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ABSTRACT
To remain competitive many organisations have shifted from traditional to Agile methodologies. Key characteristics of
Agile organisations, such as speed, adaptability and self-management, allow them to thrive in unpredictable and fast-
changing environments. However, for Agile teams to function effectively, a strong foundation of psychological safety is
essential. Most research on psychological safety relies on self-reported measures, limiting objectivity. Addressing this
gap, this study adopts a mixed-methods approach, combining survey data and video-recorded team meetings to examine
verbal and non-verbal behavioural indicators of psychological safety in mono- and multicultural Agile teams with
varying levels of conflict management effectiveness. Teams with higher conflict management effectiveness displayed
more frequent and longer-lasting behaviours indicative of psychological safety, while exhibiting fewer behaviours
associated with low psychological safety. This suggests a relationship between the level of psychological safety and
conflict management effectiveness. Multicultural teams demonstrated higher levels of silence behaviours, and fewer
voice and familiarity behaviours compared to monocultural teams, suggesting that cultural diversity may create
communication barriers affecting psychological safety. Although not statistically significant, these patterns provide
meaningful insights. This study contributes to the literature by offering an objective, behaviour-based assessment of
psychological safety and presents practical implications for Agile coaches and organisations aiming to foster
psychological safety, especially in culturally diverse teams. Future research is encouraged to expand the sample size,
include diverse industries and geographical contexts, and explore the directionality of the relationship between
psychological safety and conflict management effectiveness.

Graduation Committee members:
Dr. L. Carminati
Dr. R. Rajah

Keywords
Agile, Psychological Safety, Conflict Management, Mono- & Multicultural Teams

During the preparation of this work, the author used ChatGPT to improve spelling and grammar, and Litmaps to identify
relevant literature. After using this tool/service, the author reviewed and edited the content as needed and takes full
responsibility for the content of the work.

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution
License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided
the original work is properly cited.

CC-BY-NC



1. INTRODUCTION
One of the biggest challenges faced by organisations

today is remaining competitive in a business environment
characterised by rapid technological evolution, shifting
consumer preferences, and increasing global competition
(del Pilar Barrera et al., 2025). To succeed, it is essential
to adapt quickly and navigate uncertainty effectively (del
Pilar Barrera et al., 2025). To overcome these challenges,
numerous organisations have transitioned from traditional,
predominantly sequential methodologies such as the
Waterfall model, where each phase must be completed
before moving on to the next (Stanley et al., 2020), to more
flexible and responsive approaches like Agile
methodologies (Almeida, 2017). Agile is a project
management approach characterised by breaking down
work into short iterative cycles, incorporating frequent
project     evaluations,     and     allowing     for     continuous
adjustment of plans during execution as necessary (Stanley
et al., 2020). Indeed, the key characteristics of Agile
organisations, like speed and flexibility, allow them to
thrive in environments that are highly unpredictable and
rapidly changing (Naslund & Kale, 2020). At the team
level, this Agility is reflected in self-managing, cross-
functional groups that often operate under a shared
leadership model (Stanley et al., 2020). As a result, Agile
development depends on team members’ skills and their
ability to work effectively together. In turn, research has
shown that autonomy can promote a range of positive
outcomes, including greater willingness among team
members to experiment and increased openness to
exploring solutions, which ultimately leads to higher levels
of psychological safety (Buvik & Tkalich, 2022).

To enable Agile team members to thrive, it is
essential to foster a team climate where individuals feel
safe to contribute and challenge ideas (Buvik & Tkalich,
2022). A crucial role in creating such an environment is
played by psychological safety, which refers to a shared
belief that the team is safe for interpersonal risk-taking
(Edmondson, 1999). In Agile settings, where autonomy,
collaboration, and frequent feedback are the norm (Stanley
et al., 2020), psychological safety becomes a foundational
element for innovation (Andersson et al., 2020), conflict
resolution (Edmondson, 1999), team reflexivity and team
performance (Buvik & Tkalich, 2022). Moreover, research
found that high levels of psychological safety encourage
team members to actively participate in Agile meetings,
share ideas, and take initiative, making it a key contributor
to the success of Agile teams (Hennel & Rosenkranz,
2021).

Although     psychological     safety     has     been
extensively studied in the literature, research within Agile
contexts is more limited. Moreover, psychological safety
research has mainly been conducted through the use of
self-perceived assessment, meaning that measures of
psychological safety typically rely on the use of surveys
(Edmondson & Bransby, 2023). Relying only on survey
instruments is limited by self-report bias (O’Donovan et
al., 2020). Therefore, recent studies have called for
implementing more objective assessments, such as video
observations, to study individual behaviours in
management studies (Zhao et al., 2019; O’Donovan et al.,
2020). Such observed measures can complement self-
perceived ones by offering alternative insights into
psychological safety that are less biased than surveys and

capture aspects the teams themselves may not be fully
aware of (O’Donovan et al., 2020).

Furthermore, the strong emphasis on collaboration
in Agile teams combined with the absence of a formal
leader makes them more prone to conflict compared to
traditional teams (Crawford et al., 2014; Gren & Lenberg,
2018; Niederman et al., 2018). According to Hennel &
Rosenkranz (2021), psychological safety may explain
when and why conflict can be beneficial to Agile teams.
Whether conflict ultimately benefits or weakens a team
largely depends on how effectively it is managed
(DeChurch & Marks, 2001). Indeed, higher psychological
safety can enhance conflict management (Edmondson,
1999; Faust, 2023). Since psychological safety plays a
significant role in team dynamics by creating a favourable
environment for speaking up, sharing ideas and asking
questions (Edmondson & Bransby, 2023), it supports open
and honest communication, which is an essential
component of effective conflict management (Tekleab et
al., 2009). However, despite substantial work on conflict
management, there is a notable gap regarding the interplay
with psychological safety (Faust, 2023).

In addition to     Agile teams, organisations
increasingly rely on multicultural teams, to benefit from
diverse perspectives and approaches (Marquard &
Horvath, 2001). Although multicultural teams have
numerous benefits, they can also be more challenging to
manage due to varying approaches to teamwork
(Marquard & Horvath, 2001). It is important to have
attention     for these collaboration     challenges, as
collaboration is a cornerstone of the Agile methodology
(Beck et al., 2001). Psychological safety could potentially
play a moderating role in the relationship between
diversity and team outcomes (Edmondson and Roloff,
2008) and thus help to overcome diversity related barriers.
Additionally psychological safety might be manifested
differently between mono- and multicultural teams, as
cultural norms shape both attitudes and behaviours by
defining what is acceptable, expected, or discouraged
(Groysberg et al., 2018). Hence, psychological safety
emerged as a vital ingredient in addressing teamwork
challenges, including managing conflicts and navigating
the complexities introduced by multicultural team
dynamics. A study by Thorgren & Caiman (2019) explored
psychological safety between Agile teams with different
(mono) cultures, however recent research has highlighted
the need for a deeper understanding of different cultural
influences in an Agile team (Welsch et al., 2024).

Therefore, this thesis contributes to the literature on
psychological safety by examining the differences in
observed psychological safety in relation to conflict
management effectiveness and cultural composition
within an Agile context.

Hence, this thesis answers the following research
question:

“How does team members’ observed psychological safety
differ between teams with effective versus ineffective
conflict management, and between mono- and
multicultural teams, within an Agile context?”

