount mechanism of communication within modern companies. 

Furthermore, the connection between teams is considered as important as relations between 

different entities within a team. Interviewee 9 claimed: “I can communicate any ideas or objectives, 

when needed, to facilitate the communication strategy across teams. I am also a skilled executor”. 

Based on this answer, it is possible to assume that effective communication is closely linked to 

executive skills of both experienced and unexperienced workers. However, experienced workers 

can develop the ways for interchange, whilst unexperienced ones will probably suffer from the 
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shortage of knowledge network. Conversely, the individuals affiliated with the eastern culture can 

manage the same number of processes without permanent communication in case a well-developed 

hierarchy has been enacted. As Interviewee 6 professed: “Eastern are more restraint, which makes 

it hard for them to be flexible in the context of self-organising teams”. All in all, according to the 

interview results, western employees tend to focus on advanced communication and effective 

leadership, whilst eastern individuals are prone to mastering technical skills and upgrading 

optimization of processes.  

5.5.8. Perspective of Eastern Workers on the Roles They Play in Self-Organising 
Agile Teams 

The research results reveal that the perceptions of the roles individuals could possibly play 

in self-organising agile teams are different. Table 5.11, below summarises responses of all 

interviewees to the question aiming to find out their opinions as regards their views of the roles 

they played in their teams.  

Table 5.11. Individuals’ roles in self-organising teams 
 

Interviewees Roles 
1 (Eastern Culture) • Collaborator 

• Facilitator 
2 (Eastern Culture) • Executor 

• Initiator 
3 (Western Culture) • Collaborator 

• Cultural Savvy 
4 (Western Culture) • Initiator 
5 (Eastern Culture) • Technical Savvy 
6 (Western Culture) • Collaborator  

• Facilitator 
7 (Eastern Culture) • Cultural Savvy 
8 (Eastern Culture) • Initiator 

• Cultural Savvy 
9 (Western Culture) • Technical Savvy 
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As can be seen from Table 5.11 above, there is no common tendency as regards the roles 

played in the team when it comes to the representatives of the eastern culture. More interestingly, 

although a majority of them classified themselves as technical masters when answering the 

questions related to their competencies, just one of them picked the role of a technical savvy. This 

can be explained by either improper assessment of self-purposes and self-values within self-

organising teams, misunderstanding of the classification of roles, or the use of technical mastery 

when fulfilling other roles. As illustrated by Table 5, the “technical master” competency is needed 

in the following roles: an executor, an initiator and a technical savvy. In this light, it becomes 

evident that the interviewees’ answers comply with the framework of the classification of roles 

developed for this study. Each worker, affiliated with the eastern culture, who chose the “technical 

master” competency can be related to one of the roles which require technical mastery skills.  

Remarkably, although Interviewees 7 and 8 did not identify apt communication as one of 

the most essential skills they needed, both classified themselves as cultural savvies. The findings 

imply that the perception of the same roles by individuals of different cultures can drastically vary. 

For example, employees affiliated with the eastern culture can perceive the role of a cultural savvy 

in a different way. In this wise, Interviewee 7 claimed: “I am really fond of finding the best 

solutions for cultural conflicts, and I think that those solutions sometimes are of the greatest 

significance for the project success”. However, willingness to resolve cultural conflicts does not 

mean that individuals will sustain a high degree of communication and information interchange 

across all team members. According to the classification, provided by the framework of the 

presented study, the cultural savvy role is characterized by the ability to manage cultural conflicts 

and inequality through the close interaction with each participant of the conflict. Even though 2 
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out of 5 employees belonging to the eastern culture identified their roles as cultural savvies, they 

may improperly comprehend the need for close and dynamic communication, required by it.  

Despite the fact that it has been revealed that eastern workers are less capable of facilitating 

communication across multicultural teams, it does not mean that they cannot perform the 

collaborative function. Interviewee 1 stated: “My role has always been to find the ground for 

mutual support and collaboration”. He also admitted that his primary role in the self-organising 

team is the collaborator, whilst the role of the facilitator is also acceptable. These findings imply 

that the roles are not constant, and individuals can change them, based on specific organisation’s 

needs and combination of skills, currently present within a self-organising agile team. According 

to the classification of roles, developed for this study, the collaborator is a self-organised IT 

professional who has experience in cross-cultural communication both in conventional and 

business situations based on their past experience. Hence, a person may need technical IT skills 

together with the knowledge to develop a universal corporate environment for multicultural 

collaboration.  

Employees belonging to the eastern culture can be creative by coming up with innovative 

ideas that can improve team performance. However, they can experience a challenge related to the 

implementation of those ideas because of ineffective communication and a slow integration 

process. Interviewee 2 asserted: “I am the executor who can work successfully despite any cultural 

constraints, but I am also fond of offering new ideas, proposing relevant solutions and controlling 

the work of other team members”. It seems possible that these results are due to high hidden 

professional potential of eastern personnel because of the cultural conventionalism. It is of 

particular interest that some interviewees viewed themselves as individuals fulfilling a 

combination of several roles, which can vary in significance and preponderance, depending on the 
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distinct aims of the team. In particular, Interviewee 8 claimed: “I am often responsible for the 

generation of new creative ideas, which bring value to the organisation. However, I am also a very 

trustful person in terms of cultural issues”. In this light, this interviewee can be regarded as the 

person who plays two roles, namely, an initiator and a cultural savvy.  

5.5.9. Perspectives of Western Workers on the Roles They Play in Self-Organising 
Agile Teams 

Similarly, to the representatives of the eastern culture, no significant tendency related to 

the perceptions of the roles played in teams by the western employees has been identified. 2 out 

of 4 research participants belonging to the western culture indicated that they played the role of a 

collaborator. Given that a collaborator is proficient in cross-cultural communication, dynamicity 

of the western communication style can be of particular relevance for the acknowledgement of the 

roles within self-organising agile teams. Interviewee 3, who is currently at the beginning of the 

professional career stated: “Now, since I have encountered a great number of problematic 

situations, I can show others how to avoid them and how to be a culturally-tolerant person”. 

Additionally, the same respondent claimed that it was hard to define her role then, but in the future, 

she wanted to become either a collaborator or a cultural savvy. Notably, none of the respondents 

mentioned technical responsibilities of a collaborator in the context of self-organising agile teams 

although apart from the ability to resolve multicultural conflicts effectively, a collaborator must 

be an experienced IT-professional as well. There are several possible explanations for such a result. 

First, the participants could wrongly understand the role of a collaborator. Second, the respondents 

could have omitted the explanation of technical duties in view of the fact that the data may have 

been irrelevant for the interviews. The second option is more probable since a majority of the 

research participants selected a “technical master” as one of their predominant competencies.  
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In conformity with the interview results, only 2 out of 9 respondents claimed they played 

the role of an initiator, and just one research participant, belonging to the western culture, provided 

an explanation of the meaning of this role. In particular, Interviewee 4 said: “I can develop ideas 

based on the existing resources with regards to the persisting problems. Cultural problems have 

never scared me as I am totally sure that in case the right approach is taken, it is possible to mitigate 

cultural differences, thus resulting in a friendly and welcoming working environment”. The 

conceptual definition of the initiator’s role in line with the SOATf suggests that an individual 

holding this role is capable of providing innovative, creative ideas based on new software 

development paradigms. At a time, this person is able to handle cultural dilemmas, working in 

close cooperation with other employees. Hence, it is possible to assert that Interviewee 4 properly 

defined his role and its significance in the context of self-organising agile teams. These findings 

can be extrapolated to all interviewees, given the fact that despite doubts of some interviewees, all 

of them provided apt identifications of their roles alongside detailed explanations of how the roles 

resonated in their corporate environments.  

The research results reveal the participants’ incompetence when it comes to identifying 

how the roles they play are amalgamated in their work. For example, Interviewee 6 claimed: “I 

think that I am the mix of a collaborator and a facilitator. However, I should say that it is not a 

problem for me to change the roles since I can perform any function”. This implies that a majority 

of individuals, affiliated with the western culture, are characterized by a high level of professional 

flexibility. In general, they see fewer constraints when it comes to organisational changes and 

personal transformations to fit in the role, while it is much more challenging for employees, 

affiliated with the eastern culture, to achieve such rapid professional development and 

transformation of roles. It has to be highlighted that these findings have to be interpreted with 
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caution as the power to cooperate and coexist in a multicultural workplace will be strongly affected 

by the corporate environment. Nevertheless, it may be a positive practice to combine different 

roles and adopt various skills in the context of self-organising agile teams as the degree of 

multifunctionality of a team will also grow.  

Any role within self-organising agile teams should be complemented with a robust 

technical background, given that the team’s effectiveness is heavily dependent on the software 

development and flawless integration of agile programs. Yet, some individuals are more proficient 

in technical skills compared to other team members. For example, Interviewee 9 claimed: “In the 

self-organising agile team, my role is to observe project processes and propose optimization plans. 

For me, the technical savvy position seems as the closest one due to the fact that I can execute any 

technical processes, connected to the integration of software development, despite any cultural 

problems evident in the organisation”. Although the given respondent defined himself as a 

technical savvy, it is remarkable that this individual also focused on the importance of alleviation 

of cultural differences to mitigate conflicts. This can be explained by the significance of cultural 

factors, which can affect the operations of agile teams. In particular, this knowledge is highly 

important in Turkey, which comprises an abundance of companies that employ individuals, 

affiliated with the eastern and western cultures, who have to work in a single team.  

5.5.10. Perspectives of Eastern Workers on the Most Significant Cultural Aspects, 
Affecting the Effectiveness of Self-Organising Teams 

The perception of cultural factors, as well as understanding their importance for the 

effectiveness of multicultural teams, are paramount when it comes to individuals’ cultural 

experiences. Based on the analysis of the interviewees’ responses, it is possible to determine the 

most relevant cultural aspects that may influence organisations and analyse their impact on the 



 

             135 

effectiveness of self-organising agile teams. It is sensible to consider the responses of each research 

participant separately, irrespective of their roles and competencies.  

Interviewee 1 claimed: “When collaborating with other team members, I do not really pay 

much attention to the cultural factors”. This respondent insisted on the significance of top 

management’s role in terms of creating ideal conditions for the successful cooperation. This 

finding can be explained by the necessity for eastern workers to receive direct commands and 

control. In contrast to workers, affiliated with the western culture, eastern people seek for greater 

support as it is harder for them to make decisions on their own. To exemplify the difference, it is 

possible to refer to a quote of Interviewee 4, belonging to the western culture: “I think that workers 

should respect one another despite the cultural problems they have, and any conflicts should be 

avoided or resolved through management”. This respondent points to the importance of individual 

responsibility of each employee as regards creating acceptable work conditions, rather than the 

role of top management in the integration of the diversity-friendly corporate culture.  

4 out of 9 interviewees stated that the cultural background is not important if an 

organisation implements the diversity strategy in an effective way. To be more specific, 

Interviewee 2 said: “I do not really think that the cultural background can negatively affect the 

working environment if there is a powerful optimization strategy, adopted by the organisation”. 

Despite the fact that this interviewee belongs to the eastern culture, which is generally less prone 

to diversity, compared to the western culture, this respondent highlighted the relevance of 

corporate culture in controlling conflicts and tension between team members of different cultural 

affiliations. It is evident that the answers of Interviewee 2 are similar to the ones provided by 

Interviewee 1, and it can be inferred that employees of the eastern culture are more organised 

according to a specific system and organisational order which applies to self-organising teams as 
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well. Consequently, they are highly likely to stick to the roles and responsibilities, assigned to 

them at the early stage of team formation, rather than change them across the team’s life cycle.  

Cultural tolerance is the factor which was mentioned by a majority of the respondents as 

one of the most important cultural aspects. Despite cultural disparities, the best way to stay highly 

cooperative is to remain supportive of the colleagues of different cultures. Interviewee 5 asserted:” 

For me, as I am the person of the Eastern culture, the harmony is very important. I prefer to work 

calmly and relaxed, and I do not appreciate dynamic culture”. In fact, when two different cultures 

clash in a single organisational environment, it may cause several inconsistencies. For instance, 

harmonious work of eastern people can be set against dynamic work of employees, affiliated with 

the western culture, which, in turn, will lead to some organisational challenges, such as loss of 

self-organising capabilities, difficulties related to the integration of agile software and increased 

employee turnover. Interviewee 5 also claimed: “Western workers usually try to force 

confrontation to stimulate the effectiveness of workers, but it does not work well with all of them, 

which results in significant problems”. In this wise, the criticism of the western workers’ mode of 

work can be explained by inability to match relevant competencies and encourage the development 

of self-organising agile teams through the modification the team’s capabilities.  

The significance of cultural tolerance has also been highlighted by Interviewee 7 who noted: 

“For me, the best thing is when people are tolerant to one another. When they understand cultural 

differences and find common ground despite the differences they have, nothing can distort the 

operations of the team”. The same idea has been expressed by Interviewee 8. In particular, this 

respondent focused on the impact of globalization processes on contemporary corporate 

environments, explaining their impact on business operations. Interviewee 8 said: “Now, I can see 

many nationalities in Istanbul, and the situation is completely different compared to what it used 
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to be 10 years ago. Of course, these changes have affected the companies as well since they now 

include people of different cultures within the workplace”. One interesting fact is that despite the 

prevailing monoculturalism of Turkish companies in the past, they have learnt to integrate modern 

diversity-inclusive strategies to facilitate the formation of self-organising agile teams and increase 

the organisational effectiveness. In general, employees affiliated with the Eastern culture are less 

willing to bear personal responsibility for the changes and organisational diversity, instead looking 

for huge support from top management.  

5.5.11. Perspectives of Western Workers on the Most Significant Cultural Aspects, 
Affecting the Effectiveness of Self-Organising Teams 

The responses of the research participant affiliated with the western culture were not fully 

consistent with the ideas expressed by the representatives of the eastern culture. However, as the 

sample size was small, it will be prudent to approach these results with caution. As for the 

findings themselves, Interviewee 3 noted that informality was one of the biggest cultural 

differences and the most serious problem as relating to the eastern work culture versus the 

western work culture. It was claimed: “In terms of people’s culture, I believe that formality is 

important. I have noticed that people of the Eastern culture sometimes tend to be willing to build 

personal relationships with their colleagues, whilst I think that work is done for work, and 

personal life is for personal life”. Although it may seem that individuals belonging to the western 

culture are more subjected to the establishment of personal bonds with their colleagues, it is 

wrong according to the interviewee’s opinion. Western employees are more informal in terms of 

the communication strategy implemented at work, but they approach their attitudes to colleagues 

with a higher level of professionalism. She also stated: “Personal connections can make people 

be more friendly and relaxed, so they can be in case the company’s culture regulates to which 
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extent the informality is accepted in this particular workplace by analysing how it affects the 

company’s performance”. In this wise, informality can bring value to the effectiveness of self-

organising teams as long as it has a positive impact on the company’s performance.  

