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Agile development methods emphasize adaptability and self organizing
teams to manage evolving software requirements. However, communication
issues remain a key challenge, often leading to clarity issues in requirements
which leads to products undesirable to the stakeholders. This study explores
how communication practices within self organizing agile teams can be
improved to maintain clarity of requirements. Through semi-structured in-
terviews with �ve agile teammembers experienced in software development,
qualitative data was gathered and analyzed using open, axial, and selective
coding. The exploratory research revealed that e�ective communication
practices is a central theme which interconnects agile team dynamics and
requirements clarity. A robust communication framework is mandatory for
agile principles to be utilized e�ectively.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Agile development methods have been leading various industries,
especially for software development [8]. Agile is a methodology
which emphasizes iterative development cycles through collabora-
tion within the team which works in an autonomous manner [6, 7].
The rationale for using agile methods is the fact that it is increasingly
challenging to fully specify requirements prior to the start of imple-
mentation [12]. Agile methods di�er from plan-driven traditional
methods and instead focuses on adaptability to requirements [8].
With the proposition that Agile is capable of enabling adaptation,
where the requirements are meant to be iterated over and changed
between each sprint, it has become the industry standard [20].

Agile development methods put a high emphasis on the agile team
to function autonomously [22]. While this autonomy is meant to be
the key factor in enabling the adaptive nature of the agile methodol-
ogy, allowing teams to implement evolving software requirements,
it also introduces several challenges. Among these challenges, mis-
communication is particularly prominent, often leading to budget
overruns and delayed product delivery. The less rigid structure of
agile teams, compared to traditional approaches, can further amplify
communication challenges [5].
It is crucial to examine the root issue of communication to en-

hance the e�ectiveness of autonomous Agile teams. “The process of
designing, supporting and coaching autonomous agile teams is still
not adequately addressed and understood in the context of software
development organizations” [22]. Research is needed to understand
how agile teams can communicate with high clarity, avoiding ambi-
guities both within the team and with stakeholders, to ensure the
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intended development goals are achieved. Since agile teams operate
autonomously, it is essential to ensure that communication remains
clear. Furthermore, as requirements are dynamically managed and
frequently revised during development, maintaining clarity of re-
quirements across agile team members is critical. However, it must
be highlighted that while requirements clarity is a common chal-
lenge in software development, the autonomous nature of Agile
teams, intended to mitigate this issue, adds further complexity to
communication due to the reliance on high quality collaboration.
For this purpose, this paper aims at exploring “how communi-

cation practices within the autonomous agile team be improved
to maintain the clarity of requirements”. A case study has been
completed through conducting semi-structured interviews with �ve
agile members in this regard.

2 BACKGROUND
This section reviews relevant literature on agile self organizing
teams and clarity of requirements in software development. It aims
to establish a foundational understanding of these two core topics
and explore their unique intersection, which remains underexplored
in current literature.

2.1 Self organizing Teams in Agile Se�ing
Self organizing teams are the foundation of the agile methodology
[8]. Traditional teams work within a rigid hierarchical structure
“with a clear separation of roles”. In contrast, self organizing teams
rely less on external management and are capable of acting indepen-
dently as a cohesive unit, who share interdependent tasks [18, 23]. In
software development, a self organizing team is one that navigates
the development process autonomously, demonstrating the ability
to adapt and address challenges as they emerge [4].

Takeuchi and Nonaka [23] established self organizing teams as a
pillar of product development, inspiring Agile methodologies like
Scrum [14, 18].

To establish a self organizing team, speci�c criteria have been
identi�ed.

• “Place team members physically, together and closer.”
• “Replace extensive documentation with talking in person and
at whiteboards.”

• “Improve the team’s amicability so that people are more in-
clined to relay valuable information quickly.”

E�ective self organization in agile teams relies on various criteria,
with a key intersection being the importance of fostering e�ective
communication among team members [4]. The positive correla-
tion between communication and self organizing teams is readily
apparent.