To address this research question, this study adopts
a mixed-methods design, integrating survey data with
video-recorded observations, and offers three key
theoretical contributions. First, this study extends current
knowledge by employing a novel and more objective
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approach to examining psychological safety through the
observation and comparison of actual psychological safety
related behaviours during retrospective meetings of Agile
teams. Second, this thesis provides insight into the
relationship between psychological safety and the
effectiveness of conflict management within Agile teams.
Third, it contributes to the understanding of how
psychological safety differs between monocultural and
multicultural Agile teams. This thesis also offers practical
implications for Agile team development and
management.     By     identifying     specific, observable
behaviours associated with psychological safety, it equips
Agile coaches and organisations with concrete indicators
to monitor and support team dynamics more effectively.
Moreover, by linking these behaviours to perceived
conflict management effectiveness and examining the
influence of cultural context, the study provides actionable
guidance for enhancing both psychological safety and
conflict management practices in diverse team settings.

In the remainder of this thesis, the theoretical
framework underpinning the research question will be
outlined, followed by a detailed explanation of the
methodology employed. Subsequently, the findings will
be presented and discussed, highlighting both the strengths
and limitations of the research. Finally, the thesis will
conclude by addressing the research question and
providing recommendations for future research.

2.THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This section provides an overview of the fundamental
principles of the Agile methodology and its key outcomes,
which form the contextual foundation for the teams
examined in this study. It is followed by a definition of
psychological safety, an exploration of its significance
within Agile team dynamics, and a method of assessing it
through verbal and non-verbal behaviours.     The
relationship between psychological safety and conflict
management is explored along with the potential
differences between mono- and multicultural teams.

2.1 The Agile methodology
Agile gained widespread recognition as a methodology
with the publication of the Agile Manifesto in 2001
(Dingsøyr et al., 2012). The Agile methodology emerged
as a response to traditional software development
approaches, such as the Waterfall model, where each phase
must be completed before moving on to the next (Stanley
et al., 2020) as they were increasingly viewed as inflexible
and inefficient in rapidly changing environments (Abbas
et al., 2008). In contrast, Agile methodologies are
grounded on four core values that emphasise a more
flexible and human-centred approach: (1) individuals and
interactions over processes and tools, (2) working software
over     comprehensive     documentation,     (3)     customer
collaboration over contract negotiation, (4) and responding
to change over following a plan (Beck et al., 2001).

While these shared values form the foundation
of all Agile methods, the term “Agile” remains difficult to
define precisely, as it functions as an umbrella concept
encompassing a variety of well-defined methods that differ
in practical application (Abbas et al., 2008), such as Scrum
and Extreme Programming (Dingsøyr et al., 2012). This
thesis adopts the definition of Agile as a method that is
continually ready “to rapidly or inherently create change,
proactively or reactively embrace change, and learn from

change, while contributing to perceived customer value
(economy, quality and simplicity), through its collective
components and relationships with its environment”
(Conboy, 2009, p. 340).

2.1.1 Agile Structure
Agile teams, also known as squads, are both self-managing
and cross-functional (Stanley et al., 2020), meaning they
consist of members with diverse skill sets who collectively
take ownership of the planning and execution of their
work. Operating under a shared leadership model, all team
members are responsible for achieving outcomes (Magpili
& Pazos, 2018).

Work in Agile teams is structured around short,
iterative development cycles, also referred to as sprints
(Stanley et al., 2020). Regular project evaluations enable
ongoing adjustments to plans during execution when
needed (Stanley et al., 2020). Sprints often include three
key meetings: (1) The sprint planning, (2) refinement
meeting, and (3) retrospective meeting (Stanley et al.,
2020). During the sprint planning, the team defines a clear
goal for the sprint. Each day that follows typically includes
a brief stand-up meeting (5-15 min), where team members
share updates on their progress, what they will do today
and communicate any challenges they face (Stanley et al.,
2020). The purpose of this is that challenges are identified
and handled quickly. As the sprint progresses, a refinement
meeting is held followed by the final retrospective
meeting, where the team reflects on what went well, what
could be improved and how to enhance performance in the
next sprint (Andriyani et al., 2017).

2.1.2 Outcomes of Agile
The fundamental characteristics of Agile organisations,
allow them to thrive in rapidly evolving and uncertain
environments (Naslund & Kale, 2020). Therefore, Agile
methodologies have expanded beyond their origins in
software development and are now applied across various
industries (Conforto et al., 2014). This broader adoption is
attributed to several advantages. Research has shown that
autonomy can promote a range of positive outcomes,
including greater willingness among team members to
experiment and increased openness to exploring solutions
(Buvik & Tkalich, 2022). Which ultimately results in
higher levels of psychological safety, enhanced employee
engagement,     as     well     as     improvements     in     team
performance (Peeters et al., 2022). The effect of Agile
practices on employee engagement and performance was
found to be partially mediated by a psychological safe
climate (Peeters et al., 2022). Therefore, to support the
effective implementation of Agile practices, fostering
psychological safety could be highly beneficial. In fact,
some practitioners have even claimed that Agile does not
work without psychological safety (Alami et al., 2023).

2.2 Psychological safety
Psychological safety was first explored by pioneering
organisational scholars in the 1960s (Edmondson & Lei,
2014). Edgar Schein and Warren Bennis introduced the
concept in their book Personal and Organizational
Change Through Group Methods: The Laboratory
Approach, describing it as a context that “encourages
provisional tries and which tolerates failure” (Shein &
Bennis, 1965, p. 45). However, broader recognition
emerged much later in 1999, primarily due to Amy
Edmondson’s work. In her paper, she described
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psychological safety as “a shared belief held by members
of a team that the team is safe for interpersonal risk taking”
(Edmondson, 1999, p. 2), which is also the definition of
psychological safety that this thesis adopts. Her research
showed relationships between team psychological safety,
team learning, and team performance. Ever since the
number and reach of studies on psychological safety have
grown exponentially, especially research conducted in the
healthcare delivery industry (Edmondson & Bransby,
2023).

2.2.1 Outcomes of Psychological Safety in Agile
Teams
It has become clear that psychological safety offers
numerous benefits for teams, including those working
within Agile frameworks (Hennel & Rosenkranz, 2020).
Psychological safety is positively related to team
reflexivity, performance (Buvik & Tkalich, 2022) and
innovation (Andersson et al., 2020), as it enables essential
group processes such as learning behaviour, and conflict
resolution by creating an environment that encourages
speaking up (Edmondson, 1999). Research by Hennel and
Rosenkranz (2020) identifies psychological safety as a
critical factor in team members acceptance of Agile
practices. Low psychological safety is linked to reduced
participation in Agile meetings, as individuals are less
likely to speak up, share ideas, or contribute input. In
contrast, higher levels of psychological safety promote
greater acceptance of Agile methods and more active
engagement. When team members feel psychologically
safe, they are more likely to help others, propose new ideas
and offer valuable input, ultimately enhancing the
effectiveness of Agile practices and their outcomes.
Psychological safety promotes knowledge sharing (Rivera
et al., 2021), especially when it involves high interpersonal
risk, since research by Mura et al. (2016) showed that
knowledge sharing related to exposing flaws or
limitations, e.g., sharing mistakes or seeking feedback,
was especially influenced by psychological safety.
Psychological safety thus plays a significant role in team
dynamics by creating a favourable environment for
speaking up, sharing ideas, and asking questions
(Edmondson & Bransby, 2023), which is fundamental for
effective teamwork, communication, and collaboration.
Additionally, psychological safety facilitates improved
communication across professional boundaries (O’Leary,
2016), which is especially important in cross-functional
Agile teams.