The issue of tolerance has not only been raised by employees, affiliated with the eastern 

culture, but it has also been discussed by the western workers. Interviewee 4 declared: “The most 

significant cultural aspects for me are high levels of equality and tolerance. I think that workers 

should respect one another, despite the cultural problems they have, and any conflicts should be 

avoided or solved through management”. One interesting fact is that the views of Interviewee 4 

related to the resolution of cultural conflicts were similar to the opinions expressed by the 

respondent belonging to the eastern culture who mentioned the need for the management’s 

assistance. These results can be interpreted through the analysis of the reasons for cultural 

assimilation. Provided that all people are different, the findings can be explained by two factors: 

(1) an individual has a different personal point of view on the issue of diversity and (2) a person 

has worked with colleagues, predominantly comprising eastern workers. Yet, as stated earlier, due 

to a small sample size, these findings may not be valid.  

The emphasis on respect has also been prevailing in the interviewees’ answers. Interviewee 

6 claimed: “The most significant cultural aspect for me is the respect to personality and cultural 

norms. If there is a high level of mutual respect, the problem will not emerge, but in the opposite 

case, the absence of respect can lead to essential organisational problems”. Hence, respect was 

viewed by this interviewee as an inherent component of positive relationships between people of 

different cultures. A possible explanation of such an attitude might be that respect is positively 

correlated to constructive relationships, cross-cultural communication and mutual appreciation. 

Therefore, if respect is laid at the foundation of relationships, it will likely positively affect cross-
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cultural progress in those relations. The same can be extrapolated to the operations of multicultural 

self-organising agile teams, given that proper distribution of the roles across all team members can 

be achieved only in case they share a high level of respect to one another beginning from the early 

stage of the team formation.  

Interviewee 9 provided the answer that can characterize the typical western mentality. He 

claimed: “The most significant cultural aspect for me is the ability to sustain high level of 

flexibility and diversity in terms of the cultural consciousness. Modern workers should understand 

that they work in diverse environments and be ready to change their behaviours, depending on the 

environment they work at”. Although Interviewee 9 emphasized the importance of staying self-

conscious and appreciating the differences, he also pointed out that it was pivotal to sustain a high 

level of individual responsibility. Actually, the concept of individual responsibility is relevant 

when it comes to self-organising teams as their members are responsible for equal distribution of 

duties and allotment of roles. Provided that they do not expect a high level of managerial support, 

the decision-making mechanism, integrated within the working environment and guided by the 

western culture, is more flexible and reliable than the management-oriented mechanism proposed 

by the eastern culture.  

5.6. Summary  

In this chapter, the essential findings of the quantitative survey conducted among 

multicultural agile teams was discussed. The main results of these findings are yet to be discussed 

in the next chapters devoted to the second iteration of the action research spiral, while so far it is 

critical to admit the following ideas and observations that guided future research. First, by 

collecting 63 responses with an almost equal distribution of western and eastern culture adepts, it 

was possible to frame an overall stance of agile teams working internationally and, moreover, 
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remotely, which is advantageous during the times of proactive reorientation towards a distant job 

and the use of productive, educated agile team workforces around the world. Statistically, 63 

responses give a basic picture of the real stance of phenomenon in a qualitative study, while the 

meaning of previous figures is yet to be validated through a qualitative inquiry in the consecutive 

chapters. Second, several discrepancies such as overuse of positive perceptions in the workplace, 

and obvious difference among the enthusiasm of eastern culture compared to concerns vested by 

western culture representatives related to agile team performance was noted as a guidance for 

future interviews. Specifically, the controversy beyond the item of comfort to work with 

representatives of different cultures appears extremely interesting to verify against the real 

intentions or practices employed by IT organisations. Third, it was found that the general positive 

reaction on the workplace statements in eastern and western cultures are not consistent based on 

the statistical analysis, which means that representatives of different culture may have different 

norms and values that eventually could be coherently explored through the use of numbers and 

theoretical verification. Fourth, it is somewhat surprising to see the overall high level of self-

awareness in terms of competences among research respondents when comparing one to the basic 

demographics, where the majority of answers indicate that the cumulative experience working in 

IT sphere is less than 2 years, while the confidence in technical mastery and process optimization 

is low, and the confidence in newly emerging trend of holacratic leadership is high. Eventually, it 

might suggest self-overestimation and was initially considered as individual biases natural to 

millennials, while this will be further explored through interviews. Finally, the supporting evidence 

for the SOATf framework was found in rejecting the aspect of close relationship in mastering 

competences among representatives of different cultures, which suggests that role rotation and 
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knowledge acquisition should be considered as the driving factors for self-organising team 

development. 

This chapter provided a detailed analysis of the research results meticulously elaborating 

on the findings of the survey and the interviews. First, the survey demographics was discussed to 

explain how demography could affect the findings. Second, the chapter provided information as 

regards the survey participants and the survey analysis. The descriptive statistics was used to 

interpret the quantitative findings, including the following methods: calculation of mean, analysis 

of standard deviation, and assessment of variance. Furthermore, the ANOVA approach was used 

to evaluate self-awareness in agile teams by assessing the sun of squares and F-coefficient. Third, 

the interview analysis was provided utilizing the thematic coding approach, developed in the 

methodology chapter. Overall, this chapter offered clear understanding and interpretation of the 

research results that will be further considered in the discussion section.  
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Chapter 6: Discussion 

6.1. Introduction to Discussion 

This chapter includes a detailed discussion of the research findings and provides a 

comparative analysis of the outcomes of both stages of the research and the literature review. The 

key purpose of the chapter is to present the key findings to develop conclusions. The result of the 

literature review and supporting conclusions made by Hoda (2011) will be integrated to illustrate 

how Hoda’s (2011) work has progressed and evolved due to the integration of her work with the 

SOATf.  The chapter will start from the discussion of the perception of the workplace by 

individuals of different cultures. After that, the chapter will provide information related to the self-

perception of individuals of different cultures. Next, the findings of this study will be compared to 

the similar research with a particular focus on Hoda’s (2011) work. Finally, the chapter will 

consider the role of cultural aspects in self-organising agile teams.  

6.2 The Perception of the Workplace  

6.2.1. Working with People of Different Cultural Background  

The role of the environment where agile teams operate presents an important setting for 

interpreting the data collected from the survey and interviews. Previous assumptions suggest that 

the focus on analysing team performance should be made on the individualistic versus 

collectivistic aspect of agile team collaborative efforts. However, the workplace perception 

profiling has shown that working with people of different cultural backgrounds is mostly easy for 

the chosen group of respondents, which confronts the idea of having eastern-to-western disparities 

in the agile team composition. Cultural uncertainty described by researchers is further supported 

with a certain tenure of respondents to acknowledge particular agreement with the idea of having 

their own organisational commitment to collaborate with people of different cultural origins. 
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Specifically, it challenges the ideas voiced by Balasubramaniam et al. (2017), which suggested 

that the clash of eastern and western cultures might eventually lead to the mixed opinions related 

to agile team collaboration and mixture of roles applied or, at least, probed by the contemporary 

software developers. Considerably, the workplace environment could not be solely explored as the 

source of cultural clashes in terms of the Hofstede’s model representation; however, requires 

further interpretation based on the qualitative inquiry. 

In order to continue the discussion, it is sensible to restate the hypotheses of this research 

concerning workplace perceptions. As per H0, there is no difference in how agile team members 

perceive their workplace practices depending on eastern or western culture, whilst H1 suggests 

that there is a significant difference in how agile team members perceive their workplace practices 

depending on eastern or western culture. According to the survey findings, more than 37% of the 

respondents, affiliated with the eastern culture, and more than 34% of the participants, belonging 

to the western culture, are of the opinion that there is a considerable difference between the workers’ 

attitudes to work depending on their cultural backgrounds. In this light, H0 could be rejected since 

the cultural background has been found to have a strong impact on the perceptions of the workplace 

practices between employees, affiliated with eastern and western cultures. These findings are 

consistent with the results of the study by Mensah (2019) who concluded that there is a significant 

positive correlation between sociocultural values, adopted by workers, and a job satisfaction level. 

Therefore, as the effectiveness of employees in the context of self-organising agile teams can be 

impacted by job satisfaction, it has to be outlined that sociocultural values and cultural norm play 

a pivotal role in the effectiveness of self-organising teams.  

Another uncertainty in terms of the workplace preferences relates to the desire to work with 

colleagues from another culture, and the feel of comfortability to do so. Having many respondents 
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who completely agree with the statement of preference, the major disagreement of doing so in a 

practical perspective brings a confusion. Eventually, it might be explained by the experiential 

learning concept described by Schunk (2012), where the situated cognition supports personal 

awareness and requires more constructive personal engagement in agile collaboration context. 

However, further responses collected from the research participants, such as the ability of 

developing productive relationships with the people of different cultures, further demonstrate the 

biased vision on the workplace perceptions manners, which were also mentioned in recent research 

effort on team agility (Domke-Damonte & Keels, 2015). These findings imply that there is a need 

to explain the workplace environments qualitatively, since the remote inquiry on the employment 

condition as a part of agile team appears to trigger biased responses if using a general survey 

approach and therefore supports previous methodological assumptions related to action research. 

A detailed description of the corporate environment that encourages multiculturalism can 

be provided on the basis of the interview findings. In particular, a majority of the interviewees 

consider the role of the corporate culture as of paramount importance when it comes to forging 

acceptable multicultural norms and sufficient conditions for diversity. These findings are similar 

to those made in the research of Alserhan et al. (2010) and Kakar (2017) who outlined the 

significance of corporate environment and its powerful impact on the formation of self-organising 

teams. An important insight was provided by Hoda (2011) whose research revealed that corporate 

culture contributes to achieving a balance of freedom and responsibility between roles within self-

organising teams in view of the need to transfer from the traditional into the agile environment. 

Interviewee 4 claimed: “The corporate culture is significant, as it can show individuals the best 

ways to develop their skills and promote sustainable growth”. Hence, the findings imply that 

corporate environment serves to provide self-organising teams with the ways for growth and 
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development despite cultural problems that may exist in the organisation. The issue of establishing 

productive relationships between members of multicultural teams is discussed in the following 

section.  

The aspect of developing productive relationships was still admitted as a notable factor in 

agile team environment. It clearly relates to the previous studies in team organisation and 

formation under the circumvented uncertainties and managerial pressure (Bhaskar, 2020; Held, 

Herrmann, & van Mossel 2018). However, similarly to the aspect of the personal engagement in 

self-developing practices, there is no single perception on the workplace environment that would 

classify the role of contributors in the way how collaboration practices are formalized. For instance, 

while Ukrainian respondents tend to be more reactive towards European style of the team self-

organisation, it is evident that Turkish or Iraqi respondents are less certain in a similar belief. It 

also coincides with the research evidence of collectivist perception of doing work together 

demonstrated by the eastern societies, while still create a research opportunity in investigating the 

nature of such wisdom in multicultural environment (Hummel, Rozenkranz & Holten, 2013). 

Henceforth, the agility in transforming individual contribution to the project yet requires being 

extrapolated to the qualitative aspect and could not be concluded as the one that was fairly 

estimated in a course of previous analysis. 

These findings can be validated by referring to the interview outcomes. Interviewee 5, 

affiliated with the eastern culture, and Interviewee 3, belonging to the western culture, had quite 

different views on the development of productive relationships. The first one focused on 

interactive comprehending through alleviation of stereotypes, whilst the second one emphasised 

mutual tolerance. This discrepancy can be explained by the framework provided by Khan and Law 

(2018) who concluded that the differences in national cultures considerably affect management 
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strategies adopted by multicultural organisations in different countries. In line with the researchers 

conducted by Fell et al. (2016) and Tarwani and Chug (2016), it is possible to state that cross-

cultural differences can have a strong impact on both formation of prejudices concerning specific 

cultures and progress of relationships, based on those stereotypes. According to Interviewee 4, 

stereotypes are common both in individuals affiliated with the eastern and the western cultures, 

although they can be completely unjustified given that modern workers often happen to be the 

combination of different cultures due to diverse environments they have worked in before. 

As per the survey data, the level of comfort of working with colleagues of different cultural 

origins does not essentially vary between eastern and western individuals. Specifically, 37% of the 

respondents, belonging to the eastern culture, and 34% of the participants, affiliated with the 

western culture, agreed that it is comfortable to work with individuals of different cultural origins. 

Hoda (2011) explains workers’ tolerance to other cultures as the ability to alleviate cultural 

conflicts to integrate freedom of decision-making in self-organising agile teams. With the mean of 

3.079 and standard deviation of 0.964, it is possible to conclude that multicultural teams may have 

a high level of motivation to avoid cultural biases, instead focusing on the ways to upgrade 

communication practices. Similarly, Romani et al. (2018) and Gopalkrishnan (2019) view the 

culturally dynamic partnership as the groundwork for improving functionality of self-organising 

teams as collaboration between team members of different cultures empowers all team members 

and boosts their individual performance. Hence, a high level of multicultural comfort can be 

attributed to a high degree of collaboration across teams.  

Finally, the workplace perception aspect appeared being a controversial discussion point 

among the respondents in terms of analysing how people in different cultures attempt to 

collaborate on various projects. According to the survey data, 38% of the respondents, belonging 
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to the eastern culture, and 34% of the research participants, affiliated with the western culture, 

were of the opinion that the approaches to working on projects of eastern and western people differ. 

However, these findings do not necessarily mean that different ways of work will lead to low 

effectiveness of the organisation and collaborative unions. Hoda (2011) claims that different ways 

of work of individuals of eastern and western cultures encourage cross-functionality of agile teams, 

resulting in advanced group programming. This implies that cross-functionality can be related to 

the flexibility of work in multiple technical areas. As noted by Interviewee 7, the ability to cover 

an abundance of technical aspects and solve problems in self-organising teams integrating agile 

software will add a considerable value to the teamwork. Stobierski (2019) and Anwer and Aftab 

(2017) suggested that by embracing agility and integrating the agile paradigm, the performance of 

self-organising teams can be improved. However, as noted by Fietz et al. (2021), cultural conflicts 

can negatively influence organisational resilience, thus leading to poor effectiveness of self-

organising teams. Due to the fact that a majority of the reviewed studies and the primary data, 

obtained in this research, point to the positive impact of cultural diversity on organisational 

outcomes, it is prudent to conclude that multiculturalism should be embraced and supported at all 

levels within progressive organisations.  