Current state of the art has already established the positive e�ects
of self organizing teams. From a study consisting of 111 teams being
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investigated, it was concluded that they are both more proactive
and productive [16]. Another survey spanning 477 respondents also
concluded that the team work quality of the self organizing team
has large e�ects on success, where communication is a key factor
[17].

2.2 Clarity of Requirements in So�ware Development
Clarity of requirements, where clarity corresponds to the clear un-
derstanding of what the requirement implies is one of the leading
problems within the development phase. The ambiguity of the re-
quirements contribute to the following issues [13, 19].

• Growing Technical Debt: Unclear initial requirements can
lead into inappropriate architecture choices which result in
excessive refactoring and sometimes complete rewrites.

• Imprecise E�ort Estimates: Software development needs an
overall roadmap. If requirements are unclear, it can lead into
excess roadmap deviations which also lead into going over
the estimated budget for the development phase.

• Reliance on tacit knowledge: Due to communication de�cits
and improper documentation practices, some requirements
remain known only to certain team members, rather than
being shared across the entire team.

For the purpose of increased clarity within the development phase
appropriate planning phases are vital [11]. Without rigid manage-
ment structure in agile teams, it becomes even more important
to have planning phases at the start of each sprint, where design
choices are made collaboratively as the whole team, and tacit knowl-
edge issues are mitigated. These planning sections are vital for the
agile team to function, and require optimal communication practices
[2, 11].
Current state of the art has established that requirements en-

gineering faces multiple problems [15]. In a study covering 354
organizations from 10 di�erent countries, it was noticed that “com-
munication �aws within the project team” and “communication
�aws between the project team and the customer” are two leading
factors in requirements engineering [9]. These two leading factors
contribute to the issues on clarity of requirements.
The issue on requirements clarity is also rooted back to the self

organizing nature of agile teams. While research has identi�ed in-
herent di�culties in requirements engineering related to clarity,
the additional reliance on communication among agile team mem-
bers, as seen in self organizing teams, introduces a further layer of
complexity.

3 RESEARCH QUESTION
Self organizing teams in agile methodology and requirements clarity
are both extensively researched in the literature [2, 4, 8, 11]. How-
ever, these studies primarily focus on identifying the issues behind
self organizing teams and requirements engineering, respectively.
Although the keyword communication appears frequently in both
areas of literature, it has rarely been explored conjunctively [9, 17].
Despite communication being a recurring theme in studies of both
self organizing teams and requirements engineering, research sel-
dom investigates the speci�c communication practices agile teams
currently use to maintain clarity of requirements dynamically.

This research addresses this gap by examining how communica-
tion practices in�uence requirements clarity in agile teams. Main-
taining clarity dynamically is essential in fast-paced, evolving agile
environments, where misinterpretations, delays, and misaligned pri-
orities can signi�cantly undermine the methodology’s e�ectiveness.
It is unclear how agile teams can e�ectively communicate due

to their unique self organizing nature, to minimize clarity issues
related to requirements. The research question aims at an initial
examination of understanding the communication practices utilized
within self organizing agile teams, and understanding clarity issues
unique to agile teams, in contrast to software development teams
as a whole.

Research Question
• What communication practices between Agile team members
contribute to maintaining clarity of requirements?

Sub Research Questions
• What are the primary causes of ambiguity in requirements
during Agile iterations?

• How do team members communicate between each other to
mitigate clarity issues?

4 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This section explains the research process and participant selec-
tion criteria, o�ering a structured overview of the methodological
framework. The chosen framework, grounded theory, is explained
in terms of how it was operationalized, along with relevant infor-
mation about the interviewees who form the basis of this research.