2.2.2 Observing Psychological Safety Through
Verbal and Non-Verbal Behaviours
Psychological safety is an inherently interpersonal and
behavioural phenomenon that is best understood through
observable interactions between team members
(O’Donovan     et     al.,     2020.     Therefore,     examining
psychological safety requires going beyond self-reported
perceptions as they are limited by self-reported bias and
don’t capture aspects that participants themselves are not
aware of (O’Donovan et al., 2020. Behaviour can be
defined as “the internally coordinated responses (actions
or inactions) of whole living organisms (individuals or
groups) to internal and/or external stimuli, excluding
responses more easily understood as developmental
changes” (Levitis et al., 2009, p. 108). These internally
coordinated responses include both verbal behaviours and
physical movements (Bergner, 2010). When these

behaviours reflect interpersonal risk-taking, e.g.,
correcting others or asking questions, this is a sign of
psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999; O’Donovan et al,
2020). Conversely, the absence of such verbal behaviours,
or overly cautious verbal behaviour, may indicate a lack of
psychological safety (Jiang et al., 2019; O’Donovan et al,
2020). Non-verbal behaviours,     while often     less
consciously controlled, can also signal the presence or
absence of psychological safety. For example, facial
expressions indicating fear or disengagement or closed
body language (arms closed, lean backwards) can be a sign
of low psychological safety, while active listening
(keeping eye contact) can indicate high psychological
safety (O’Donovan et al, 2020). Hence, this thesis explores
psychological safety through observing verbal and non-
verbal behaviours within Agile teams using video
observations.

2.3 Conflict management
For Agile teams, both conflict and conflict resolution differ
compared to traditional teams (Niederman et al., 2018).
The likelihood of conflict in Agile teams is higher
compared to traditional teams, because of the intensive
collaboration inherent in Agile methodologies (Crawford
et al., 2014; Gren & Lenberg, 2018) and the absence of a
formal leader (Niederman et al., 2018). Conflict refers to a
situation where one party believes that another party is
acting against or harming its interests (Wall & Callister,
1995). A distinction can be made between task conflict,
i.e., a disagreement between team members about the
content of the tasks being performed, including differences
in viewpoints, ideas, and opinions, and relationship
conflict,     i.e.,     interpersonal     incompatibility     among
members, often characterised by tension, animosity, and
annoyance (Jehn, 1995). Conflict can have both positive
and negative influences on a team, largely depended on the
effectiveness of its management (DeChurch & Marks,
2001). Furthermore, research found that the presence of
interpersonal conflict was negatively related to central
Agile practices such as iterative development and
customer access, making it more difficult for teams to be
Agile (Gren, 2017). If a team wants to reach a productive
and autonomous stage, it should be able to manage internal
conflicts and disagreements efficiently (Gren & Lenberg,
2018). Therefore, effective conflict management is crucial
for Agile teams. Previous research has approached conflict
management from two main perspectives: as a team-level
process involving the degree to which teams actively
manage conflict, or by focussing on individual styles of
conflict management behaviour displayed by team
members (Tekleab, 2009). This thesis follows the approach
adopted by Tekleab et al. (2009), placing emphasis on
conflict management as a process, specifically on whether
teams actively engage in open discussions and are
equipped to address conflict when it emerges. Open
communication allows teams to successfully resolve their
disagreements, which fosters trust and leads to increased
team cohesion and overall team effectiveness (Tekleab et
al., 2009).

Higher levels of psychological safety can enhance
conflict management (Edmondson, 1999; Faust, 2023). By
creating a favourable environment for speaking up, sharing
ideas and asking questions (Edmondson & Bransby, 2023),
psychological safety plays an important role as it supports
open communication (Ito et al., 2022), which is an
essential component of effective conflict management
(Tekleab et al., 2009). Controversially, a lack of
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psychological safety is related to knowledge hiding,
holding back ideas and observations (Jiang et al., 2019)
This makes communication more difficult and, thus in turn
negatively influences conflict management as issues are
not addressed when they emerge. Research by Sherf et al.
(2021) even suggested that psychological safety may be
more     strongly     associated     with     silence     behaviour
(negatively) than with voice behaviour (positively) as a
lack of psychological safety can serve as an environmental
cue that triggers the behavioural inhibition system, leading
individuals to avoid potential self-harm through silence.

2.4 Cultural team composition
In today’s globalised world, organisations are increasingly
relying on multicultural teams to leverage the diverse
experiences, perspectives and approaches of individuals
from different cultural backgrounds. (Marquardt &
Horvath, 2001). Culture refers to a way of thinking, acting,
and living that is shared by members of a group and passed
down from one generation to the next (Marquardt &
Horvath, 2001). This thesis adopts the definition of
multicultural teams as proposed by Tirmizi (2008), stating
that a multicultural team exists of culturally diverse
individuals who are interdependent, share responsibility
for outcomes, identify as a cohesive unit within larger
systems, and manage relationships across and beyond
organisational boundaries. Cultural diversity is thus a
variation in shared beliefs, norms and values within a
group, that underpin their behaviours and shape how they
interpret various aspects of their social world (Hui et al.,
2017). Although cultural diversity has advantages, it can
also be difficult to manage, as most people simply don’t
realise it’s there (Marquardt & Horvath, 2001). Key
cultural differences that affect teamwork include different
communication styles, different ways for problem solving,
decision making, and dealing with disagreements
(Marquardt & Horvath, 2001). Furthermore, these cultural
differences can increase the likelihood of friction,
misunderstandings, and tension, which if not addressed,
may quickly escalate into conflict, making multicultural
teams more prone to it (Marquardt & Horvath, 2001).
Addressing the greater collaboration challenges in
multicultural teams is crucial, as collaboration is central to
the Agile methodology (Beck et al., 2001). Edmondson
and Roloff (2008) argue that psychological safety can play
a moderating role in the relationship between diversity and
team outcomes, such as collaboration, learning and
performance and thus helps to overcome diversity related
barriers. Additionally, since culture shapes the way people
behave (Groysberg et al., 2018), psychological safety
might differ between mono- and multicultural teams.

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1 Research Design
This thesis adopts a mixed-method research design,
combining both quantitative and qualitative approaches to
address the research question in a more comprehensive
way (Creswell et al., 2003). Each method provides
different types of information and has both distinct
limitations and strengths (Creswell & Cresswell, 2017).
Quantitative methods provide factual, reliable outcomes
and generalizable patterns, while qualitative methods offer
rich, detailed insights into individual perspectives
(Steckler et al., 1992). By integrating both approaches, the
study benefits from the complementary nature of the data
sources by methodological triangulation, which enhances

the reliability and validity of findings as it can neutralise
biases and weaknesses of the methods separately
(Creswell & Cresswell, 2017). This research utilises pre-
existing data, comprising video recordings of real-time
Agile team meetings and survey responses from the team
members.