Referring back to the scientific studies, it is explained by the notion of new leadership 

theories such as holacracy and interdependence between the managerial and free workforce 

approaches in the project execution (Hoda, Noble & Marshall, 2013). Holocracy refers to the 

updating of management structures from command and control to a facilitative agile approach 

which includes the idea of self-organising teams. Specifically, as shown before, eastern and 

western respondents demonstrate absolutely polar opinions regarding the workplace contribution 

to their behavioural models, which also has an impact on their competency development as agile 
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practitioners. Their responses serve to support the statement and identify the differences as regards 

eastern and western working environments. In particular, Interviewee 8 claimed: “The first 

difference is the rhythm of work. Although the effectiveness sometimes does not alternate, eastern 

and western workers work in different rhythm. The first ones are slowly, but they apply more 

weighed decisions. However, they do not like criticism as it can abuse them. The last ones make 

decisions and mistakes and learn in such a way, at a time accepting the criticism and extracting the 

value of learning from it. This strategy helps them stay effective learners in daily operations”. 

Another difference observed in the eastern and western working environments is related to the way 

of communication, as western dynamics confronts with eastern conservatism. The findings of this 

study are similar to the conclusions made by Warkentin et al. (2017) and Pae (2020) who stated 

that cognitive motifs of individuals, belonging to eastern and western cultures are different, 

resulting in different models of organisational behavior. Since the perspectives on the connection 

between free workforce and managerial interdependence have not been quantitively analyzed, 

there is a need for additional qualitative justification to be structured and conceptualized in the 

following section. 

Based on the interview outcomes, it is possible to outline three critical differences in the 

way of work between eastern and western employees: (1) dynamicity, (2) informality and (3) 

criticism. Dynamicity, which was also conceptualized by Filatotchev et al. (2020), is the difference 

in speed of decision-making, application of strategies and workflow. Eastern workers prefer a more 

systematized way of work, as noted by Interviewee 2, affiliated with eastern culture. Western 

workers, conversely, are prone to flexibility and dynamicity. Since self-organising agile 

environment may need active collaboration, self-monitoring and multiple perspectives on agile 

team practices, as explained by Hoda (2011), western workers may bring more value to the SOATf, 
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based on their ability to change the roles faster. On the other hand, eastern employees can provide 

greater support and a detailed explanation of each decision, which may reduce the complexity of 

the process of problem solving. Hence, the balance between western and eastern cultural norms at 

work is the key to productive collaboration within self-organising agile teams.  

Another significant difference is related to informality. Specifically, eastern employees 

tend to be more informal at work, at a time looking for a hierarchical organisational structure, as 

noted by Interviewee 6. Western staff members, in turn, are more formal in terms of personal 

relationships at work, but they have a higher capability of adopting a greater level of corporate 

informality. This also implies that western people are more transparent and open to criticism. Since 

criticism can evoke negative or positive emotions, depending on its perception by individuals, the 

high- and low-levels of arousal of emotions can result in organisational instability (Lim 2016). 

Thus, it is sensible to prevent emotional fluctuations to avoid misunderstandings and provide 

sufficient conditions for self-organisation. Hoda (2011) outlined that balance in self-organising 

agile teams can be achieved through 3 conditions, namely, autonomy, cross-fertilization and self-

transcendence. Since emotional outbursts may cause instability and distortions of relationships 

between individuals of different cultural backgrounds, as noted by Lim (2016), it is prudent to 

avoid emotional imbalance in favour of organisational stability. Therefore, the adepts of eastern 

and western cultures can cooperate successfully, as well as bring significant values to self-

organising capabilities of agile teams through the balance between eastern and western norms, 

affecting individuals’ ways of work. In case the balance is forged at all levels of the team formation, 

the team will likely produce outstanding results across all phases of project management and 

alternation of team roles according to the SOATf. 
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The results obtained are showing very promising signs to SMEs in Turkey and prove that 

SOATf is a highly effective model to be integrated for improvement of the effectiveness of self-

organising agile team in multicultural contexts. The combinative analysis of the literature review 

along with survey and interview data, as adopted by this research led the study to the following 

practical implications. The first implication is the possibility to use SOATf for any reader of this 

dissertation. Given the level of details, outlined by SOATf is high, it is possible to claim that the 

model is practically befitting. In particular, by using the cultural characteristics framework in this 

study, the practitioners can evaluate the team members and relate them to easter or western culture. 

Later on, based on the individual cultural differences, described above, the practitioners can assign 

the roles to each team member, thus contributing to the self-organising capabilities of the team. 

Then, by using team dynamics model, referenced in this research, it is possible to practically 

improve the success of the team and sustain the team dynamics by controlling an adequate 

distribution of roles and functions of the competencies across the team through SOATf.  

Another important practical implication of this research is the ability to use SOATf for the 

adaptation of effective teamwork in the multicultural environment by Turkish SMEs. Provided 

that the research collected an abundance of data from people in Turkey, the attitudes to cultural 

norms and values are transparent and easily assessable. To that end, SMEs can use the framework 

not only to contribute to the self-organising capabilities of teams, but also to provide the 

opportunities of cultural evaluation of the respective team members. By using SOATf and digging 

deep into the characteristics pertaining to each role, top managers of SMEs can analyse whether 

the team members have the needed characteristics to build the team effectively. Even if they do 

not have the needed characteristics, they can develop them through training. Indeed, in any case 



 

             151 

the model provides a step-by-step guide of the cultural assessment of team members and adopting 

of their unique characteristics to assign roles and form effective teams.  

6.2.2. Self-Organisation of Culturally Diverse Teams 

As regards self-organisation capabilities of culturally diverse teams, it is prudent to outline 

the differences between individuals, belonging to eastern and western cultures. In particular, it is 

sensible consider the impact of eastern and western individuals on self-organisation of culturally 

diverse self-organising agile teams along with the cross-integrated effects of cultural values on the 

effectiveness of the teams within the SOATf framework. To begin with, there is a need to find out 

whether self-organisation can be easily achieved by people of different cultures, and how each of 

the cultures considered can affect self-organising practices. Remarkably, according to the survey 

data, 41% of the eastern respondents and 29% of western individuals agreed that self-organisation 

can be easily achieved in multicultural teams. The fact that the difference between the answers of 

the eastern and western participants reached 12% results in a significant extent of confusion. Yet, 

this discrepancy can be explained using the qualitative data, retrieved from the interviews and the 

literature review.  

The first possible reason for the difference lies in improper conceptualization of self-

organisation. According to Hoda (2011), self-organising teams, which can also be named agile, 

are teams that can manage their workload, allocate tasks, change roles and integrate effective 

decision-making. Although, the scholar provides a detailed explanation of the framework which 

applies to self-organisation, the perception of the framework by the representatives of different 

cultures can significantly vary. This difference can also be explained as inability of eastern 

employees to promote self-organisation without the control of top management. A majority of the 

interviewees claimed that eastern employees look for support from top management in decision-
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making, whilst western people tend to be more self-reliant. As per Geung (2018), western workers 

promote a high level of individualism, while for eastern workers a high level of dependency seems 

a more lucrative option. This fact can explain the difference in the answers as all eastern workers 

stated they were likely to interact within self-organising teams through the guidance of their 

western colleagues.  

The second possible reason for the difference is the stability of roles held by employees, 

affiliated with the eastern culture. According to the data obtained from the interviews, western 

employees tend to be more flexible, whilst eastern ones are more restrained. Lim (2016) suggested 

that western individualism usually confronts with eastern collectivism, but the combination of both 

can bring a significant value to self-organising teams. The understanding of the diversity of 

approaches that can be applied in the context of team management is the determinant of the 

successful promotion of self-organisation. Hoda (2011) claimed that inability to reach balance 

between cross-functionality and specialization can result in senior management intervention and 

distortion of self-organising capability. In this light, it is possible to assume that balance between 

different cultural approaches is the paramount paradigm when it comes to the successful operation 

of multicultural self-organising agile teams.  

6.3. Self-Perception of Individuals of Eastern and Western Cultures in the Context 
of SOATf 

6.3.1. Perception of Competencies 

In the context of the SOATf, self-perception of individuals of eastern and western cultures 

differs. It is sensible to explore the differences by analysing how individuals perceive their roles 

and determine whether the variability in the perception of roles is statistically significant for the 

integration of effective self-organising management. According to the survey data, the level of 
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agreement or complete agreement with the need to master such skills as an apt communicator, a 

culture champion, a skilled executor, a technical master, a process optimizer and a holacratic leader, 

is relatively high. As regards competencies, as per H0 developed for this research, there is no 

difference among the competence mastery level among the representatives of western and eastern 

cultures, whilst H1 states that there is a significant difference among the competence mastery level 

among the adepts of western and eastern cultures. Although, in the results section, it was noted 

that the interview data did not support H1, it was due to improper formulation of the hypothesis. 

Based on the research results, there is no difference as regards the competency mastery level, but 

there is a significant difference between the allocation of competencies, depending on individuals’ 

cultural backgrounds. The Cronbach’s alpha of 0.79 reveals that the difference in the mastery level 

exists, but this amount of data is insufficient to make any conclusions. Thus, the qualitative data 

has to be considered to provide more substantial support.  

The analysis of the interviewees’ responses to the questions that aimed to determine 

whether individuals affiliated with eastern and western cultures tend to focus on different skills 

within self-organising teams has made it possible to establish that western employees are more 

likely to develop leadership skills, such as an apt communicator, a holacratic leader and a skilled 

executor. Although eastern workers often mentioned “apt communicator” as one of the paramount 

skills they mastered, they mostly focused on the following competencies: a technical master and a 

process optimizer. It is worth noting that a majority of the interviewees listed more than one 

competency, but for each of them, just one was predominant. These findings are similar to those 

arrived at by Levitt (2016) who concluded that the mix of 2 or more cultures within the same 

organisational environment can lead to cultural conflicts and reduced teams’ effectiveness. 

Therefore, the perception of competencies is pivotal in terms of the recognition of roles of self-
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organising agile teams, meanings of those roles and allocation of functions in the context of each 

role. 

The first hypothesis, developed for this study was: There is a significant difference of how 

agile team practitioners perceive their workplace, based on the Eastern or Western culture. Hoda 

(2011) claimed that individuals, belonging to the eastern culture, are more prone to sustain 

leadership systems initially integrated by the affiliates of the western background. In this light, it 

is also possible to outline that the mastery level will differ, depending on the focal competency of 

each individual. Hence, the results obtained allow to validate the hypothesis, outlined above. The 

perceptions of eastern and western adepts are different, but the key factors towards successful 

management of the team is utilization of SOATf, which allows to find the balance between eastern 

and western perceptions and assign the roles to make effective teams, based on the identified 

balance factors.  

6.3.2. Perception of Roles 

The discussion of the perceptions of roles will be conducted in 4 essential stages. First, the 

survey data will be provided. Second, the interview data will be analyzed. Third, the literature 

review data will complement both the data from the survey and the interviews. Lastly, the 

comparison to Hoda’s (2011) work will be carried out to explain key differences and similarities. 

The survey analysis revealed that there is a significant difference of how individuals of eastern and 

western cultures approach the allocation of roles within self-organising agile teams. The 

correlation analysis of professional self-awareness in self-organising agile teams demonstrated that 

roles can be distributed based on cultural backgrounds of each individual, which made it possible 

to confirm the third hypothesis of the study. Indeed, there are many factors, which may affect the 

perception of roles. Hoda (2011) exemplified the difference in the approach to the recognition of 
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roles by suggesting that self-organising teams serve as a link between customers and senior 

management. Therefore, any role developed in the context of the SOATf is of great significance 

for the effectiveness of self-organising teams and maintenance of the relationships between clients 

and firms. To that end, proper allocation of roles considering individuals’ cultural backgrounds is 

the determinant of a successful adaptation of teamwork and productive cooperation between team 

members. 

According to the data, obtained from the interviews, there is not a common tendency 

observed among western and eastern employees with regard to classifying roles. However, this 

data should be analysed with caution, given that the sample was quite small. A collaborator was 

one of the most frequently chosen roles. In particular, it was selected by Interviewees 1, 3 and 6, 

with two of them belonging to the western culture and one being affiliated with the eastern culture. 

The significance of self-perception can be regarded as high, provided that a proper perception leads 

to recognition of relevant individuals’ skills, competencies and knowledge required for effective 

work within self-organising teams. Interviewee 1 noted: “My role has always been to find the 

ground for mutual support and collaboration”. The same idea was expressed by Interviewee 6. 

Despite the cultural background, it is possible to claim that the interviewees viewed the role of a 

collaborator with significant limitations, focusing on team maintenance functions mainly, instead 

of paying attention to a wide range of skills the fulfilment of this role requires.  

Each role included in the framework of the presented study has an ample description of 

which tasks, knowledge and skills it implies. Despite this fact, some interviewees focused just on 

particular functions of the role, rather than the role as a whole. A collaborator should sustain a high 

level of team’s motivation as explained by Cha et al. (2015), at a time promoting cross-cultural 

communication both in the conventional and business situations based on their past experience 
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with the focus on the enhancement of team’s performance through integration of agile software. 

Hoda (2011) outlined that a collaborator can also provide a connection between the customers’ 

interests and expectations and the firm’s ability to fulfil those expectations. In other words, a 

collaborator should be the one to coordinate work across teams focusing on maintaining a high 

level of customers’ satisfaction. The fulfilment of this role can vary, depending on the cultural 

background, as suggested by the findings of the literature review. Broome (2018) claimed that 

eastern and western perspectives on leadership are different, which means that eastern and western 

individuals typically have different power to motivate, encourage and engage others. Thus, the 

cultural background alongside previous work experience should be always accounted for at the 

team formation stage to avoid unnecessary cultural clashes and ensure that each member will be 

able to meet a complete range of the requirements of his/her role. 

A cultural savvy was another role frequently chosen by the interviewees. Interviewees 7 

and 8, affiliated with the eastern culture, and Interviewee 3, belonging to the western culture, 

viewed themselves as individuals who could ideally fulfil the role of a cultural savvy. It is 

necessary to explore whether they shared similar perspectives on this role. According to the new 

SOATf, a cultural savvy can analyse the processes within a diverse cultural setting and optimize 

them, based on cultural variations, present in agile teams. Hoda (2011) stated that the role of a 

terminator, which is a less elaborate version of a cultural savvy, is managing team members, 

identifying their conflicts and seeking for managerial support if needed. Interviewee 8 claimed: 

“Despite the intensity of the conflict, I always know the best approach I can take to solve it. The 

best thing is that I am aware how to share those approaches with other employees”. The same ideas 

were expressed by Interviewees 7 and 3. The only notable difference that can be observed between 

eastern and western mindsets as relating to the issue is that the western employee, namely 
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Interviewee 3, insisted that there are many alternatives to approach cultural conflicts, whilst the 

individuals, affiliated with the eastern culture, had a narrower view on the development of 

solutions.  