4.1 Process
The research focuses on gathering qualitative data to explore agile
teams through in-depth interviews [16, 18]. The study focuses on a
narrow research goal and serves an exploratory purpose, hence �ve
people from various agile software development teams have been
chosen and deemed su�cient.
This qualitative approach is well-suited for exploring complex

behavioral processes such as communication in self organizing
teams. Grounded theory was chosen for this research as it provides
a systematic framework to identify key insights and organize them
into a narrative through utilizing the experiences of the interviewees,
which is then utilized to investigate the phenomena [3, 21]. In this
case, identifying the core communication practices within the agile
team which contributes to clarity of requirements.
The research has been conducted through semi-structured in-

terviews with key stakeholders within the Agile team: including
developer and product owners. Semi-structured interviews are made
through utilizing both closed and open ended questions. The open-
ended questions are crucial for the qualitative analysis of the codes
that will be derived from recurring themes within the answers [1].
The semi structured nature of the interview also allows the ques-
tions to potentially adapt to the ongoing direction of the answers
which helps the exploratory nature of the interview [1].

The data was analyzed using grounded theory through a sys-
tematic three-step coding process aimed at generating themes and
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understanding their intersections. This approach aligns with the
core principle of grounded theory, where themes emerge induc-
tively from qualitative data [3, 21]. The process was operationalized
starting with open coding, where interview transcripts were re-
viewed line by line to identify initial concepts and recurring patterns
across the �ve interviewees. Codes were assigned to key phrases
and insights, and closely related codes were grouped into themes
that emerged inductively. Axial coding followed, connecting these
themes by examining causal relationships and identifying how tan-
gentially related codes in�uenced one another, as indicated by partic-
ipant responses. Finally, selective coding was employed to develop
and re�ne a central theme, integrating �ndings into a cohesive
narrative that emphasizes the most interconnected and signi�cant
aspects of the results [10, 21].
The �ndings were then analyzed in comparison to the systemic

�ndings documented in the existing literature. This comparative
approach seeks to highlight areas of convergence and divergence
while modeling these insights to enhance understanding of the
studied phenomenon.

4.2 Participant Selection
Participants were invited through existing personal networks, as
well as additional acquaintances connected to these networks. Choos-
ing from this network has enabled more open and e�ective inter-
views. Through this process, �ve participants across di�erent agile
teams have been gathered for the study. The participants selected
for the study include developers with diverse roles, ranging from
full-stack development to specialized front-end and back-end de-
velopment. Additionally, a product owner, responsible for leading
an agile team and overseeing product development, was included.
The analysis was conducted without consideration of job-speci�c
di�erences among participants, as these distinctions were deemed
outside the scope of the study and not central to its core objectives.
The participants were required to have at least two years of

experience with the agile methodology in software development
to ensure their familiarity with its principles and practices. Each
interview lasted between 50 and 60 minutes on average, resulting in
approximately �ve hours of total interview data collected across all
participants. Table 1 below summarizes the key demographic and
role related information for each interviewee.

Table 1. Interviewee Demographic Data

ID Agile Role Industry Experience Agile Experience Country
1 Developer 6 years 5 years Turkey
2 Developer 6 years 6 years Turkey
3 Developer 5 years 2 years Turkey
4 Product Owner 29 years 10 years Turkey
5 Developer 3 years 2 years Turkey

5 RESULTS
This section presents the key �ndings from the qualitative analysis
conducted through grounded theory. The analysis is segmented
through the emerging themes within each overarching theme. The
results section itself also has been segmented into the speci�ed

operationalization of grounded theory: open coding, axial coding
and selective coding.

5.1 Open Coding
Through this process, two overarching themes were identi�ed. Each
overarching theme encompasses multiple themes, and each theme
is further associated with speci�c codes [10].

Overarching Theme: Team Dynamics

E�ective team dynamics are crucial for the success of agile teams,
and this overarching theme explores the various factors that shape
how the team operates and interacts. Figure 1 below is added to
help visualize the overarching theme as a whole, where the themes
and the corresponding codes are shown.