The use of video recordings in the qualitative
component of this study helps address the limitations of
self-reported data and aligns with the growing emphasis in
literature on objective behavioural assessment (Zhao et al.,
2019; O’Donovan et al., 2020). The video recordings were
coded using the psychological safety codebook developed
by the OBCC to identify both verbal and non-verbal
behaviours associated with high or low levels of
psychological safety. The coded videos were used to
identify the frequency and duration of these behaviours
across mono- and multicultural teams and across teams
with high versus low conflict management effectiveness to
investigate a potential relationship between cultural
composition and psychological safety and between
conflict management effectiveness and psychological
safety. To categorise teams based on cultural composition,
demographic data collected before the first meeting was
used, in which participants reported their nationality.

Additionally, the survey captured data on the Agile
team members’ perceptions of conflict management
effectiveness during the meetings, which allowed for a
differentiation between effective and ineffective teams.
Accordingly, this thesis adopts a mixed-method research
design, beginning with a quantitative analysis to categorise
the teams, and a qualitative analysis to identify verbal and
non-verbal behaviours related to psychological safety,
followed by a quantitative approach to investigate
differences between mono- and multicultural teams and a
potential relationship with conflict management
effectiveness.

3.2 Data Collection
The data used in this research originates from a larger
research project conducted by the Organisational
Behaviour, Change Management and Consultancy Group
(OBCC) of the University of Twente between 2018 and
2022. The project was carried out in collaboration with a
major Dutch financial services company and focused on
multiple Agile teams. These teams were video recorded
during three key meetings over the course of their sprint,
namely the sprint planning, refinement meeting and
retrospective meeting. To preserve     anonymity of
participants, team members were assigned identification
numbers, which were also visible on their bodies during
the recordings. While the original dataset includes both
virtual and in-person meetings, this thesis exclusively
analyses the video recordings of face-to-face meetings, as
the observation of psychological safety might differ
between the two settings. To capture all the relevant
perspectives, three cameras were set up around the
meeting table. In addition to the video recordings, a series
of surveys were conducted before or after each meeting to
gather information on a variety of topics, including
demographics and perceived effectiveness of conflict
management.

3.3 Sample
The dataset analysed in this thesis consists of observations
from four Agile teams operating within a major Dutch
financial services company that has long embedded Agile
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practices into its organisational structure. Participants in
this study were drawn from various squads that function
autonomously and represent a range of professional roles
and individual backgrounds. The Agile teams selected
differ along two key dimensions: cultural composition and
conflict management effectiveness. Teams were first
grouped by cultural composition as either monocultural or
multicultural. Within each of these categories, teams were
further differentiated by their conflict management
effectiveness, as measured by average scores completed by
team members through the surveys. This resulted in a
sample of four teams: one monocultural team with high
conflict management effectiveness, one monocultural
team with low effectiveness, one multicultural team with
high effectiveness and one multicultural team with low
effectiveness.

Table 1. Perceived conflict management effectiveness
scores for each selected team

Team       Conflict               SD       Team       Conflict                   SD
management                                   management
effectiveness                                    effectiveness

Effective Effective
monocultural multicultural
A 5.1 1.5 I 5.7 .63
Ineffective                                         Ineffective
monocultural multicultural
B 5 .9 II 4 1.6

A total of 29 individuals were observed across the four
Agile teams. Team sizes ranged from 5 to 9 members, with
an average of 7.25 participants per team. Among the 29
participants, 24 identified as male, 4 as female and 1 did
not disclose gender information. In terms of nationality, 18
were Dutch and 10 were non-Dutch, including 7
individuals of Indian origin, 1 Belgian, 1 Spanish and 1
Hungarian, and 1 did not disclose information on
nationality. The average age of all participants was 37.69,
ranging between 22 and 65. The teams represented a
diverse mix of professional expertise, with each team
including at least two different professional backgrounds.
Across all teams, areas such as finance IT, marketing, risk
management, and data     science     were     represented.
Educational qualifications varied as well, including
participants with HBO bachelor’s degrees, University
bachelor’s and master’s degrees, and PhDs, as well as
alternative qualifications. For three of the teams, the
retrospective meeting was observed. During this meeting
teams should reflect on collaboration by discussing
challenges, feelings, analysing previous action points and
identifying reasons for issues (Andriyani et al., 2017),
which makes it a critical context for psychological safety.
For one team, the retrospective meeting was not available,
therefore the second meeting in the sprint cycle was
observed instead. In total, four team meetings were
included in the analysis.

3.4 Measures
3.4.1 Psychological Safety
Psychological safety was assessed through a behavioural
analysis of the video-recorded team meetings. The video
recordings were coded using a codebook developed by the
OBCC, which was based on the observational framework
proposed by O’Donovan et al. (2020). Originally
developed to complement survey methods in the context
of healthcare teams, this framework enables the
identification of behaviours that indicate varying levels of

psychological safety. The OBCC codebook defined nine
distinct categories of observable behaviours that are
expected to either enhance or diminish team members
perceived psychological safety within a team. Categories
associated with higher perceived psychological safety
included behaviours reflecting interpersonal risk-taking,
for example: Voice behaviours (e.g. disagreeing, providing
feedback     or correcting     others)    and     Learning or
improvement-oriented behaviours (e.g. acknowledging as
mistake or asking for help) (O’Donovan et al., 2020).
Categories associated with lower perceived psychological
safety     included     behaviours     reflecting     a     lack     of
interpersonal risk-taking, for example: Silence behaviours
(non-verbal) (e.g. facial expressions indicating fear or
disengagement), and Defensive voice behaviours (e.g.
denying faults and evading confrontation by focussing on
the positives) (O’Donovan et al., 2020).

During the coding process, each observed behaviour
was assigned to one of the nine categories. Only
interactions that clearly reflected behaviour from the
predefined behavioural categories were coded. No codes
were assigned when team members did not display a single
behaviour listed in the codebook. Observations included
psychological safety behaviours directed at individual
team members, subgroups, as well as those towards the
team as a whole.

3.4.2 Mono- & Multi Cultural Teams
In accordance with the definition proposed by Tirmizi
(2008), Agile teams were classified as multicultural if they
included members form at least two different cultural
backgrounds. Cultural background was primarily
determined based on team members’ self-reported
nationality, which was collected through a survey
conducted after the first team meeting. In one case where
nationality data was not provided, the classification was
based on the most fluent language indicated by team
members. Given that this team reported a combination of
‘Dutch’, ‘English’, and ‘Other’, it was classified as
multicultural. Among the teams that participated in face-
to-face meetings, this classification process resulted in the
identification of four monocultural and five multicultural
teams. One of the multicultural teams included only two
nationalities: Dutch and Indian. Although the Dutch
member was absent from the meeting analysed, the team
was still classified as multicultural. The decision was made
because the Indian participants stated three different most
fluent     languages,     suggesting     a    level     of    cultural
heterogeneity within the group. As Panda and Gupta
(2004) demonstrated, cultural diversity can exist within
Indian national boundaries, thus, the team was decided to
exhibit sufficient cultural diversity to meet the criteria for
classification as multicultural.