Having defined what is meant by the role of a cultural savvy, the discussion will now move 

to outlining the reason for the aforementioned difference in the eastern and western mindsets. Hong 

and Varghese (2018) claimed that work values, developed on the basis of cultural values, 

significantly affect the aptness of performance goals, but the change speed within the organisation 

is directly correlated to the dominance of western of eastern values. In case the western culture 

dominates, the team will likely demonstrate social-collective communication and discipline-order 

interaction. This implies that individuals will closely cooperate, moving between the roles to reach 

organisational goals. Indeed, as noted by Palokangas (2013), eastern workers will likely seek for 

senior management support during cooperation, whilst western individuals will have a higher 

degree of independency. This difference between the eastern and western perspectives points to 

the fact that the role of a cultural savvy can be adopted in different ways. Hoda (2011) asserted 

that the transition between roles will vary, depending on how fast individuals within teams can 

adapt to roles. The same applies to the role of a cultural savvy, as whilst eastern workers will likely 

resolve cultural conflicts based on their narrow view of the situation, western employees will 

consider a great number of alternatives. However, if an eastern worker cooperates with a western 

one and transits between roles, the role of a cultural savvy can have a pertinent impact on the 

corporate environment.  

Another role, frequently chosen by the interviewees was the position of an initiator. 

Notably, it was selected by 2 eastern respondents and one western individual. Despite the cultural 

background, all interviewees viewed the role of an initiator as the one to develop creative ideas 
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with respect to cultural constraints. According to the SOATf, an initiator is a person who proposes 

new ideas and provides an applicable integration strategy to implement the agile software to 

accomplish the set goals. Hoda (2011) explained that the integration of agile is one of the key 

functions of a mentor – the role which compares to an initiator. Similarly, Park et al. (2019) 

explained that eastern individuals prioritize social roles over task roles within firms, whilst people, 

belonging to the western culture, pay a greater attention to task roles, which implies that the 

integration of agile software can be achieved as the balance between task roles and social roles. 

An initiator is the one to begin the cycle of innovations and the one to embrace change through 

innovative ideas. Remarkably, as claimed by Tang (2019) and Ayed et al. (2017), an initiator 

should not just present the idea in a coherent way but must also explain why it can be of high 

significance for the organisation and which consequences the integration of the idea will entail. To 

that end, both eastern and western interviewees properly perceived this role. It is noteworthy that 

two of them mentioned the role of an initiator in combination with other roles, which means that 

the ability to initiate ideas can be accompanied with a range of other relevant skills, applicable in 

other roles.  

The role of a technical savvy was selected just two times by the individuals, affiliated with 

the eastern culture. Interviewee 5, for example, noted: “My task is to develop the processes, 

required to carry out the main requirements of the project, outline those processes in detail and 

pass the detailed outline to the team”. This answer brings a certain degree of confusion, given that 

the participant focuses just on technical part of the project, whilst the role of a technical savvy 

entails a greater number of functions. The same problem is evident in Hoda’s (2011) classification, 

since the role of a translator, comparable to a technical savvy, implies less opportunities and 

functions than the role of a technical savvy, as per the new SOATf. The paramount difference lies 
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in the functions of the role. For example, an efficient technical savvy is responsible for developing 

agile software solutions in line with the needs of the team and customers’ expectations. Hence, 

customers are taken into consideration to the same degree as workers within a company, which 

means that this role focuses on the integration of software that will strengthen the connection 

between customers and a company and will significantly improve performance. Therefore, it is 

possible to claim that there is no difference in eastern and western perspectives on this role, and 

both eastern and western employees can fulfil its functions and meet its requirements in the same 

way.  

The second hypothesis developed for the research was: There is a significant difference 

among the competence mastery level among the adepts of western and eastern cultures. Indeed, 

this hypothesis was not confirmed by the research findings. In turn, the null hypotheses were 

validated: There is no significant difference among the competence mastery level among the adepts 

of western and eastern cultures. The reasons for that are that the primary findings did not provide 

any evidence that the mastery level of the competencies differs, depending on the cultural 

background. It is a known fact, based on this study, that the management of roles and competencies 

is different, depending on the cultural aspects, but the mastery level if highly contingent on the 

individuals’ level of knowledge and commitment to success, rather than cultural variations.  

Indeed, the third hypothesis was validated by the findings of this study. There is a 

significant difference of how the members of agile, self-organising teams perceive and allocate the 

roles, depending on the affiliation with western or eastern cultures. Having conducted the 

interviews and the survey and through the action research, the results revealed that western and 

eastern adepts tend to have a different perception of the roles and their functions. More than that, 

they tend to execute the roles in different ways, which can be viewed as a challenge for the 
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implementation of SOATf itself. Indeed, given that the framework has a high level of flexibility, 

the roles and functions can also be adjusted to the cultural variations, found in each individual and 

the perception of the roles and competencies can be affected by the organisations. However, one 

question that needs to be answered at this stage is whether teams can sustain self-organising 

capabilities, despite the difference in the perceptions of the roles and competencies. Generally, that 

is possible, but this is heavily dependent on how the organisations will diffuse the culture of self-

development from top to bottom levels of the organisation.  

6.4. Comparison of Key Findings  

In general, it is possible to outline three key findings, based on the results of the study. The 

findings are presented in line with the hypotheses, developed for the research. The first essential 

finding is that the members of self-organising agile teams perceive their workplace culture 

differently, depending on their cultural backgrounds. The second finding is that there is no 

difference in the mastery level of competencies, which apply to the roles within self-organising 

agile teams according to the SOATf, but there is a considerable difference in how eastern and 

western individuals allocate those competencies across teams. The third finding is that there is a 

significant difference of how individuals, affiliated with western and eastern cultures, assign roles 

within self-organising agile teams, depending on their cultural backgrounds. However, there is a 

little difference between western and eastern perception of these roles. In the section that follows, 

the comparison of the findings of the presented research will be juxtaposed to the similar studies 

to determine any relevant similarities or differences.  

Having noted that eastern and western individuals view the workplace culture differently, 

depending on their cultural backgrounds, it is now important to consider which outcomes have 

been achieved by other scholars. For example, Levitt (2016) and Jyoti et al. (2019) both assert that 
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work in the multicultural environment is challenging but can have a highly positive impact on the 

performance of self-organising teams if cultural problems are addressed by the firm’s management. 

There are a number of similarities between those studies and the given one, yet there is also a 

principal contrast which implies that self-organising teams can mitigate cultural conflicts 

independently of the interference of senior management. Szkudlarek et al. (2020) assert that the 

success of conflict management within the team is contingent on the progress of communication 

between team members. In the context of self-organising teams, it is possible to state that the 

absence of advanced communication can lead to a complete distortion of self-organisation. Witt 

and Stahl (2016) also note that transparency and honesty of communication are of the utmost 

importance since disinformation can result in a low level of trust and a higher risk of conflicts. To 

that end, the multicultural environment can have a positive impact on the performance of self-

organising teams only in case the teams communicate in an honest way, and an advanced level of 

connections between each team member is established.  

Some scholars disagree with the claim that multicultural environments are effective, 

instead focusing on monocultural teams. Owens et al. (2017) and Iyer (2015) suggest that 

monoculturalism excels multiculturalism when it comes to the effectiveness of teamwork, given 

that workers cooperate more willingly within homogenous teams. However, such claims are not 

fully consistent, given that the researchers have not studied the benefits of monoculturalism in 

deep details. A great number of scholars, in turn, have empirically proved that the ability to 

collaborate in the multicultural environment is significant for stimulation of the team’s 

performance at all levels (Samuel & Odor 2018; Sanyal & Hisam 2018; Szymanski et al. 2019). 

With particular attention to self-organising teams, Hoda (2011) outlined that balancing freedom 

and responsibility, cross-functionality and specialization, and continuous learning within 
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multicultural teams are the factors that determine their long-term effectiveness. Thus, there has 

been insufficient support provided by scholars concerning the effectiveness of monocultural 

organisational environments, whilst there has been an extended discussion of the benefits offered 

by multicultural teams. With regard to Turkey, as noted by Kaya (2013), multiculturalism has 

become the central paradigm for innovations and flawless growth of organisations, leading to the 

intensive economic development. Alongside the findings of the presented research, the discussion 

has led to understanding that multicultural environment brings an exceptional value to self-

organising agile teams since it fosters creativity and stimulates the development of teams.  

Both eastern and western individuals can practice skills and competencies in the same way, 

as it may be needed by self-organising agile teams. However, the allocation of those skills is 

typically different, as suggested by the findings of this study. In case skills are equally allocated, 

the way of learning will differ. Hoda (2011) noted that the mastery of competencies affects the 

involvement of customers and the level of clients’ engagement. In the context of modern self-

organising teams, team members are responsible for communication with customers to define the 

project needs, identify the most acceptable ways of development and outline the clients’ roles as 

regards the company’s growth mechanism. Shao et al. (2019) suggest that culture shapes creativity, 

given that people from different cultures come through a different range of psychological processes, 

focused on cognitive and social development. The development of creativity, in turn, is directly 

correlated to the communication with clients since by developing the creative ways for 

communication, the team members can motivate clients to provide feedbacks.  

About the half of the research considered for this study do not agree that eastern and 

western individuals practice different competencies in different ways. Although the differences 

may exist, the skills mastered by individuals are contingent on the general needs of the team and 
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particular project requirements, rather than cultural background (Chung & Robins 2015; Liu 2016). 

The rest of the studies insist that the secret to success in the multicultural environment lies in the 

balance between the strengths of western and eastern workers. Hoda (2011) claimed that although 

the roles can be affected by the external factors, the internal balance remains of the utmost 

importance for high functionality of teams. In case the balance is weak, there are high chances that 

the operations of a self-organising agile team will be distorted. Jelavic and Ogilvie (2010) noted 

that better cross-cultural understanding leads to a higher level of knowledge transfer and advanced 

knowledge management. If the flow of knowledge is high, it will be easy to vary the competencies 

and change the roles, depending on the particular needs of projects. A sophisticated knowledge 

management strategy is also the predictor of the cultural tolerance and organisational learning 

since by sharing the knowledge among team members, learning will occur despite any cultural 

disparities.  

It has been concluded, based on the research, that cultural differences significantly affect 

the way in which the roles are allocated across team members in the context of the SOATf. 

Although the analysis of the survey and the interviews has not revealed a common tendency 

concerning the allocation of roles, the perception of the functions related to each role has been 

identified to be different. In particular, eastern individuals are prone to perceive their roles with 

the focus on managerial support, whilst persons, affiliated with the western culture, focus on 

independent self-organisation. As per Hoda (2011), self-organising teams should perform tasks, 

assign roles and develop knowledge without the assistance of top management. However, a 

majority of studies, such as the ones conducted by Kahanec and Pytlikova (2017) and Chiparo 

(2020) insist that people of the eastern culture usually need greater support due to the hierarchy 

they have got used to. Even though inherently difficult to detect, the differences between eastern 
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and western mindsets are evident in how individuals of different cultures approach the 

management of cultural conflicts within self-organising teams. Based on the comparative analysis, 

it is prudent to outline that the presented study has made a significant progress, compared to Hoda’s 

(2011) work, and provided a more detailed research framework to discuss cultural implications of 

self-organising agile teams in Turkey. 

6.5. The Role of the Cultural Aspects 

The role of cultural aspects flows from the previous sections as the mediating perspective 

to explain agile teams’ transformation. As previously mentioned, the roles related to championship, 

leadership, and optimization are dominating against those associated with execution and mastery, 

which confronts the previous ideas on the skill acquisition voiced by the previous researchers 

(Balasubramaniam et al., 2017; Minkov and Hofstede, 2011). Specifically, there is a concern of 

while the full scope of people suggests that they are skilled executors or culture champions, it is 

still a matter of discussion whether the chosen sample really meets the needs of the flat 

organisational structuring. For instance, Alsanoosy, Spichkova, and Harland (2020) reported that 

there are cultural differences that determine the approach towards agile and traditional approaches 

towards software development methodology in terms of the requirements engineering among 

culturally different professionals. It was further verified by the application of factoring principle 

of the type of software methodology applied, the size of organisation, and the approach to the 

sponsorship (Hayes and Heit 2018). Comparing to the current studies, the requirements 

engineering aspect still needs more specific association with the underrated terms of holacratic 

leadership and cultural championship, which poses a progressive area or the future development 

through the training and experiential mind exchange. Moreover, the philosophy of assigning 

opinion leaders suggested by Hoda (2011) well fits the idea of managing the disbalance in mutual 
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relationships, where the roles of cultural and technical savvies is underestimated. Considerably, it 

is important to seek out for the for the better applications of agile teamwork and knowledge 

acquisition, eventually using social networking principles and other, non-hierarchal approaches in 

using technology and people management. 

The role of cultural aspects should be discussed with the particular attention to the answers 

of the interviewees as they named the most significant cultural aspects for them. As presented in 

the results section, mutual support, cultural tolerance and flexibility have been deemed the most 

important cultural aspects from the point of view of the research participants. In order to determine 

whether the respondents’ answers match the findings of the literature review, it is sensible to 

consider the significance of different cultural aspects outlined by other scholars. Dimas (2012) 

proclaimed that diversity based on the cultural tolerance can have a highly positive impact on the 

team members’ satisfaction, team performance and effectiveness of teamwork. This implies that 

individuals develop positive attitudes only in case they seek for cross-cultural understanding and 

respect. If respect is weak, and people fail to create relevant connections, cooperation will likely 

fail. The findings of Dimas (2012) can be compared to the ones made by Shin et al. (2015) as the 

scholars concluded that the internal processes related to team culture are directly correlated to the 

performance of tasks. Given that cultural background of each individual may affect the corporate 

culture of the whole company, as outlined by Hoda (2011), the findings by Shin et al. (2015) can 

be considered as a significant addition to this study because the corporate culture mediates the 

impact of workers’ cultural backgrounds on the performance of teams.  

Flexibility has been considered as one of the most significant cultural aspects. According 

to the SOATf, flexibility may apply to the roles of a collaborator, a cultural savvy and an executor, 

that is each role which is closely connected to the adoption of positive attitudes within teams and 



 

             166 

contribution to the positive performance. Ukachukwu (2013) asserted that tolerance towards the 

cultural diversity essentially impacts the employees’ ability to build teams and encourage 

successful teamwork. However, a high level of cultural tolerance is possible only in case a high 

level of flexibility is achieved. This can be explained by the need of individuals to get along with 

their peers through alleviation of cultural differences and development of tolerance. Alongside the 

findings of other scholars such as Andreas (2015), Hoda (2011) and Ukachukwu (2013), the results 

of the presented research insist that when it comes to cultural integration, flexibility is paramount 

as it makes it possible to stimulate multicultural collaboration and improve the effectiveness of 

self-organising agile teams. 