Team over the Individual

Attitude and Communication

Self Organizing Individuals 

Prioritize Team Success Shared Accountability Personal Accountability Peer Support

Trust among Team
Members

Taking Initiative

Steady Communication Proper Tone Communication Tools and
Documentation

Proactive communication
with stakeholders Dynamic Tasks External Management

Approval

Fig. 1. Overview of Overarching Theme - Team Dynamics

Team Over The Individual

The �rst theme emphasizes the importance of prioritizing the
team as a whole over individual wants and needs.
Some requirements are subjective by de�nition, and how to im-

plement them more often than not depends on the preferences of
the developer. It is important to discuss with team members and
focus on the needs of the team and the project, instead of the wants
and preferences of the speci�c developer (Interviewee 3 and 5). Pri-
oritization of the successful delivery of the product was a common
sentiment between the interviewees.
Building on the collective focus on team success, another two

themes that have directly emerged were shared accountability and
personal accountability. One participant explained, “Within the
sprints, we have an initial roadmapping and tracking progress for the
team’s goals” (Interviewee 3). This highlights how the team collec-
tively plans and monitors their progress, reinforcing the principle
of shared accountability. However, while shared accountability is
an important aspect of team dynamics, con�icts can arise when in-
dividuals are reluctant to take personal accountability for decisions
made collectively by the team. “Some people can be self-centered and
try to frame the problem on others instead of themselves” (Intervie-
wee 4). These types of behaviour can jeopardize the integrity of the
team, and lower morale. It seems to be a potential issue that agile
teams can face, where it can be di�cult to balance and clearly de�ne
individual responsibility within a shared accountability framework.
One factor that seemed to increase team morale and emphasize

team cooperation was peer support. “What is important is being in a
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healthy team environment, when needed more experienced members
help others, we also implement pair programming” (Interviewee 1).
Relying on other team members and supporting one another seems
to be a core factor of team dynamics in agile development. Facili-
tating strong peer support systems, especially for developers, can
result in more mutual trust which could implicitly result in better
productivity and achieving intended team results.

Attitude and Communication

The second theme highlights the crucial role of attitude and com-
munication in fostering e�ective collaboration, trust, and clarity
within agile teams.

One of the initial codes derived for this theme was trust among
team members. Agile teams rely heavily on collaboration, and a lack
of trust can disrupt this dynamic. If a team member is perceived as
uncollaborative, unreliable, or disengaged in their work, it can lead
to communication breakdowns within the team (Interviewee 1).

Steady communication was highlighted to be a key factor for the
work environment in an agile team. “Irregular communication is
the biggest problem [that an agile team can face]” (Interviewee 2).
Where non steady communication would lead into clarity issues for
requirements. However this communication should be conducted
in a manner which facilitates good team behaviour. One of the un-
expected results came from this section, where all �ve interviewees
mentioned that they are usually with a casual tone when it comes
to communication. A participant mentioned that “The casual tone
is way more prevalent when we are talking with other developers, as
we are more often than not, always together” (Interviewee 1). This
casual tone results in more clear and to the point communication,
and results in managing requirements with higher clarity.

Regarding the communication method and documentation, it was
a common answer that tools such as Jira, Slack or Microsoft Teams
were utilized. In addition, it was stated that “Nothing that hasn’t
yet been added to the documentation can be added to the software”
(Interviewee 4), highlighting the importance of keeping all changes
documented. Ensuring that updates are consistently tracked and
accessible to the entire team is crucial for maintaining clarity and
alignment throughout development. This emphasizes that without
proper documentation, new features or changes risk being over-
looked or misunderstood, which can lead to misalignment with the
intended deliverable.

Self Organizing Individuals

This third theme delves into the self organizing nature of agile
teams, a cornerstone of the agile methodology.
An initial code that quickly emerged was team members tak-

ing initiative. The dynamic nature of agile, compared to waterfall,
demands greater proactivity as requirements often change during
development (Interviewees 1, 2, 4). Poor time estimates or client-
requested changes require developers to adapt their tasks and sup-
port the team, emphasizing the importance of initiative in managing
urgent tasks. Another participant highlighted, “It is never truly pos-
sible to be fully sure on the [implementation] of the requirements”
(Interviewee 3). This sentiment was also shared by Interviewee 1,