3.4.3 Conflict Management
Perceived     conflict     management     effectiveness     was
measured directly after the second meeting, which is also
known as the sprint review. This was done by conducting
surveys, based on four items adapted from Tekleab et al.
(2009): (1) Conflict is dealt with openly on this squad, (2)
If conflict arises on this squad, the people involved in the
conflict initiate steps to resolve the conflict immediately,
(3) This squad knows what to do when conflicts between
squad members arise, (4) This squad is able to avoid the
negative aspects of conflict before they occur. The team
members rated their level of agreement with each
statement using a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from
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‘Strongly Disagree’ (1) to ‘Strongly Agree’ (7). Based on
these responses, teams were assigned a mean conflict
management effectiveness score. For both the mono- and
multicultural teams, the teams with the highest and lowest
means were selected for analysis.

3.5 Data Analysis
3.5.1 Qualitative Analysis
A deductive thematic analysis was conducted to identify
observable instances of psychological safety-related
behaviour, based on the framework by Braun and Clarke
(2006). Participant verbal and non-verbal behaviours were
systematically compared to those specified in the OBCC
psychological safety codebook by examining the video
recordings and their transcripts. When a participant
demonstrated a behaviour that aligned with one of the
behaviours in the nine codebook categories, as interpreted
by the researcher, it was assigned the corresponding code.
For example, when a participant provided information,
help, solutions, or corrected another participant, the
behaviour was coded as “Voice behaviour”. When a
participant had a facial expression indicating fear or
disengagement it was coded as “Silence behaviour”
(O’Donovan et al., 2020). If a participant did not display a
single behaviour listed in the codebook, no code was
assigned. When a participant displayed behaviours
belonging to two distinct codes, both codes were assigned.
Behaviours were coded from their start to conclusion,
allowing for the calculation of each behaviour’s duration.
This process was consistently applied to all participants
throughout the meeting. All coding was conducted using
Noldus Observer XT to organise and compare the
behavioural data systematically.

3.5.2 Quantitative Analysis
After all the psychological safety-related behaviours were
identified, both a frequency analysis and a duration
analysis were conducted. The frequency analysis
quantified the number of observed behaviours within each
of the nine categories, while the duration analysis
measured the total time these behaviours were displayed.
The frequencies and durations of behaviours within each
coded category were then added together to determine the
total number and total duration of behaviours indicative of
higher and lower levels of psychological safety. This was
based    on the codebook, which categorised four
behavioural categories as reflecting higher psychological
safety, four as reflecting lower psychological safety, and
one as neutral (see Section 3.4.1). These metrics were then
used to examine differences in psychological safety across
teams with differing levels of conflict management
effectiveness and cultural composition.

To enable comparison across teams, both frequency
and duration measures were standardised. Given that the
analysed meetings varied in team size and length, some
teams naturally exhibited more and longer behaviours.
Therefore, the frequency and duration of each behavioural
category were divided by the total frequency and total
duration of all observed behaviours in the entire meeting.
This resulted in a percentage-based representation of each
behavioural category, enabling consistent comparison
across teams. To explore whether the differences in means
for frequency and duration were statistically meaningful
across cultural composition and conflict management
effectiveness of teams, a statistical test was conducted
using the Mann-Whitney U test. This non-parametric test

was selected because it does not require assumptions of
normality and its more appropriate for comparing
differences between two independent groups with small
sample sizes compared to parametric alternatives (Kim,
2023). In this study, the number of data points per group
was too limited to conduct formal normality testing. For
example, conducting a Shapiro-Wilk test to examine
normality in R Studio requires a minimum of three
observations per group. Therefore, to avoid making
unsupported assumptions about the data distribution, the
Mann-Whitney U test was decided to be the most suitable
method.

4. RESULTS
This section outlines the key findings of the study, starting
with a descriptive frequency analysis of observed
behaviours, followed by a descriptive analysis of the
duration of those behaviours, a comparative analysis, and
concluding with an exploratory statistical interpretation.

4.1 Frequency Analysis
Table 2 below presents an overview of the standardised
frequencies of observed behaviours indicative of higher
levels of psychological safety e.g., voice behaviours and
collaboration behaviours, lower levels of psychological
safety e.g., defensive voice behaviours and silence
behaviours (non-verbal), and neutral behaviours, i.e.
neutral task related behaviours, across the four observed
teams. Each team representing a distinct combination of
conflict management effectiveness (effective vs.
ineffective) and cultural composition (monocultural vs.
multicultural). As shown in Table 2, all the teams exhibit
more behaviours indicative of higher psychological safety
than behaviours indicative of lower psychological safety.
Team A displayed the highest percentage of behaviours
indicative of higher psychological safety (85.75%), which
is interesting since it is the monocultural team with
effective conflict management, followed by Team I
(67.79%), Team II (63.24%), and Team B (62.24%). In
contrast, behaviours indicative of lower psychological
safety were most prominent in team II (36.76%) and Team
B (34.10%), both of which were characterised by low
conflict management effectiveness. For team I this score
was slightly lower (34.10%), followed by Team A with the
lowest score (11.29%). Neutral behaviours remained
minimal across all teams, ranging from 0,00% to 3.66%.
However, they were more prevalent in the monocultural
teams than in the multicultural teams.

Looking at the specific behavioural categories,
collaboration behaviours were most frequently observed
across all teams, particularly in Team A (57.38%). Silence
behaviours, associated with lower psychological safety,
were especially pronounced in Team II (28.06%) and Team
I (24.85%), which are both multicultural teams. While both
Team A (9.99%) and Team B (13.29%) scored lower in this
category. Defensive silence behaviours were notably high
in Team B (20.04%) but nearly absent in other teams.
Familiarity behaviours were slightly more frequent in both
monocultural Team A (6.15%) and Team B (7.13%),
compared to multicultural Team I (1.32%) and Team II
(3.95%). This is also true for voice behaviours with the
highest frequency in Team A (16.64%) and Team B
(16.18%), followed by team I (12.65%) and Team II
(12.52%). In contrast, unsupportive behaviours were
observed more in Team I and Team II (1.62% and 3.29%)
compared to Team A and
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Table 2. Standardised frequencies of observed behaviours indicative of psychological safety

Voice Behaviours
Defensive Voice
Behaviours
Silence Behaviours
Defensive Silence
Behaviours (Non-verbal)
Collaboration Behaviours
Unsupportive Behaviours
Learning or Improvement
Oriented Behaviours
Familiarity Behaviours
Neutral Behaviours
Total (+) related behaviour
Total (-) related behaviour

Team A
(Effective monocultural)

16.64%
0.36%

9.99%
0.80%

57.38%
0.14%
5.57%

6.15%
2.97%
85.75%
11.29%

Team B
(Ineffective
monocultural)
16.18%
0.19%

13.29%
20.04%

29.87%
0.58%
9.06%

7.13%
3.66%
62.24%
34.10%

Team I
(Effective multicultural)

12.65%
3.82%

24.85%
0.00%

43.38%
1.62%
10.44%

1.32%
1.91%
67.79%
30.29%

Team II
(Ineffective
multicultural)
12.52%
0.00%

28.06%
5.40%

44.27%
3.29%
2.50%

3.95%
0.00%
63.24%
36.76%

4.2 Duration Analysis
Table 3 below presents the same overview as Table 2,
listing all behaviours indicative of higher or lower
psychological safety, as well as neutral behaviours, but
based on the standardised durations. In terms of duration,
both monocultural Team A and Team B had similar
percentages of time spent on positive psychological safety-
related behaviours (74.38% and 74.21%). However, they
did differ in time spent on negative psychological safety-
related behaviour, with 17.15% for Team A and 23.97% for
Team B. In contrast, both multicultural Team I (68.14%)
and Team II (61.71%) showed lower durations of positive
psychological safety-related behaviours and higher
durations     of     negative     psychological     safety-related
behaviours (28.05% and 38.29%). Neutral behaviours
were infrequent in all teams, but more prominent in Team
A by duration (8.48%).