Another significant cultural aspect, highlighted by the interviewees, has been positive 

attitudes. Although some of them noted that they do not pay much attention to cultural factors in 

the context of collaboration, positive attitudes are significant for each team member. What they 

seek for is mutual understanding and support, given that cultural conflicts which can arise may 

threaten teamwork at each stage of the team formation process. An apt diversity strategy, as noted 

by Dimas (2012), can provide a company with the opportunity to create a universal culture which 

will unite the values of different cultures, transform them and contribute to the effectiveness of 

teams. In particular, diversity can have a highly positive effect on self-organising agile teams as a 

variety of insights, provided by each team member, can bring a compelling value to the 

productiveness of such teams. According to Shin et al. (2015), a collective culture, forged 

alongside the individual culture of each team member, is the paramount paradigm which drives 

success or leads to the failure of a team.  
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Chapter 7: Conclusion 

7.1 Summary of SOATf 

The presentation of the key findings of the study has to be proceeded by the discussion of 

the research approach. The actions approach was chosen for the research, consisting of two major 

stages. In particular, first, the survey was conducted, and then, the interviews took place. A mixed 

approach was adopted for the study, focusing on both qualitative and quantitative methodologies 

to interpret the data, obtained as a result of carrying out the survey and the interviews.  

The Self-Organising Agile Team framework has been essentially remodeled and upgraded 

in comparison to the framework developed by Hoda (2011). The transformation process was based 

on a variety of theoretical underpinnings, inclusive of the team characteristics model, the Tuckman 

Team Model, the DISC approach, Thomas-Kilmann conflict model, Hofstede’s framework and 

the Grounded Theory, adopted by Hoda (2011). Overall, the research has developed a 

comprehensive model which can be used as a central paradigm for self-organising agile teams. 

The model suggests six key roles and competencies, required by the members of self-organising 

teams. The greatest value of the model lies in the fact that it stresses the importance of the high 

mastery of agile software, awareness of cultural conflicts and an abundance of functional 

mechanisms, designed to improve the effectiveness of self-organising teams. The roles, offered by 

the new SOATf, include a collaborator, an initiator, a facilitator, a cultural savvy, a technical savvy 

and an executor. The competencies, required by the roles, include an apt communicator, a cultural 

champion, a skilled executor, a technical master, a holacratic leader and a process optimizer. The 

most significant difference between Hoda’s (2011) classification and the one presented in this 

study is that the given research has developed a more comprehensive profiling of the roles 

alongside a detailed explanation of the significance of each role in the context of self-organising 
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agile teams. Furthermore, the framework provided can be easily applied to a real-life situation, 

given that it clearly articulates the functions and requisites of each role.  

A collaborator is a self-organised IT professional who is a highly proficient individual in 

cross-cultural communication. This role is characterized by the combination of IT and 

communication skills with the purpose to improve the team performance. A collaborator is 

responsible for identifying cultural conflicts and resolving them effectively. This role includes the 

following competencies: an apt communicator, cultural champion and a skilled executor. Apart 

from integrating the agile software, a collaborator is also in charge of sustaining a high level of 

team’s motivation and trust through the commitment to success and promotion of changes. This 

role appears as the connection between other team members.  

An initiator is a self-organised team member who is capable of generating new ideas, 

offering relevant innovations and justifying the application of the ideas. This role is also 

characterized by a high level of cultural tolerance and IT mastery. Not without a reason, an initiator 

is expected to propose innovations through new software development paradigms. The following 

competencies apply to this role: an apt communicator, a technical master and a holacratic leader. 

The main purpose of an initiator is to propose the idea that will embrace relevant changes in case 

a problem has been identified, at a time considering IT and cultural implications and requisites of 

the suggested solutions.  

A cultural savvy is a self-organised individual who is responsible for the identification of 

possible cultural conflicts and problems. This role is characterized by a thorough cooperation with 

a facilitator and close interaction with other team members to alleviate conflicts and develop the 

most effective ways for their resolution. A Culture champion, a process optimizer and an apt 

communicator are the competencies which apply to the role of a cultural savvy. This role is of the 
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utmost importance for self-organising teams which include more than 2 cultures, as by mitigating 

the impacts of cultural problems, a cultural savvy can essentially contribute to the effectiveness of 

self-organising  teams.  

A technical savvy is a self-organised individual who has a decent experience in 

development and integration of the agile software. This role can act as the first point of contact for 

technical consultancy and cultural concerns to support the project execution. The following 

competencies can be related to the role of a technical savvy: a technical master, a process optimizer 

and an apt communicator. A technical savvy has a significant impact on the employees’ 

encouragement and the level of responsibility. The central paradigm of this role focuses on the 

development of software in light of the need for change and pertinent cultural problems. This 

makes a technical savvy one of the most complex and functional roles in the context of the SOATf. 

An executor is a self-organised individual who fulfils tasks despite any cultural 

disparities. As a rule, this role can be integrated with the technical savvy role, given that an 

executor can deliver technical solutions of the highest quality. It is also important to note that 

this is the only role with a high level of independence due to the fact that executors prefer to 

work autonomously. A technical master, a process optimizer and a skilled executor are key 

competencies which apply to this role. Although autonomous work of an executor can bring 

many benefits to the organisation, the degree of responsibility is also high, which means that this 

role can be held by a highly experienced professional only.  

A facilitator is a self-organised individual who takes an informal leadership over the project. 

This role can be characterized by high cultural competence and great awareness of the agile 

methodologies. Remarkably, a facilitator works closely with each of the other roles to identify the 

most effective leadership methods to be applied. A facilitator also plays a motivation role for other 
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employees, thus promoting a positive working climate. The facilitator’s role needs the following 

competencies: a holacratic leader, an apt communicator, and a culture champion. Having become 

the link between other team members, a facilitator is responsible for promoting ideas and analysing 

the individuals’ skills through the prism of diversity and multiculturalism.  

7.2. Principal Findings  

The first outcome is that there is a significant difference of how agile team practitioners 

perceive their workplace, depending on their affiliation with the eastern or western culture. The 

analysis of the survey data has revealed that with the mean of 2.96 for the ease of working with 

people from different cultures, and 3.2 for the support of collaboration between multiple cultures, 

this hypothesis has been validated. Furthermore, it has been attested by the analysis of the 

interviews as the eastern and western insights related to the workplace culture are completely 

different. The key disparities include different dynamics of work, contrasting communication 

styles, different views of flexibility and managerial support. The literature review findings 

generally confirm that people belonging to the eastern culture have a different perception of the 

workplace and corporate culture compared to individuals, affiliated with the western culture.  

The research primarily focused on the analysis of the compliance of eastern and western 

cultures with the perception of the organisation’s corporate culture. Since the main purpose of the 

study was to investigate the cultural implications, as a result of the application of the SOATf, the 

research has explored the mastery level of competencies, outlined by the model, which distinguish 

between eastern and western cultures. As per the survey analysis, the second hypothesis which 

claims that there is a significant difference among the competence mastery level among the adepts 

of western and eastern cultures has been validated. However, this finding is inconsistent with the 

outcomes of the interview’s analysis and the literature review. Therefore, the outcome has been 
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modified in line with the literature review and the interview analysis results. It can be asserted that 

there is no correlation between the competence mastery level between the adepts of eastern and 

western cultures. Indeed, there is a significant difference between the classification of the 

competences by individuals, affiliated with eastern and western cultures. The first ones, for 

example, face difficulties when they need to alter their skills and improve flexibility, whilst the 

second ones easily shift between different skills, depending on the organisational needs. Another 

significant difference lies in the level of exposition of key competencies. Eastern employees 

typically focus on one skill, developed through the prism of managerial support. Western workers, 

in turn, are more self-independent in terms of the classification of skills and assignment of roles. 

In this light, it is possible to claim that western individuals bring values of greater significance for 

the self-organising capabilities of agile teams. 

The most significant area of the presented centered around the allotment of roles across 

team members of self-organising teams, depending on the competencies they mastered and the 

cultural affiliation. Based on the literature review, the analysis of the interviews and the survey 

data, the research concludes that there is a significant difference of how the members of agile self-

organising teams perceive and allocate the roles, depending on the affiliation with western or 

eastern culture. Eastern individuals are prone to choose the roles related to collaboration and 

execution of tasks, which can be explained by their ability to follow direct commands of their peers. 

Western individuals, in turn, demonstrate greater propensity to leadership positions. It is worth 

noting that a majority of the interviewees mentioned the combination of several roles, instead of 

focusing just on one role. Although it is easier for western employees to shift between the roles, 

the mix of western and eastern workers within self-organising agile teams is a highly effective 

combination which provides an abundance of lucrative opportunities since different leadership 
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styles and work modes, deployed by people of different cultures, can be of a great significance for 

firms.    

7.3. Limitations  

Any study may have limitations, regardless of the research approach applied to the 

investigation. The key limitations of the presented research include a small sample size, 

inconsistency of the empirical implementation of the SOATf, poor assessment of the combination 

of roles, and inconsistency of the explanation of the functions of roles. These major drawbacks of 

the study have significantly affected the validity of the data, but this research can be elaborated on 

in the future, thus improving the data credibility. At all accounts, the study has provided a solid 

theoretical background and a detailed explanation of the SOATf in the context of diverse 

organisational environments.  

As stated above, one of the limitations of the research was the small sample size. The 

survey included 63 participants, whilst the interviews were carried out with 9 respondents. 

Although the size of the sample adopted for the survey may seem sufficient at the first glance, the 

survey did not address the application of the SOATf in deep details since it was impossible to 

include a deep investigation of those questions in a small survey. Conversely, the interview 

questions were developed to pay a thorough attention to the specific aspects related to the 

implementation of the SOATf, self-perception of the respondents and classification of roles as 

comprehended by the interviewees. However, 9 interviewees formed quite a sample to examine 

the integration of the SOATf in deep details. An experiential design of the study, including focus 

groups, would add the value to the research findings.  

The second limitation was the inability to implement the SOATf empirically. The best way 

to study the effects of the SOATf and cultural implications of the model is to adopt an evidence-
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based approach. In the context of this research, the application of this framework would have been 

challenging due to time constraints and inability to find the organisation in Turkey to use its 

workers, comprising self-organising agile team as the focus group. In this light, the credibility of 

the findings could be affected by the lack of evidence-based facts of the functionality of the SOATf.  

The third limitation is incontinency of the consideration of the combinations of roles. The 

interview results revealed that most of the respondents resonated with several roles, rather than 

just with one role. This implies that individuals often play several roles within self-organising 

teams. The allocation of roles can also depend on the size of the team since the team comprising 

6, 8 and 4 people will dispatch the roles differently. Although the SOATf has turned out a quite 

easy framework for understanding, as the interviewees commented on a detailed explanation of 

each role, this framework can be elaborated by adding more options for integration and reviewing 

cultural implications of those options.  

The fourth limitation is poor evidence-based justification of the functions of roles. Whilst 

functions and duties are clear from the theoretical perspective, it is not clear how individuals adopt 

those roles in practice. Despite all limitations, the framework has been significantly advanced 

compared to the one developed by Hoda (2011), as it sufficiently explains the adaptation of new 

roles in line with the cultural issues and software development needs. Hence, the new SOATf can 

significantly impact the effectiveness of multicultural teams by alleviating cultural conflicts, 

underpinning the most effective ways for growth and integrating innovations through the prism of 

innovative software paradigms.  

7.4. Practical Implications  

The practical implications of this research can be considered from the perspectives of the 

implications for teams, organisations, senior management and customers. Regarding self-
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organising teams, the research has provided them with a comprehensive SOATf which can be 

followed to upgrade individual effectiveness, leading to better collective achievements. The 

framework clearly demonstrates how proper allocation of roles across teams can assist them in 

improving their self-organising capabilities. What is more, the framework explains the impact of 

each role on the achievement of a high level of agile software integration and exceptional 

alleviation of cultural conflicts in teams. Additionally, based on the research findings, the 

framework suggests particular roles for team members, affiliated with the western and eastern 

cultures. The key secret to the success of self-organising agile teams lies in the balance between 

western and eastern cultures which can be achieved through a thorough consideration of cultural 

norms and values, adopted by the corporate culture of the firm. Hence, the research has highly 

positive implications for teams in terms of the formation process, allotment of roles, developing 

self-organising skills and promoting sustainable growth.  

The implications for organisations are similar to those for teams, given that the SOATf 

provides companies with the opportunities to review the work of self-organising teams and 

improve independence of such teams. It is of particular significance for businesses with the 

domination of the eastern culture where the hierarchy of power is evident. Through the 

implementation of the SOATf, such companies can empower self-organising capabilities of agile 

teams, which will require a lower level of management control. This way, firms will be able to 

improve effectiveness of work by stimulating teams to develop new ideas, offer innovative 

software paradigms and elaborate on the use of agile strategies. It is worth noting that the SOATf 

outlines the process of the integration of roles and competencies across he teams members, 

depending on their cultural attributes. Thus, the research has positive implications for 

organisations by developing a functional approach to foster effective operations of teams.  
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The implications for senior management lie in the development of a definite plan for the 

integration of agile software and improvement of the company’s effectiveness, regardless of 

cultural conflicts. The greatest benefit, indeed, is that the role of senior management in the 

functionality of teams will become less significant, which will contribute to the improvement of 

functionality of each department. The greater the extent of senior management’s control, the more 

challenging it may be to achieve flawless operation despite cultural concerns. The SOATf does 

not only define which conflicts may emerge, but it also determines the most suitable ways for 

addressing them by dispatching the duties between roles. The level of specification of the roles is 

high. For example, the roles of a cultural savvy and a collaborator may seem similar at the first 

glance, but they are different due to diverse ways of the integration of conflict management 

strategies. Furthermore, it is important to correctly understand how the roles relate to one another 

in order to determine the most acceptable ways of the cooperation. The SOATf can be a highly 

practical framework in case it is properly integrated by self-organising teams. The correspondence 

of roles and mutual apprehension of the skills and requisites by each team member are of the 

utmost importance for the ability of the SOATf to have a relevant, long-term impact on the 

organisations.  

The implications for the customers are a better level of service and quality of products as 

a result of the integration of the SOATf. The level of communication and the customers’ role in 

agile projects will also be improved. Given that self-organising teams focus on the connection 

between customers and a company, clients will likely play a significant role in the decision-making 

mechanism. This means that with the aid of the SOATf, not only the speed of the project execution 

will increase, but the level of the customers’ satisfaction will also surge. In this case, the impact 

of the SOATf on the organisation will also rise as faster project execution and a higher customers’ 
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satisfaction level will result in greater profitability. This will allow increasing investments in the 

integration of agile software, leading to a huge improvement of both the work of self-organising 

teams and overall effectiveness of the company.  

7.5. Future Work  

Since this study has some essential backdrops, the recommendations related to the future 

research will be provided to consider possible options for other researchers to elaborate on the 

present study and investigate the implementation of the new framework in deep details. The first 

possible way for the development of the future work is to explore the combinations of roles by 

using Hofstede’s framework and the SOATf as two preponderating theoretical groundworks. As a 

result of the combination of different roles, new inputs will possibly emerge that will allow 

embellishing the framework, developed by this study. Although this process will complexify the 

SOATf and make it harder for understanding, the improved descriptions of integrated roles within 

self-organising agile teams will lead the implementation of the framework to a new level. Indeed, 

all collaborations between roles should be predetermined to outline which functions can be 

completely amalgamated, resulting in a new role, and which responsibilities will serve as additions 

to other duties. 