and similar to an extent with also the rest of the participants. “The
developers creating the product might have a di�erent expectation
than the stakeholders meant to use the product.” (Interviewee 4). Indi-
cating the di�culty in understanding product expectations, even
though there is already a paramount amount of importance given
to requirements elicitation within the agile team.
“Feedback sessions are crucial” (Interviewee 4), without being

proactive with the client and stakeholders, and actually getting
feedback for the implementation; it was seen as very hard to get
tangible response on the development. So this taking initiative by
the self organizing team happens similarly when it comes to contact
and feedback sessions by the relevant stakeholders. Whether it be
an early prototype or simple wireframes it seems urgent to make
sure the implementations are on the right track with what the
stakeholders truly need.

Both of these codes that revolved around need for initiative and
need for communication both within the team and with the stake-
holders resulted in the speci�c code for dynamic tasks. It was a
common fact between all of the participants that due to many rea-
sons listed before, such as client need changes, misunderstanding
requirements prior and �nding a better �tting implementation tasks
could change dynamically within the sprint.

Lastly, the participants had an interesting answer when asked to
evaluate how much of a reliance they had on external management
and if they had viewed their agile team as self organizing. While all
�ve participants viewed their team as self organizing, they had vary-
ing amounts of reliance on external management. One participant
mentioned, we have to get an approval from the product owner and
come into a consensus from within the agile team (Interviewee 5),
which was a good de�nition of self organizing team. However, while
the rest of the interviewee’s still viewed themselves as highly self
organizing, they had to rely on external management for approvals
before certain changes. Which showed a mismatch of what was
viewed as self organizing, and that the majority of the participants
relied on external oversight and weren’t fully autonomous.
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Overarching Theme: Requirements Clarity

Clear and well-de�ned requirements are fundamental to the suc-
cess of Agile teams. This overarching theme examines the challenges
and strategies related to understanding, re�ning, and aligning re-
quirements in a dynamic development environment. Figure 2 below
is added to help visualize the overarching theme as a whole, where
the themes and the corresponding codes are shown.

Fig. 2. Overview of Overarching Theme - Requirements Clarity

Stakeholder Engagement

This �rst theme emphasizes the crucial role of actively involving
stakeholders to ensure alignment with intended product goals.
Embedding stakeholders to the team was a common occurrence

for all �ve interviewees. According to one of the participants, “The
�rst point of contact is always the Product Owner [in terms of clarity
issues in requirements].” (Interviewee 2). The product owner, for
the agile team, is the voice of the stakeholders. They make sure
development is on track, and that there are no tangible issues with
the implementation of the requirements. With the insights from the
participants, the product owner could be seen as the backbone of
the agile team.
Maintaining open communication channels with stakeholders

was regarded as essential. Gathering feedback was identi�ed as one
of the most e�ective ways to ensure that product development not
only adheres to timelines but also aligns correctly with the intended
implementation of the requirements. These feedback sessions play
a crucial role in validating and clarifying the product requirements,
ensuring alignment with stakeholder expectations.
As much as the way of communicating and engaging with the

stakeholders, for agile practices the frequency is also very important.
The product owner was always available for all �ve of the partici-
pants’ agile teams. As each sprint revolves around new additional
requirements, it is important to get new feedback from the product
owner. If there are problems with clarity of requirements, a new
meeting with the product owner would be organized (Interviewee 3).

Managing Evolving Requirements

This second theme explores the challenges of navigating evolving
requirements within the agile team.
With the requirements not being set to be de�nitive, it had be-

come a common occurrence in all �ve of the agile teams to handle
spontaneous needs. A participant indicated, “If a requirement was

too vague and we had implemented it poorly, we in a new meeting
decide how to move forward with it, can we �x it or should it be redone
in a completely new direction. . . ” (Interviewee 1). If something goes
wrong within the sprint, which it seems something going wrong is
almost part of software development [which has an intended speci�c
use case, where the stakeholders are di�erent from the developer],
there comes a point where the focus of the agile team changes into
�xing this mistake.
One of the main reasons for clarity issues within the require-