Considering the specific behavioural categories,
collaboration behaviours occupied the largest share of time
spend across all four teams, particularly in Team B
(64.16%), Team I (59.10%) and team A (59.05%), while
Team II showed a slightly lower percentage (49.90%).
Silence behaviours were observed to be the longest in

Team II (37.00%) and Team I (25.58%), both multicultural
teams. The monocultural Team A and Team B recorded
shorter silence durations (15.95% & 14.78%). The
percentage of time spent on defensive silence was again
the highest in Team B (9.01%), with minimal presence in
the other teams. Team I showed no defensive silence by
duration, though it did exhibit a more defensive voice
compared to the other teams. Learning or improvement-
oriented behaviours were most sustained in Team I
(3.37%) and Team A (2.08%), while Team B devoted less
time (1.26%) to such behaviours, followed by Team II with
the least amount of time (0.73%). Notably, Team I and
Team A were both categorised as having effective conflict
management, while Team B and Team II had ineffective
conflict management. In line with the frequency results,
Team A followed by Team B exhibited the highest
percentage of time spent on familiarity behaviours (2.41%
& 1.42%), while Team I and II devoted less time to this
(0.71% & 0.92%). Finally, defensive silences were slightly
longer in team B and II (9.01% & 1.25%) compared to
team A and I (1.14% & 0.00%).

Table 3. Standardised durations of observed behaviours indicative of psychological safety

Voice Behaviours
Defensive Voice
Behaviours
Silence Behaviours
Defensive Silence
Behaviours (Non-verbal)
Collaboration Behaviours
Unsupportive Behaviours
Learning or Improvement
Oriented Behaviours
Familiarity Behaviours
Neutral Behaviours
Total (+) related behaviour
Total (-) related behaviour

Team A
(Effective monocultural)

10.84%
0.05%

15.95%
1.14%

59.05%
0.01%
2.08%

2.41%
8.48%
74.38%
17.15%

Team B
(Ineffective
monocultural)
7.37%
0.01%

14.78%
9.01%

64.16%
0.18%
1.26%

1.42%
1.82%
74.21%
23.97%

Team I
(Effective multicultural)

4.96%
2.18%

25.58%
0.00%

59.10%
0.29%
3.37%

0.71%
3.81%
68.14%
28.05%

Team II
(Ineffective
multicultural)
10.16%
0.00%

37.00%
1.25%

49,90%
0.04%
0.73%

0.92%
0.00%
61.71%
38.29%
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4.3 Comparative Analysis
4.3.1 Mono- versus Multicultural teams
To investigate psychological safety across different
cultural compositions, Team A was compared with Team I,
and Team B with Team II, while controlling for conflict
management effectiveness to ensure consistent conditions
across comparisons. Both multicultural Team I and Team
II exhibited higher levels of silence behaviours, both in
frequency and duration, compared to the monocultural
teams. Specifically, silence behaviours accounted for
24.85% and 28.06% of the behaviours in Team I and Team
II, compared to 9.99% and 13.29% in Team A and Team B.
This pattern was also visible in the duration data, where
silence behaviour made up 25.58% and 37% of the total
time spent in multicultural teams, while this was 15.95%
and 14.78% in monocultural teams. Furthermore, the
percentage of defensive voice behaviours was the highest
for multicultural Team I (3.82%), while almost absent in
the other teams. Familiarity behaviours were notably more
frequent and longer in monocultural teams compared to
multicultural teams. Monocultural Team A and B had
frequencies of 6.15% and 7.13% with durations of 2.41%
and 1.42%, while multicultural Team I and Team II had
frequencies of 1.32% and 3.95% with durations of 0.71%
and 0.92%. This is interesting because it might suggest that
monocultural teams find it easier to establish informal
interpersonal connections, potentially due to shared
cultural norms and the absence of language barriers.
Although voice behaviours were generally more frequent
in monocultural teams, the gap was narrower than in the
other behavioural categories. Team A and Team B showed
the highest frequencies (16.64% and 16.18%), followed by
Team I and Team II (12.65% and 12.52%). This may
reflect a willingness to speak up across all teams, but with
a slightly reduced engagement in multicultural teams.

4.3.2 Teams with effective versus ineffective
conflict management
To investigate psychological safety across varying levels
of conflict management effectiveness, Team A was
compared with Team B, and Team I with team II, while
maintaining a consistent cultural composition across each
pair. The teams with effective conflict management (Team
A and Team I) exhibited higher percentages of behaviours
indicative of psychological safety. Positive behaviours
comprised 85.75% of observed behaviours in Team A and
67.79% in Team I. In contrast, these figures were 62.24%
for Team B and 63.24% for Team II, teams with ineffective
conflict management. A similar trend emerged in duration,
since Team A and Team I spent more time on positive
behaviours (74.38% and 68.14%) compared to Team B and
Team II (74.21% and 61.71%). This gap was even more
pronounced in the duration of negative behaviours, where
Team A and Team I had percentages of 17.15% and
28.05%, while Team B and Team II had percentages of
23.97% and 38.29%.     Looking at the individual
behavioural categories, the effective teams scored slightly
longer durations on learning and improvement-oriented
behaviour. In addition, the duration of defensive silence
was slightly longer in the ineffective teams. Interestingly
to note it that combined with normal silence behaviour, this
gap becomes even more pronounced. Thus, silence
behaviour could indeed hinder open communication and
make conflict management more difficult.

4.4 Exploratory Statistical Analysis

To complement the descriptive and comparative findings,
an exploratory statistical analysis was conducted using the
Mann-Whitney U test to assess whether the observed
differences in psychological safety-related behaviours
across mono and multicultural teams and teams with
effective versus ineffective conflict management were
statistically meaningful. This analysis is considered
exploratory, as it does not necessarily aim to confirm
hypotheses with inferential certainty, but rather to identify
emerging patterns that may guide future research.
Although the comparative analysis led to some noticeable
trends, such as higher frequencies of silence behaviours in
multicultural teams and a lower duration of behaviours
negatively related to psychological safety in teams with
effective conflict management, none of the results were
statistically significant at the standard significance level of
0.05. As shown in Appendices A through D, while
differences in behaviour were observable, they did not
reach statistical significance within the current sample.
Therefore, results should be interpreted with caution.
Nonetheless, the behavioural patterns across different
team types highlight the potential value for future studies
with larger and more diverse samples.

5. DISCUSSION
This thesis explored how psychological safety manifests
through observable behaviours in Agile teams, specifically
comparing mono- and multicultural team compositions
and varying levels of conflict management effectiveness.
By incorporating both verbal and non-verbal behavioural
analyses, this study contributes to a growing body of
literature that advocates for more objective assessments of
psychological safety (Zhao et al., 2019; O’Donovan et al.,
2020). The findings provide novel insights into the
behavioural expressions of psychological safety within
Agile     teams     and     offer     practical     and     theoretical
implications.