The second area that is likely to be covered by the future work is the specification of 

functions and processes performed by each role. Given that this study has covered those processes 

briefly, the recommendation for further research is to look into the processes of adaptation. For 

instance, the work of the team comprising 6 individuals, performing each of the roles, can be 

exemplified as a case study to outline key processes, define major drawbacks and investigate the 

weaknesses of the model. One possible way to elaborate on the study is to analyse whether the 

SOATf has any practical weaknesses. For example, the model can be empirically applied as a case 
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study over some period of time. Researchers can measure the organisational inputs by developing 

a scale to assess the effectiveness of a firm at the beginning. Then, they can use the same scale to 

evaluate the outputs as a result of the implementation of the SOATf. In addition, the review of the 

interdisciplinary data and interviews can be used for the data analysis. Thus, the triangulation 

analysis methods, comprising observations, interviews and interdisciplinary data will be used to 

determine the weaknesses of the SOATf and remodel the system to eliminate them and present an 

updated framework.  

Another possible area for the future work is to conduct the study of the cultural implications 

as a result of the SOATf integration in several companies in Turkey, using focus groups as the 

primary method for the investigation. This approach will allow assessing the process of the SOATf 

integration in deep details and analysethe cultural and technical implications of the framework. 

One question that needs to be asked is whether the SOATf can practically mitigate cultural 

differences to the same extent as it has been described from the theoretical perspective by this 

research. Since the present study has focused on the disparities related to the application of SOATf 

in the context of self-organising agile teams, comprising western and eastern team members, the 

future research will center around the conflict resolution capabilities of the model, based on the 

assessment of the strategies and conflict-resolution mechanism, offered by the SOATf.  

In addition, the future work can include the improvement of the validity of the findings 

through Viva presentation. This could be done by elaborating on the existing findings and applying 

a more in-depth analysis. For example, SOATf can be further remodeled to demonstrate the 

flexibility of the model in integration in multicultural environments. In particular, the model can 

outline a more detailed process on the cultural assessment in teams, which have equally or 

unequally proportioned culturally diverse team. Hence, Viva project can focus more on the 
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elaboration of the data for the findings and practical integration of SOATf, considering a set of 

different likely and unlikely scenarios, in which SOATf can be implemented successfully.  

7.6. Recommendations for Future Application of the SOATf 

Below, the recommendations for the integration of the SOATf within organisations are 

provided, based on the outcomes of the study. The points outlined present the stages of the 

integration and a brief description of each stage and related processes. The phases include:  

• Initial assessment of the workplace environment. At this stage, individuals responsible for 

the integration of the SOATf should assess the existing resources, skills, cultures and 

number of workers in a team. This way, they can understand how the SOATf can be 

implemented, whether any other resources will be needed, and how long this process may 

take. It is also possible that a self-organising team will have to be created from individual 

workers, depending on the organisational culture.  

• Allotment of the roles. At this stage, a team will be formed with the corresponding 

allocation of roles, depending on key competencies. A team creator should account for the 

following factors: previous experience of individuals, culture, communication skills, and 

competencies mastered. The roles should be assigned with regard to the individuals’ 

abilities to fulfil the needs of each role.  

• Assignment of the first project. When a team has been formed, its creators may need to test 

whether a self-organising team can operate effectively without the interference of senior 

management. This can be done by the assignment of the first project to observe how team 

members will handle it, how they will dispatch the tasks and duties, and how the conflicts 

will be managed. At the primary stages, one employee from senior management team may 

be needed as a coordinator to teach self-organising teams to collaborate according to the 
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SOATf, developed by this study. However, due to self-organising nature of a team, this 

role will not be needed after the successful completion of the first project.  

• Review of the progress and adjustment of team’s functions. During the completion of the 

first project, senior management should thoroughly observe the work of each team member, 

comprising a self-organising team. This way, the team’s effectiveness will be tested and 

adjusted. As a result, senior management can come up with the improvement plan, 

designed to focus on particular changes in each employee, based on the problems defined 

amidst the primary stage of team formation and its operations.  
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Appendix A 

Questionnaire  

Dear Research Participant, 
We would like to thank you for taking part in this survey. It seeks for evaluating your honest and 
sincere experiences in the ways how you act, behave, and feel about working as a team in your 
past and current projects. Please, be informed that survey responses are used for academic research 
purposes only and are absolutely anonymous. The purpose of our project focuses on development 
rather than direct feedback. Therefore, we ask you to provide as clear as possible responses to each 
of the sections below. 

Section 1 

In this section, we would like to collect some information to get familiarized with you. Please, 
respond to all questions by choosing only ONE response that best describes you as a personality. 
Also, please note that we respect people of all races, gender, and age, since our research is aimed 
at exploring cultural differences in the workplaces and your sincere opinion is important to us. 
 
Question 1. Please, specify your gender 

- Male 
- Female 
- Prefer not to answer 

 
Question 2. Please, specify your age group 

- 18-23 years 
- 24-29 years 
- 30-35 years 
- 36-41 years 
- 41+ years 

 
Question 3. Please, specify your highest educational degree earned to the date 

- High school 
- College degree 
- Bachelor’s degree 
- Master’s degree 
- Doctoral degree 

 
Question 4. Please, specify your past work experience length in any IT-related sphere 
(programming, development, consultancy, project management etc.) to the date 

- 1-2 years 
- 3-5 years 
- 5-7 years 
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- 7+ years 
 
Question 5. Please, specify your country of origin (please, do not be biased in your response) 

- [text answer] 
 
Question 6. Please, specify the country you are currently located at (please, do not be biased in 
your response) 

- [text answer] 
 
Question 7. Based on your current beliefs and behaviors, what type of culture do you most stick 
to? * 
 
*Herewith, we superficially refer to eastern culture as the norms and behaviors pursued by Asia or 
Africa, and the western world such as Europe and Americas. 
 

- Eastern culture  
- Western culture 

Section 2 

In this section, we would like you to rate your current perception of the workplace and projects 
and experiences you undertake. It is required for us researchers to construct the meaning of work 
for you as a professional. Please, rate each statement based on the following metrics by choosing 
only ONE response: 
 
1 = ‘I completely disagree’ 
2 = ‘I have my concerns to answer’ 
3 = ‘I mostly agree but not sure’ 
4 = ‘I completely agree’ 
 
Statement 1 2 3 4 

I think that working with people from different cultural 
backgrounds is easy 

    

My organisations support (-ed) the idea of collaborating with 
people from different cultures 

    

I prefer to work with colleagues who have similar cultural origins     

I feel comfortable to work with colleagues who have different 
cultural origins 

    



 

             193 

In my work experience, we were easy to develop productive 
relationships with people of different cultures 

    

Self-organisation could be easily achieved among people of 
different cultures 

    

There is a difference between the ways how eastern and western 
people in teams work on their project 

    

Section 3 

In this section, we would like you to rate yourself with regards to your current ambitions We ask 
you to provide responses in a similar manner to the previous sections per statement, while the 
marking criteria we propose is different and follows the below pattern. Please, rate each statement 
based on the following metrics by choosing only ONE response: 
 
1 = ‘Do not completely agree’ 
2 = ‘Somewhat agree’ 
3 = ‘Fully agree’ 
 
Statement 1 2 3 

I am effective in communicating with others without conflicts (Apt 
Communicator) 

   

I can persuade my team members in dealing with problems without 
conflicts (Apt Communicator) 

   

I can ‘connect the dots’ when we have a team problem in communicating 
customer needs to development team and vice versa (Apt Communicator)  

   

I have an experience working with people of different cultures in a team 
(Culture champion)  

   

I try to explore how to integrate the skills of new team member if there 
are cultural clashes (Culture champion) 

   

I suggest making adjustments to the job needs and requirements when a 
person from different culture joins the team (Culture champion) 

   

I do not have any problems with delivering my tasks on time and perfect 
quality of execution in a cross-cultural environment (Skilled executor) 
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I can identify details of work that should be-redone with a minimum 
intervention (Skilled executor) 

   

It is not a problem for me to share missed aspects of work to be done with 
other team members both verbally and electronically (Skilled executor) 

   

I think that my technical knowledge in the area of work we deliver to our 
customers is unique (Technical master) 

   

My experience allows me to challenge some of my team members 
regarding the quality of work they do (Technical master) 

   

I regularly research new methods of software development that helps me 
to excel in any self-organised team (Technical master) 

   

If I see that the process of our project delivery fails to meet its objectives, 
I always have a solution to resolve the problem (Process optimizer) 

   

I am capable of designing process optimization models (i.e., UML or 
related solutions) to showcase to the team our wrong steps (Process 
optimizer) 

   

I am seeking for continuous process improvement, recognizing that it 
might affect the speed of project delivery (Process optimizer) 

   

I think that knowledge and skills in different cultures should be treated 
equally (Holacratic leader) 

   

I do not have problems with asking people to change their attitude to work 
regardless their work positioning or culture (Holacratic leader)  

   

I am confident that remote work does not require formal leadership 
manifestation (Holacratic leader) 

   

 
Thank you for your participation! 
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Appendix B 

Interview Questions 

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

Rationale: The first question was developed to understand the justification of the positivism of 
work in a culturally diverse environment. Alternatively, for those ones, who disagreed, the 
question proposed to explain why it is a negative experience to work in the multicultural 
environment.  

Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

Rationale: This question aimed to research how the participants perceive the impact of corporate 
culture on the intercultural collaboration within self-organising, agile teams.  

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

Rationale: This question aimed to address the respondents’ personal views on the intercultural 
collaboration. 

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture? 

Rationale: This question was developed to understand which particular strategies the individuals 
can use to develop relationships with people of different cultures. 

Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  

Rationale: The question aimed to uncover how people from Eastern and Western cultures view the 
work processes in self-organising teams differently and what the barriers for the successful 
collaboration are.  

Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 

Rationale: The question aimed to identify how each of the competency resonated in each 
respondent and which associations with each of the competency they had.  

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 

Rationale: The question aims to uncover how individuals view their roles within self-organising 
agile teams and how their roles overlap with the competencies, provided in Question 6. 
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Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 

Rationale: This question was designed to evaluate the overall perception of the role of cultural 
differences in self-organising agile corporate environment.  

Note: Since there was not radically positive or negative results of the survey, the interview 
questions were developed with the aim to validate the hypotheses, developed as a result of the 
survey. The hypotheses include (1) There is a significant difference among the competence 
mastery level among the adepts of western and eastern culture; (2) There is a significant difference 
in how agile team practitioners perceive their workplace culture depending on their cultural 
attributes. 
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Appendix C 

Interview Transcript  

Interviewee 1  

(Male, 28 years, Eastern Culture) 

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

Yes, I think that working with people of different cultures is a highly positive experience for any 
person in the contemporary organisations. I mean there is no difference whether the person hold 
some executive position or not. The main thing is that the presence of multiple cultures in the 
organisation positively affects individuals’ ability to improve their skills, especially in the context 
of self-organising teams. Such people are more tolerant to others, which helps them develop unique 
strategies and propose offers to account for the interests of each team member.  

Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

I think that organisational culture plays a pivotal role in creating sufficient conditions, acceptable 
for multicultural collaboration. It all depends on how well the top management supports the 
employees and helps them identify the most prominent ways for cooperation with one another, 
despite the cultural differences. My experience has been quite diverse, since I worked in different 
companies. And I can assure you that you can notice this difference right away, when you work 
within the organisation. For example, in one of the companies I worked for, the top management 
comprised mainly people of Ukrainian nationality, but some of employees included individuals 
from Indian and Poland. There was a huge difference of how top managers treated them and treated 
the ones of their nationality. I quit that company, as I could not get along with intolerant people.  

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

Of course, yes. If I were the CEO, the first thing I would focus on would be to create the acceptable 
conditions for collaboration. However, it can be done only individually by considering each 
corporate environment. For example, the number of cultures, which encounter in some 
environment can differ. What is more, the ethical, religious or cultural norms can also variate, 
depending on the particular culture. Therefore, the best way to avoid any conflicts and create 
acceptable conditions for cooperation would be to consider individual cultural needs and account 
for them in developing a suitable organisational environment.  

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture? 
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Personally, I choose to believe that all cultural differences do not matter, as long as people appear 
to be supportive to one another. If they are not, it can have a strongly negative impact on attitudes, 
shared by the organisational members. Usually, I get along with people very well, but sometimes 
the conflicts cannot be avoided, and it is normality for any organisation. In case of some cultural 
or any other type of problem, the best way to determine the best solution is to analyse the ground 
for the conflict and determine how it can be resolved. For me, the mutual support and 
understanding seem to be the best-fitting solutions. 

Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  

s for example, if an eastern person worked in the company, which comprised predominantly people 
of Western culture, it will not be a surprise that the person can adopt many traits and beliefs, 
evident in Western culture. In modern companies, as I see, there is no significant difference of how 
Eastern and Western people perform projects, as they are united by the same corporate culture, 
integrated by the company.  

Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 

In the context of self-organising teams implementing agile software, I believe that each of the 
competencies provided can be of particular value for the team’s effectiveness. As for me, I am a 
good cultural champion, technical master and apt communicator, which helps me determine the 
best solutions to the conflicts that sometimes arise and solve them effectively. 

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 

I think that the description of collaborator fits my role in self-organising teams for the best. To tell 
the truth, the description of facilitator also matches, but my role has always been to find the ground 
for mutual support and collaboration. I am surprised by how well you managed to determine the 
roles and their fit in the contemporary business environment.  

Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 

When collaborating with other team members, I do not really pay much attention to the cultural 
factors. First, I believe that the diversity is the key to success. Second, my point is that despite any 
problem that can emerge, there is always the chance to solve them in peace and mutual 
understanding. But, of course, the company’s management plays a huge role in assisting the 
individuals in creating a diversity-friendly corporate environment. Believe me, if the top 
management of the company does not support the diversity, the strategy will likely fail, since 
nothing good can happen if team members disrespect each other. It is of particular significance in 
self-organising agile teams, as the absence of support in this case can lead to a poor decision 
making and loss of self-organising capabilities.  
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Interviewee 2  

(Female, 35 years, Eastern Culture) 

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

Yes, as for me, working in the agile environment with people of different culture is a positive 
experience only in case the organisation supports a well-developed diversity strategy. One the one 
hand, multiculturalism can be viewed as the possibility for individuals to generate different ideas, 
share insights and offer a more creative ways of development the solutions to the problems, 
compared to the traditional environment. On the other hand, the chances for problem and conflicts 
in the multicultural environment increase, since people of different cultures have different values, 
which can affect their attitudes to work and other people. In present corporate cultures, which are 
quite progressive, the only correct way I think is to support multiculturalism, but the success of 
diversity organisational strategy is highly contingent of how well the diversity-inclusive corporate 
culture is integrated across the organisation.   

Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

As I have just noted, the corporate culture is one of the most essential elements in the corporate, 
diversity-friendly mechanism. By conceptual definition, the corporate culture is the set of norms, 
value and beliefs, shared and promoted by the organisation with the purpose for employees to 
adopt the same norms and beliefs and contribute to a long-term successful operation. I have 
witnessed a great number of successful and unsuccessful corporate cultures, which either 
contributed to conflicts, or conversely acted to prevent them. 

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

Surely, I will. Currently, I also hold an executive position and I am responsible for executing tasks 
together with my team. Moreover, it is my responsibility to observe the tasks and carry them out 
in compliance with the organisational needs. So, I have to observe my team as well and ensure that 
they work effectively.  

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture? 

As I have just mentioned, I hold an executive position, so I surely know how to manage 
multicultural teams. Currently, there are people of 4 different nationalities and cultures in my team, 
and I can say that my team has good self-organising capabilities. Sometimes we shift the roles and 
remain flexible, depending on the needs we pursue. In order to develop productive relationships 
with the workers of different cultures, the best way is to identify the constraints that can exist, 
address them and develop a universal culture, which will explain key principles of work for each 
individual.  

Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  
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Yes, I can say the approach, taken by Eastern and Western societies are different. The difference 
is also affected by many other factors, such as the behaviors, adopted from parents or social 
problems, encountered by the individuals. The most notable thing is the way of thinking. Western 
people tend to think in the linear way. They clearly see the cause of the problem, connecting it to 
the problem. So, it is easy to solve the problems with them, since they can address the causes at 
once. The approach, adopted by Eastern communities, is completely different – they tend to think 
in a more informal and circular way about the problems by considering several alternative causes 
and solutions. Sometimes they do not see the needed connections, but in general, they are capable 
of producing a greater number of creative ideas.  

Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 

Well, I am quite strong in technical part of the projects. Also, I can execute the projects well and 
optimize the processes in compliance with the organisational and team’s needs. I believe that each 
process should be upgraded to the needed level, thus ensuring that the competency of each team 
member matches. So, in self-organising team, it does not only important which of these 
competencies I have, but it is also of the utmost significance to ensure that in general, the team 
will have all needed competencies. I see you have provided a very clear and detailed justification 
of them. So, believe me, the only way to create a highly effective self-organising team is just to 
ensure that the team will have people with the set of competencies, listed by you. Let me explain, 
if there are three individuals, strong in technical issues, but none of them can handle proper 
communication across team members and with the customers, the work process will be quite 
challenging. 

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 

The role, which suits me for the best is the executor. However, according to your classification, I 
should also claim that I can be the initiator. In other words, I am the executor, who can work 
successfully despite any cultural constraints, but I am also fond of offering new ideas, proposing 
relevant solutions and controlling the work of other team members. All of us work at a high level 
of flexibility to ensure we can alter the roles if needed to assist one another and develop our skills.  

Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 

For me, the tolerance and positive attitudes are two most significant aspects in my work. I do not 
really think that the cultural background can negatively affect the working environment, if there is 
a powerful optimization strategy, adopted by the organisation. As I have noted before, it all 
depends on the corporate culture. What I have noted in my career, people tend to develop negative 
attitudes to some definite cultures, based either on their pre-work prejudices, which had been 
developed before they started to work in this particular company or by improper attitudes of the 
top management. If managers treat employees of different culture differently, it will surely be 
noticed by the workers and believe me, they will not like it. Therefore, the secret to success lies in 
equal attitude and integrity. 
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Interviewee 3  

(Female, 22 years old, Western Culture) 

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

Perhaps for someone, but not for me. I have worked in some multicultural organisations, and I can 
say that the attitude can be just disgusting to you, just because you do not share the same values, 
as they do. For me, it is unacceptable, and I believe it is totally wrong, but sometimes the things 
stand as it is. You may think I am too pessimistic, but I say so because of an awful relationship 
between me and my team members, since 90% of them are people of Eastern culture. They do not 
like everything in me. I am quite emotional, and I love to self-express myself through my clothes. 
As they are Muslims, they do not do so, but I respect their religion and culture, whilst they totally 
disrespect mine. As a result, we often encounter in conflict, which does not allow the team 
remaining productive.  

Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

The corporate culture can have either strong or weak role, depending on the particular individuals, 
involved in the organisational environment. For example, if they are initially tolerant to one 
another, the positive corporate culture will just highlight their cultural strengths and support mutual 
collaboration. However, if people are oriented on conflicts and judge you, based on their prejudices 
at the early start of the professional relationships, nothing good will happen. I totally disagree with 
the statement that it is possible to show just a little disrespect to one another, as it is unethical and 
intolerant. In particular in self-organising, agile team, which must be highly flexible, the cultural 
differences, which are not managed successfully can lead to highly negative consequences.  

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

If I were the CEO, yes, I would do that. The ability to work effectively in the multicultural 
environment is crucial in terms of the effectiveness of self-organising teams. Since the popularity 
of self-organising working mode has surged recently, people have become more independent in 
terms of their choices. Furthermore, self-organising teams do not require such a great extent of 
control and hierarchy, compared to traditional ones. So, I believe it is a good idea to support the 
collaboration between cultures, since it increases the effectiveness of self-organising, agile teams 
and makes them more resistant to conflicts, which may occur on the cultural basis.  

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture?  

For example, in my first company, we shared a strong mutual respect, that is why it was 
unacceptable to get late to some meeting, as it was disrespect to others. At a time, the management 
was so supportive and friendly that team members did not want to get late, as they wished to sustain 
the culture, promoted by the firm. In my present working environment, the situation is totally 
different. People do not want to change their habits but expect a highly tolerant attitude and 
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understanding in response, which is not possible to achieve without the desire to stick to the 
company’s simple policies. 

Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  

There can be many differences, depending on the culture. Sometimes Western and Eastern workers 
think in a very different way. The problem is that they cannot always match the organisational 
needs. For example, some companies are very dynamic and progressive, as they have to move 
constantly. If they stop just for a moment, there are great chances that the competition will emerge. 
Some eastern workers, however, are very slow and like making decisions slowly. They have to 
think, weigh all pros and cons and then just decide. So, if it takes too much time, it can be 
considered as a significant disadvantage for a modern, progressive firm.  

Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 

To tell the truth, I do not know for sure. I think I am a good communicator, and I can be a good 
leader, since I can guide the people. In the context of self-organising, agile teams, it is hard for me 
to answer, since my roles and competencies have not been identified yet. I am still studying and 
growing to achieve what I want. Ideally, I would like to become the one to understand al processes 
of team formation and integration of effective work to become a successful team leader in the 
future.  

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 

I cannot define my role now, since I am still learning. However, based on the description you have 
provided me with, I should say that I want to become either collaborator or cultural savvy. Now, 
since I have encountered a great number of problematic situations, I can show others how to avoid 
them and how to be culturally tolerant person. Although, I would also like to show the ways to 
other workers how they can get along with people through empathetical connections. In the context 
of self-organising teams, I can provide value to the team’s effectiveness by analysing several 
alternatives for the cooperation, identification of the problems, if they exist and development of 
effective ways to manage the problems and alleviate culturally negative impacts. 

Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 

In terms of people’s culture, I believe that formality is important. I have noticed that people of 
Eastern culture sometimes tend to be willing to build personal relationships with their colleagues, 
whilst I think that work is done for work and personal life is for personal life. As to my experience, 
personal bonds at work create significant barrier to professional development, since the workers 
spend a lion’s share of their time on personal talks, rather than tasks, which can disrupt the work 
of self-organising agile teams. On the other hand, personal connections can make people be more 
friendly and relaxed, so they can be in case the company’s culture regulates to which extent the 
informality is accepted in this particular workplace by analysing how it affects the company’s 
performance. In case the effect is positive and personal relationships may take place, the top 
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management must make sure that self-organising agile teams will remain unconstrained by any 
personal conflicts, which can occur between team members.  

Interviewee 4  

(Male, 45 years old, Western Culture) 

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

For me, yes. I think it is a positive experience to work with people from different cultures. I suggest 
that in multicultural teams, the workers are more willing to exchange the resources and share the 
insights, which help each other achieve a huge growth. However, it also depends on how well the 
individuals can derive values from multicultural environments, as one the one hand, it is positive, 
but on the other hand, it can also have negative implications. For example, multicultural conflicts 
are very probable. Let me tell you the case. Western workers got used to criticism and it is of 
particular significance for them to get the criticism from their peers or managers, since it stimulates 
them to grow and develop their skills. Alternatively, people from Eastern culture can get strongly 
demotivated by criticism, so if the first ones start criticizing the second ones, self-organising team 
will not remain productive.  

Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

My opinion is that the organisational culture plays the most significant role in multicultural 
collaboration. Depending on the values, promoted by the organisation, workers’ attitudes to work 
may vary. Another implication of the corporate culture is that it can show individuals the best ways 
to develop their skills and promote sustainable growth.  

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

Yes, I will. Multicultural collaboration is the best approach to management of modern 
organisations. It is of particular relevance for the countries, which have a great presence of a variety 
of cultures. I can reference UAE as example. I worked in one company there and the team was 
completely diverse. However, I was shocked by how well people could understand each other and 
remain tolerant to some specific cultural issues such as prayer or unconstructive criticism. Since 
they were supportive, the workplace functioned ideally by preventing the conflicts.  

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture? 

I think that productive relationships with people of other cultures do not only affect professional 
success, but also play a pivotal role in personal motivation and comfort at work. For me, it is of 
the utmost significance to feel myself comfortable and relaxed when working. As I spend a great 
part of my life at work, I perceive my team as my family and this approach works the best for me. 
I show them that I want to cooperate effectively despite any cultural factors that can make an 
impact on our cooperation. Therefore, we develop the set of rules of how we should treat one 
another and how we should not, which helps use remain tolerant.  
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Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  

The greatest difference between Eastern and Western workers as for me, lies in the different level 
of flexibility and equality. In Western culture, the employees are flexible, and the management is 
loyal to them. In the Easter culture, the inequality is a common phenomenon, since it may be fine 
for the manager to be late to the meeting, but the worker will be penalized in the same case.  

Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 

I am an apt communicator, holalcratic leader and technical master. I have developed a unique 
leadership system, based on the alleviation of cultural differences to achieve the common goals. I 
always develop creative ideas and solutions and propose them to my team, but then we collaborate 
together to achieve the desired outcomes.  

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 

Based on the description provided I am the initiator. I can design ideas, based on the existing 
resources with regards to the persisting problems. Cultural problems have never scared me, as I 
am totally sure that in case of the right approach is taken, it is possible to mitigate cultural 
differences, thus resulting in a friendly and welcoming working environment.  

Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 

The most significant cultural aspects for me are high levels of equality and tolerance. I think that 
workers should respect one another, despite the cultural problems they have, and any conflicts 
should be avoided or solved through management. The most unacceptable thing for me is abuse, 
since I would never allow the employees in my team to express such unethical behaviour to one 
another.  

Interviewee 5  

(Female, 33 years old, Eastern culture)  

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

I think that it is easier to work with people of the same culture. And I do not say so based just on 
my personal experience. I know a lot of people, who encountered significant cultural 
contradictions between Western and Eastern cultures, and they often were the victims of those 
problems. So, did I at my previous workplace.  

Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

The organisational culture plays the paramount role in fostering multicultural collaboration. And 
I think the success of collaboration and the support, workers from different culture share are 
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dependent on how the organisation promotes diversity and multi-ethnic environment. Concerning 
myself, for instance, I have witnessed how due to a poorly developed organisational culture, the 
workers come into conflicts, based on different perception of the processual tasks.  The same 
concerns self-organising, agile teams. If there is no support and the workers do not understand 
which roles they perform and how their roles could have evolved, they will not likely achieve 
success in staying effective workers in self-organising teams.  

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

If I was to build the company from scratches, I would prefer to hire people of the same culture. 
With the help of monocultural team, it would be easy for me to create an effective system for the 
flawless operations and shared support. However, as it is sometimes impossible and leaders are 
urged to operate multicultural teams, I suppose that the only way to achieve success in this case, 
particularly in self-organising teams, is to support the collaboration between workers of different 
cultures, which can be done through implementation of intercultural strategies, designed to prevent 
the problems before they start making a negative impact on the operations. 

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture? 

My point is that the relationships can be modified with the help of interactive understanding. If 
you have certain prejudices and stereotypes concerning the particular culture, you must be 
prepared to alleviate them. Nothing good can happen without understanding of each other’s’ needs. 
The problem can become even harsher if those interests are not respected by other workers. I 
always build relationships with people despite the corporate culture, integrated by the organisation. 
So, my primary task is to get to know a person better and develop the ways for our cooperation 
and communication. In reality it is easy, you just need to be able to listen and act in favor of others.  

Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  

Yes, I believe that the difference is huge and there are many reasons, which highlight the difference. 
First, mangers of Western culture often do not understand that for many Eastern people, asking 
questions may be a hard experience. We used to work conservatively and follow the order we have. 
In the West, in turn, the workers are encouraged to ask the questions due to poor explanation of 
the tasks. They believe that it leads to a higher effectiveness of work, but for me it seems just a 
problem, since the instructions are unclear. Second, the same problem is evident in the hierarchy 
of power. Each level of power of the Eastern hierarchy really means more power and more 
authority, since people work to achieve that level and they deserve it. Western workers can often 
be disrespectful, when speaking to top managers or CEO. Lastly, Western workers are too informal, 
and they sometimes do not respect individual privacy of Eastern workers. Therefore, the approach 
to completion of projects is different and when team members do not acknowledge their roles 
properly, the self-organising team will not likely function effectively.  
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Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 

I am a skilled executor, process optimizer and technical master. I am good in technical skills, but 
to tell the truth I do not like solving cultural problems. For me, the cultural problems represent 
contradictions between people, and I think they should manage them on their own. I just avoid 
hiring people of different culture to the same team, which is the most acceptable and the best 
possible solution.  

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 

In self-organising team, I play the role of the technical savvy. I do not care about intercultural 
problems and personal conflicts between team members. My task is to develop the processes, 
required to carry out the main requirements of the project, outline those processes in detail and 
pass the detailed outline to the team. Then, I just observe the execution of the processes and 
cooperate with other members to make necessary amendments, if needed.  

Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 

The most significant cultural aspect for me is the ability to stay tolerant to each other, thus avoiding 
unnecessary conflicts. In reality, the conformation in the West is widely shared, compared to the 
East. For me, as I am the person of the Eastern culture, the harmony is very important. I prefer to 
work calmly and relaxed and I do not appreciate dynamic culture. I just think that the dynamics of 
work is not comparable to the success of work. So, when managers and workers of different styles 
unite to carry out the tasks together, it becomes really challenging to cooperate successfully. Some 
of them may be quick and effective, whilst others will prefer to remain calm, but it will not affect 
their individual productivity this way. In this light, Western workers usually try to force the 
confrontation to stimulate the effectiveness of workers, but it does not work well with all of them, 
which results in significant problems. People, who are involved into the involuntary confrontation 
can be stressed and depressed, which will distort the work of self-organising teams.  

Interviewee 6  

(Male, 56 years, Western Culture) 

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

Yes, I think that working in multicultural environment is the positive experience. It is beneficial 
when you can combine people from different culture, who have different knowledge in a range of 
areas of their expertise. This way, they become much more effective, given they generate quite 
good ideas and help other team members to do the same.  

Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

Organisational culture actually sets out the system for the multicultural collaboration. For example, 
through a positive organisational culture, which support multiculturalism, the employees learn to 
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support one another and treat one another’s cultural norms with respect. Personally, I have always 
paid a great attention to different cultures and specific aspects they included to understand how 
the cultures can coexist within a diverse cultural environment.  

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

Sure, If I were the CEO, I would definitely support the idea of multicultural collaboration. First of 
all, I think that when individuals are accepted to work, the hiring managers should be guided just 
by professional skills and expertise, as it is unethical and illegal to reject someone just because 
they are not of the so-called needed culture. To tell the truth, when I was young, there has been 
much more inequality in business. One day I was rejected, since I was not of the culture they 
needed, and it was quite painful for me. I could not get why. Now, I am ascertained that the best 
way to create a prosperous working environment is to create the conditions for people of different 
cultures to coexist within such environment.  

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture? 

My strategy for the development of positive relationships with others is to show respect to other 
cultures. I can say it both as a person and as an executive. When my colleagues come to me to ask 
for the advice, my answer is always the same. I tell them to gather the people, who face problems 
in one room and speak to them honestly. A good leader must be able to provide the followers with 
the way to solve the problems. Unfortunately, if the problem cannot be solved, the only way to 
remain successful is to dismiss such people from the organisation.  

Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  

Yes, in terms of self-organising teams, the approach, adopted by Eastern and Western cultures is 
completely different. Western people are more flexible. They can alter the roles easily and acquire 
new knowledge, but I cannot say the same about workers of the Eastern culture.   

Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 

I am a holacratic leader, process optimizer and apt communicator. These skills are the most evident 
in me, since I can communicate with my team mates well to develop common solutions to the 
problems. Also, I am really seldomly engaged in some conflicts.  

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 

You have provided a very interesting classification and I think that I am the mix of collaborator 
and facilitator. However, I should say that it is not problem for me to change the role, since I can 
perform any function. In general, I believe that in self-organising team, it is of the utmost 
importance to change the roles and pass the duties to maintain high level of flexibility.  
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Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 

The most significant cultural aspect for me is the respect to personality and cultural norms. If there 
is a high level of mutual respect, the problem will not emerge, but in the opposite case, the absence 
of respect can lead to essential organisational problems.  

Interviewee 7  

(Female, 35 years, Eastern Culture) 

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

Yes, I believe that it is a positive experience as much, as people would want to understand one 
another and collaborate successfully. Multicultural environment can be a really fascinating 
experience. When I started working as a manager 18 years ago, I was just a young lady and knew 
nothing about diversity, but when I started to grow and develop as a part of successful multicultural 
agile team, my skills started growing as well and I got the multiculturalism is really positive when 
it concerns sharing of different ideas and analysis of different alternative strategies, which can be 
applied.  

Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

The organisational culture is the set of norms and values, promoted by the organisation, which is 
also known as corporate culture. Corporate culture sets the overall organisational understanding 
of how the cultures should coexist and which ways of cooperation they should achieve. I believe 
in the success of self-organising teams only when the team members alleviate cultural prejudices 
and start building the conventional foundation for the long-term cooperation and collective 
eminence 

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

Sure, if I were the CEO, which is actually my goal in the company I am working for. The best 
thing CEO can do is to help the workers to develop the ways for the effective cooperation, in spite 
of any cultural problems that may exist in the company. I do not know for sure what I would do as 
the CEO, but I would surely focus on the interracial support and positive teamwork. 

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture? 

For me it seems simple. When people get along well, it means they do not have any problems or 
conflicts. In vice versa, when there is some tension within teams, I think that the conflict may 
persist. Sometimes none wants to leave the comfort zone and solve the conflict. Instead, the prefer 
to focus on their selfish goals eternally. The zone of comfort is where people feel themselves good. 
If they step out of that zone, the problems emerge, since the level of motivation decreases. 
Although sometimes leaving the comfort zone is the best option, there are also many chances that 
in the cultural context, it will lead to even more conflicts 
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Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  

There are many things that set the difference between western and eastern people, but what bothers 
me for the most is communication, as it is hard for me to communicate with people of western 
culture, given that they can be too obsessive. Sometimes they are rushing too much, and they do 
not understand that excessive rush leads to negative results all in all. 

Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 

I think I am a skilled executor, since I can perform tasks perfectly in compliance with the 
requirements. I am also a process optimizer. In the context of self-organising team, I can detect 
the most relevant processes and bring them together, depending on the organisational needs. I am 
also a strong holacratic leader, as I can be a good leader despite any cultural disparities. 

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 

I would be the cultural savvy. I am really fond of finding the best solution for the cultural conflicts 
and I think that those solutions sometimes are of the greatest significance for the project success.  

Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 

For me, the best thing is when people are tolerant to one another. When they understand the cultural 
differences and find common ground despite the differences they have, nothing can distort the 
operations of the team. Conversely, if the employees allow the conflicts to occur, it can a highly 
negative impact in the long run.  

Interviewee 8  

(Male, 41 years, Eastern Culture) 

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

Yes, for me working in the multicultural environment has always been the positive experience. 
And I can tell you about the case from my life, which can explain why the experience has been 
positive. I have not changed many workplaces throughout life, as I was happy to work and grow 
in the same company. Up to date, I have been working in the electronic company, which makes 
software for Turkish small shops. We are progressive organisation, and we appreciate changes. It 
has always been interesting for me to observe how our self-organising team was growing and 
which achievements we have made in terms of agile. Now, upon many years of experience of 
working with a diverse team, I can assure you that the diversity is what affected our team for the 
best. It was so much fun working with people of different cultures and we really helped each other. 
Almost half of our workers are from the western culture, but there has never been a problem for 
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them to work in the organisation with eastern origins. So, I think it all depends on the particular 
organisational approach and the management’s attitude.  

Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

Organisational culture is the set of values we share. This means it has a strong impact on the 
multicultural collaboration. I can list you some values we share. They include self-respect and 
respect to others, honesty, support, motivation and reward. We do not punish for mistakes; we 
reward for making mistakes and growing together. This is the principle, which allowed us 
becoming such a successful organisation in the shortest term. In our self-organising team, we do 
not neglect personal or professional challenges, we seek for the ways to improve, update the roles 
and support one another, as we are like one family.  

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

Sure, as I have just told you, the collaboration between different culture is the reason for the 
success of self-organising teams. Nevertheless, it also depends on the particular organisation. For 
example, if the share of people of different culture in some organisation varies, it will probably 
need to integrate a little different management approach. For instance, in the team comprising 10 
people, there can be 9 of western culture and 1 of eastern culture, so the management approach 
will be different to the team, which comprise equal number of workers, affiliated with western and 
eastern cultures. The difference will lie in the approach of integration of common values, given 
that more efforts will be needed the adjust the effective work within multicultural team, than in 
the monocultural team.  

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture? 

I think that the best way for the development of productive relationships with people of different 
culture is to consider this issue both on the organisational and individual levels. From the 
individual perspective, I try to be polite with people, show them my support and communicate 
with them, irrespective of their cultural affiliation. I think this is the best way to build positive 
relationships. As to the organisational level, I think that the corporate culture should support the 
integrity and mutual cooperation. Even if the organisation does not understand how to do it, the 
employees should be free to propose the strategies that seem effective to them.  

Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  

Yes, sometimes the approaches they take are different. It mostly happens due to different 
communication needs. People of western culture tend to perceive and share the information 
quickly. However, people of eastern culture are conservative, and they do not communicate that 
much quickly. 

Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 
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I am surely the cultural champion, as I can detect the cultural problems and alleviate them through 
the approach, based on trustful communication. I am also a holacratic leader, since my colleagues 
have always assessed me as the inspirator – the person, who can inspire others. I am also the 
technical master, as I am strong in technical aspects of agile software, including the methodology 
for integration, applicability of the software and inspection of the quality.  

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 

The role fitting met for the best is the initiator of cultural savvy. Maybe, I am the combination of 
both roles. I am often responsible for the generation of new creative ideas, which bring the value 
to the organisation. However, I am also a very trustful person in terms of cultural issues. Despite 
the intensity of the conflict, I always know the best approach I can take to solve it. The best thing 
is that I am aware how to share those approaches with other employees. In self-organising team, 
for example, I used to be the one to resolve the conflicts if they occur and provide the functional 
approach to alleviate cultural biases. Therefore, my self-organising team is a highly effective at 
any level of operations.  

Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 

The most significant cultural aspect for me is respect people show to one another. It is normal that 
we all are of different cultures and due to globalization, people started to move across the world 
without constraints. Now, I can see many nationalities in Istanbul and the situation is completely 
different compared to what it used to be eve 10 years ago. Of course, these changes have affected 
the companies as well, since they now include people of different cultures within the workplace. 
Even in Turkey, which mainly comprises people of eastern culture, the workers of western culture 
are quite common. This way, the organisations learnt to adapt to changing conditions by creating 
ideal conditions for coexistence. I can say that the effective management is of the greatest 
importance, since the ability to mitigate the cultural conflicts is contingent on the organisation’s 
concern with the issue and wish to help employees overcome the existing challenges. What I see 
in my practice is that people, who are tolerant to others and show respect, can be highly effective 
participants of self-organising, agile teams in the multicultural environment.  

Interviewee 9  

(Male, 27 years old, Western Culture) 

Question 1: Do you think that working in the agile environment with people of different cultures 
is the positive experience? Explain your answer.  

I think it is neither negative nor positive for all people, but it can positive or negative for some 
particular individuals. The perception depends on how those individuals can come together and 
conspire. If they cannot, nothing will be out of such relationships. In my career I have noticed that 
it is also strongly dependent on the cultural prejudices. Sometimes western humans think wrongly 
about eastern ones and vice versa but is just life and I think it is always possible to team up. In 
particular, working side by side is significant in self-organising, agile teams, as the combination 
of skills and competencies forms the basis of successful multicultural team.  
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Question 2: What is the role of organisational culture in fostering multicultural collaboration?  

I think that the corporate culture can affect multi-ethnic collaboration to the extent, equal to which 
individuals within the organisation are capable of accepting that culture, adopting the values it 
elevates and bring all those values together to achieve organisational success. It is also of high 
significance for self-organising teams. I can say that sometimes they have independent corporate 
culture, which can be accepted, depending on the particular participants of the team with the 
respect to their culture. In other words, the culture can be matched for different teams in different 
ways, depending on the needs they pursue.  

Question 3: If you were the CEO, would you support the idea for collaboration between different 
cultures? 

Yes, I would. I think it is the primary responsibility of the CEO to focus on the creation of ideal 
conditions for work. Sometimes, the executives are focused just on the business goals and do not 
understand the persisting problems, whilst they have to start identifying them from within the firm. 
If the CEO understands the cultural value of the particular team elaborately, it can be easy to 
determine the best solutions and work them out to support multiculturalism. So, if I were the CEO, 
I would suggest integrating the corporate culture, which is focused on cross-integrated 
understanding of humans’ beliefs and experiences, thus affecting cultural tolerance.  

Question 4: In your work experience, how do you develop productive relationships with people 
of different culture? 

I think that the best way to develop productive relationships is to analysepotential ground for the 
conflict. For example, if I clearly understand what can go wrong, I can also understand the way of 
how this can be avoided. If it cannot, I can determine how the conflict can be solved, but it is very 
important to be aware of the problem, rather than neglect it. This approach helps me remain a 
tolerant and supportive colleague as well as effective player within self-organising teams.  

Question 5: If you believe that western and eastern people work on their projects in different ways, 
can you explain why? What is the particular difference?  

Yes, I have counted many differences. The first one, for example, is the rhythm of work. Although 
the effectiveness sometimes does not alternate, eastern and western workers work in different 
rhythm. The first ones are slowly, but they apply more weighed decisions. However, they do not 
like criticism as it can abuse them. The last ones make decisions and mistakes and learn in such a 
way, at a time accepting the criticism and extracting the value of learning from it. This strategy 
helps them stay effective learners in daily operations. I do not know which approach to work works 
better, as it depends on the particular organisation, but what I know is that the balance is always 
required in the multicultural team.  

Question 6: Which of the following competencies do you practice during your work: Apt 
communicator, culture champion, skilled executor, technical master, process optimizer and 
holarctic leader? 

I am an apt communicator. I can communicate any ideas or objectives, when needed, to facilitate 
the communication strategy across teams. I am also a skilled executor. I can both execute any task 



 

             213 

successfully on my own as well, as help other people execute the tasks and control the progress 
they make. Lastly, I am a talented process optimizer. 

Question 7: Which role out of the proposed in self-organising, agile team do you play? 
In the self-organising, agile team, my role is to observe project processes and propose 
optimization plans. For me, the technical savvy position seems as the closest one due to the fact 
that I can execute any technical processes, connected to the integration of software development, 
despite any cultural problems evident in the organisation. However, I can also play the role of 
collaborator by proposing effective solutions and finding ways of getting along with humans 
well.  
Question 8: Which cultural aspects are generally of the greatest significance for you? 
The most significant cultural aspect for me is the ability to sustain high level of flexibility and 
diversity in terms of the cultural consciousness. Modern workers should understand that they 
work in diverse environments and be ready to change their behaviors, depending on the 
environment they work at. If they can do it well, they will certainly become effective teammates 
in self-organising teams. Alternatively, if they do not do it, their self-organising competencies 
will also suffer.  
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Appendix D 

Consent Participation Form 

Topic of Research: Self-Organising Team Framework 

Researcher:  

I have been informed concerning all aspects of this research, aims of the study and my role in the 
context of the investigation. I have been given the opportunity to ask questions and have them 
answered to my satisfaction.  

I agree to be interviewed by the purpose of this research contributing towards PhD degree. I also 
understand that I may withdraw from this research up to 30 days after the data 
collection/interview.  

I give the permission to collect and use the data I have provided for the purpose of this research. 

I agree to provide the sound-record of this interview to be able to store the information I have 
provided.  

YES NO  

I would like to receive a copy of any publications that are based on these interviews. YES NO 
If yes, please provide an email or mailing address below. 

  

Name: ______________________     Signed: ______________________  

Date:   ______________________  

 