5.1 Theoretical Implications
5.1.1 Psychological Safety and Conflict
Management Effectiveness
This research contributes to existing literature by
exploring the relationship between the effectiveness of
conflict management and psychological safety, an area that
is under investigated in literature (Faust, 2023), especially
in an Agile context. Research by Faust himself
underscored the crucial role of psychological safety as an
environmental factor affecting conflict management styles
and outcomes among nurse practitioners in acute or critical
care settings. He found that psychological safety emerged
as a significant predictor of conflict management success.
Aligning with his findings, although not statistically
significant, this research indicated that the teams
categorised as having effective conflict management
(Team A and Team I) exhibited a higher percentage of
behaviours indicative of higher psychological safety, and a
lower percentage of behaviours indicative of lower levels
of psychological safety, compared to teams with
ineffective conflict management. In addition, this study
explored the interplay of both variables through observed
behaviour, minimizing the self-reported bias inherent in
surveys (O’Donovan et al., 2020).

When examining the individual behavioural
categories, the most notable observations were a slightly
longer duration of learning and improvement-oriented
behaviours in teams with effective conflict management,
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and a slightly shorter duration of defensive silence
compared to teams with ineffective conflict management.
When both silence and defensive silence were considered
together, the difference became even more pronounced in
both frequency and duration. The multicultural team with
ineffective conflict management exhibited by far the
highest level of silence behaviours and received the lowest
conflict management effectiveness score. Given that
silence behaviour is associated with lower psychological
safety (O’Donovan et al., 2020), these findings support the
idea that psychological safety is essential for constructive
conflict resolution (Edmondson, 1999; Faust, 2023), as it
enables open communication (Ito et al., 2022; Tekleab et
al., 2009).

5.1.2 Psychological Safety in Mono- and
Multicultural Teams
This study responds to recent calls for deeper insights into
the cultural dynamics of Agile teams as emphasised by
Welsch et al. (2024). The comparative findings indicate
that multicultural teams displayed higher frequencies and
durations of silence behaviours, along with reduced
familiarity and voice behaviours, compared to their
monocultural counterparts. These patterns suggest that
cultural diversity may negatively relate to psychological
safety. The increased silence behaviours observed in
multicultural teams may reflect discomfort or uncertainty
about speaking up in culturally mixed settings as cultural
norms around appropriate behaviour vary (Hui et al., 2017;
Ng et al., 2019). However, it is also important to interpret
silence behaviours from a cultural point of view. Research
argues that silence serves different communicative
functions in high-context versus low-context cultures
(Hayati & Sinha, 2024). In high context cultures, such as
those commonly found in India, silence can be seen as a
sign of respect or attentiveness. Conversely, in low-context
cultures like the Netherlands, silence is more often
interpreted as disengagement or a lack of contribution
(Hayati & Sinha, 2024). This cultural asymmetry is
particularly relevant given that the monocultural teams in
this study existed of Dutch participants, while one
multicultural team included predominantly Indian team
members. This raises important questions about whether
psychological safety can be measured uniformly across
cultural settings, which is a recommendation for future
research (Matsuo et al., 2023; Mahmoud et al., 2022).

The reduction of voice behaviours in multicultural
teams, although not statistically significant, partially
mirrors findings from Ng et al. (2019). They identified that
cultural diversity significantly reduced voice behaviour
directed at a supervisor and mediated by (a lack of) cultural
intelligence also voice behaviour directed at peers.
Another potential explanation for reduced voice behaviour
can     be     found     in     language     barriers,     caused     by
communicating via a corporate language, usually English,
resulting in varying proficiency levels (Weinzierl, 2024).
When individuals feel pressured to communicate in a
foreign language, negative emotions can come up and
negatively impact their capacity for action (Weinzierl,
2024) and thus resulting in less voice behaviour.

Similarly, familiarity behaviours, such as informal
exchanges or humour, were less frequent and shorter in
multicultural teams. This may be attributed to a lack of
open communication that is identified as a barrier in
multicultural teams, which influences the personal
relationships between team members (Welsch et al., 2024).
In addition, humour is very culturally dependent both in

terms of humour usage and perceptions of humour (Jiang
et al., 2019). For example, research showed that Chinese
students use humour less frequently compared to Canadian
students,     especially     aggressive     humour,     indicating
potential differences between eastern and western
countries (Chen & Martin, 2007). Given that familiarity
behaviours are associated with increased psychological
safety (O’Donovan et al., 2020), their absence may
indicate a more reserved or formal interaction style in
multicultural settings. Importantly, while monocultural
teams demonstrated a baseline advantage, showing longer
durations of positive psychological safety behaviours and
shorter durations of negative ones, the multicultural team
with higher psychological safety exhibited more effective
conflict management than its counterpart. This highlights
that, although monocultural teams may more easily sustain
psychological safety, fostering psychological safety in
multicultural teams can help overcome cultural barriers
and enable more constructive conflict resolution. Taken
together, these findings contribute to the growing body of
literature that highlights both the complexity and potential
of multicultural teams.

5.2 Practical Implications
The findings of this study offer several practical
implications for organisations and Agile coaches aiming to
foster psychological safety within teams. Given the
connection between psychological safety and conflict
management effectiveness, both fostering psychological
safety as equipping teams with tools and structured
approaches for handling disagreements is essential. This
could include offering conflict resolution training,
promoting open dialogue during meetings, and
establishing norms for constructive feedback.

For multicultural teams in particular, language
barriers (Marquardt & Horvath, 2001) and differing
communication norms (Hayati & Sinha, 2024) may hinder
interpersonal risk-taking, given the observed tendency
towards more silence behaviour and a lower frequency and
duration of voice behaviours. Even though Agile teams
don’t have a formal leader, it is recommended that the
individual leading a meeting adopts inclusive facilitation
practices. They should spot signs of discomfort/confusion
and check in with quitter members or they could
implement structured speaking opportunities, where every
member gets the chance to speak while reducing the
pressure to do this spontaneously, as that can be difficult
in a second language (Tenzer & Pudelko, 2025).
Overcoming other cultural differences involves learning
about one another’s cultural backgrounds, including
differing communication styles, and the ways in which a
member’s culture influences team dynamics (Marquardt &
Horvath, 2001).

Additionally, the multicultural teams showed slightly
less engagement    in familiarity behaviours.    Since
familiarity behaviours are an important part of developing
psychological safety within a team, it is recommended to
promote and enable leisure-time gatherings and team-
building activities to build trust, strengthen informal bonds
and ultimately enhance team performance (Welsch et al.,
2024).

Last, organisations could consider using video
segments from their team meetings to highlight both
positive and negative behavioural patterns. This can help
teams identify problems in communication and self-
diagnose issues related to psychological safety, leading to
improvements over time. Moreover, increasing employee
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awareness and understanding of psychological safety and
its impact can be beneficial across all team types.
Providing training on what psychological safety looks like
in practice, and how it contributes to team performance,
could help team members to become more mindful of their
own behaviours during meetings. It can also empower
them to gently address or correct behaviours in others that
may unintentionally undermined a safe team climate.

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE
RESEARCH
While this study provides valuable insights into Agile team
dynamics, several limitations must be acknowledged.
First, all Agile teams in the sample were drawn from a
single organisation in the Netherlands. The specific
organisational culture, structure, and implementation of
Agile practices may differ from other contexts, industries
or geographical regions, limiting the generalisability of the
findings. However, given the exploratory nature of this
work and the novel, top-notch methodological approach
implemented to study teams within this organisation, the
focus on one company was deemed appropriate. Still,
future research could conduct a similar study in other
organisations, industries or cultural contexts.

A second limitation concerns the relatively small
sample size, consisting of only four Agile teams (two
monocultural and two multicultural, of which two with
high and two with low conflict management
effectiveness).     A     small     sample size     limits the
generalisability of the findings (Etz & Arroyo, 2015;
Tipton et al., 2016), as the observed behavioural patterns
might be influenced by the individual dynamics within the
team or the behaviour of a single team member could have
disproportionately affected the results. Nonetheless, the
small sample allowed for an in-depth, context-rich analysis
of psychological safety with a novel methodology, that
therefore is still highly valuable (Boddy, 2016). Yet future
research may benefit from including a larger sample of
Agile teams to improve generalisability.

Another limitation lies in the categorisation of Agile
teams into groups with “effective” and “ineffective”
conflict management. Due to the relatively small sample
size, the differences in mean scores between teams on
conflict management effectiveness were not clearly
different. For example, the two monocultural teams had
mean scores of 5.0 (SD = 0.9) and 5.1 (SD =1.2). Despite
the marginal difference, one was classified as ineffective
and the other as effective. This small difference, combined
with overlapping standard deviations, suggests that the
categorisation lacks robustness. Nonetheless, using this
binary categorisation was a practical starting point for
exploratory research, enabling insights into potential
behavioural patterns related to conflict management.

Moreover, teams were selected on a voluntary basis,
which may have caused self-selection bias. Teams with
more positive dynamics, such as conflict management
effectiveness, may have been more willing to participate,
potentially affecting the overall results. At the same time,
voluntary participation likely increased authenticity as
they were being comfortable with being observed.
However, future research would benefit from a more
diverse and randomised sample that allows for a clearer
differentiation between levels of conflict management
effectiveness and reduces the risk of selection bias.

Furthermore, conflict management effectiveness was
assessed solely through self-reported survey data, which

may be influenced by biases such as inaccurate self-
assessment. Even though surveys are a widely accepted
method in research, to gain a more objective and detailed
understanding,     future     studies     could     benefit     from
incorporating observational methods. Conflict
management effectiveness could be assessed by analysing
team interactions and conflict episodes.

A final limitation concerns the coding of the video
recordings. Although the original plan was to have two
independent coders per video to improve reliability and
reduce observer bias, time constraints caused each video
to be coded by only one person. Additionally, all four
meetings were analysed by four different coders. This may
have introduced systematic differences in interpreting
behaviours and led to coding variations across videos.
These factors increase the risk of subjective interpretation
and reduce the overall reliability. Even so, the use of a
detailed and structured codebook helped to maintain a
consistency across coders. To strengthen future research, it
is recommended that at least two independent coders
analyse each video and work towards consensus to
enhance coding consistency and data robustness.

Last, while this study indicated a relationship
between psychological safety and conflict management
effectiveness, it did not investigate the directionality. It is
recommended that future research explores whether
psychological safety leads to more effective conflict
management, vice versa, or whether they are mutually
reinforcing. This could potentially be done by a
longitudinal study, also to investigate how psychological
safety evolves over time.

7. CONCLUSION
This thesis explored how psychological safety is
manifested in Agile teams by comparing observed
behaviours across teams with varying levels of conflict
management effectiveness and cultural diversity. Using a
mixed-method approach, integrating video recordings
with survey data, this study provided objective insights
into team dynamics beyond self-reported perceptions.
Although the findings were not significant, the results
showed notable patterns. Teams with effective conflict
management displayed a higher frequency and longer
duration of behaviours indicative of higher psychological
safety, while behaviours indicative of lower psychological
safety were less frequent, compared to teams with
ineffective conflict management. This supports the idea
that psychological safety and conflict management
effectiveness are interconnected. Furthermore,
multicultural teams exhibited more silence behaviours and
slightly lower voice, and familiarity behaviours compared
to monocultural teams, possibly reflecting the influence of
varying cultural norms and language barriers on
psychological safety. These findings highlight the
importance of increasing awareness of how cultural
composition influences Agile teams and of actively
fostering a climate of open communication and
psychological safety, both of which are essential for
effective conflict management.
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10. APPENDIX

Appendix A, B, C and D present an overview of the outcome of the Mann Whitney U tests, including the p-value and an
interpretation on significance.

Appendix A. Mann-Whitney U Test, Standardised Frequencies between Mono- and Multicultural teams

Behavioural Category

Voice Behaviours
Defensive Voice Behaviours
Silence Behaviours
Defensive Silence Behaviours
(Non-verbal)
Collaboration Behaviours
Unsupportive Behaviours
Learning or Improvement Oriented
Behaviours
Familiarity Behaviours
Neutral Behaviours

Test Statistic

4
2
0
3

2
0
2

4
4

p – value

0.3333
1.0000
0.3333
0.6667

1.0000
0.3333
1.0000

0.3333
0.3333

Significant? (Critical value 
= .05)
No
No
No
No

No
No
No

No
No

Appendix B. Mann-Whitney U Test, Standardised Frequencies between Teams with Effective versus Ineffective
Conflict Management, critical value a = .05

Behavioural Category

Voice Behaviours
Defensive Voice Behaviours
Silence Behaviours
Defensive Silence Behaviours
(Non-verbal)
Collaboration Behaviours
Unsupportive Behaviours
Learning or Improvement Oriented
Behaviours
Familiarity Behaviours
Neutral Behaviours

Test Statistic

3
4
1
0

3
1
3

1
2

p – value

0.6667
0.3333
0.6667
0.3333

0.6667
0.6667
0.6667

0.6667
1.0000

Significant? (Critical value 
= .05)
No
No
No
No

No
No
No

No
No

Appendix C. Mann-Whitney U Test, Standardised Durations between Mono- and Multicultural teams

Behavioural Category

Voice Behaviours
Defensive Voice Behaviours
Silence Behaviours
Defensive Silence Behaviours
(Non-verbal)
Collaboration Behaviours
Unsupportive Behaviours
Learning or Improvement Oriented
Behaviours
Familiarity Behaviours
Neutral Behaviours

Test Statistic

3
2
0
3

3
1
2

4
3

p – value

0.6667
1.0000
0.3333
0.6667

0.6667
0.6667
1.0000

0.3333
0.6666

Significant? (Critical value 
= .05)
No
No
No
No

No
No
No

No
No

Appendix D. Mann-Whitney U Test, Standardised Durations between Teams with Effective versus Ineffective Conflict
Management

Behavioural Category

Voice Behaviours
Defensive Voice Behaviours
Silence Behaviours
Defensive Silence Behaviours
(Non-verbal)
Collaboration Behaviours
Unsupportive Behaviours
Learning or Improvement Oriented
Behaviours
Familiarity Behaviours
Neutral Behaviours

Test Statistic

2
4
2
0

2
2
4

2
4

p – value

1.0000
0.3333
1.0000
0.3333

1.0000
1.0000
0.3333

1.0000
0.3333

Significant? (Critical value 
= .05)
No
No
No
No

No
No
No

No
No
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