ments was explained as misunderstanding the requirements. Misun-
derstandings could occur due to either understanding stakeholder
needs poorly (Interviewee 1) where product requirements weren’t
understood clearly enough. Another reason was understanding
stakeholder needs wrongly (Interviewee 3), where implementations
weren’t in the way the client had expected. These reasons in return
cause the need for �xing prior misunderstood requirements.
Another participant explained that, “Misunderstanding the time

cost of each requirement can result in delays within the development
cycle” (Interviewee 5). So it could be understood that other than
the clarity of requirements themselves, there was a clarity of time
issues. Where developers, especially not accustomed to the current
product being developed, can estimate time costs poorly resulting
into potential time delays in deliverables.

Communication Practices

“Spontaneous communication becomes a necessity when issues
emerge” (Interviewee 3). Even though the mass majority of commu-
nication happens with pre-planned stand-ups, spontaneous com-
munication was a common sentiment (Interviewee 3, 4, 5). The
frequency of spontaneous communication also depended on their
work environment (Interviewee 1). This suggests that agile adap-
tation varies signi�cantly between companies and that perfectly
implementing agile practices can be challenging.

The stand-ups either happened weekly (Interviewee 1, 3) or daily
(Interviewee 2, 4, 5). This was simply due to a di�erence in company
structure. Indicating that there isn’t a set perfect amount of meetings
with the teams to be had. These stand-ups consisted of real-time
updates on what new requirements were being handled and how
the progress has been. Requirements clarity issues could also come
up in these stand-ups, where if there was any ambiguity, relevant
stakeholders and the product owner would come into place for
assistance.

All of these stand-ups were conducted physically, in person, face
to face for all �ve participants. An interesting information relayed
was, the occurrence of recording stand-ups and making written
notes (Interviewee 4). This was for the purpose of making sure
key information within the meetings wouldn’t get forgotten, which
would potentially cause clarity issues later on.

Lastly, in regards to communication practices, while never men-
tioned explicitly by any of the interviewees, it was derived that
there was a general need for “Personal Compatibility with Agile
Ways”. Where if any agile team member wasn’t communicative
enough, relaying important information to other team members,
and making sure they do not have any ambiguities when it comes
to requirements; it would lead into problems for the whole team.
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“Everyone’s e�ort matters [within the agile team]” (Interviewee 5),
and a single individual could cause the whole team to have problems.
“Lack of dedication [to the team] and lack of communication are two
big problems” (Interviewee 1). Where a commitment to the agile
team, the product and good communication skills can be seen as
vital for successful products.

5.2 Axial Coding

Fig. 3. Undirected Dependence Graph of Themes

Inter-dependencies between themes were identi�ed throughout the
open coding process and have been mapped as seen in Figure 3.
These inter-dependencies were considered undirected, as themes in-
�uence each other reciprocally, without a clear hierarchy or primary
direction of dependence . On average, one theme is interlinked with
3.5 other themes. This value indicates that the derived themes are
frequently interconnected, even when di�erent codes are associated
with di�erent themes.

The three themes derived within the �rst overarching theme
were observed to be strongly connected to each other. Speci�cally,
Attitude and Communication, Team Over The Individual, and
Self Organizing Individuals all in�uenced each other signi�cantly.
These three aspects collectively form the foundation of an e�ective
agile team, one that is capable of co-existing harmoniously among
its members while working autonomously. Such teams thrive on
strong communication skills, the right attitude, and prioritizing the
bene�t of the team over individual interests, as explained in the
open-coding section prior.

Similarly, the themes within the second overarching theme were
seen as strongly connected with each other, where Communica-
tion Practices, Stakeholder Engagement and Managing Evolv-
ing Requirements were all dependent on each other. Attitude
and Communication andManaging Evolving Requirements
were seen to be connected due to steady communication, documen-
tation and communication tools being strong factors in being able
toManage Evolving Requirements.
The most interesting insight from the axial coding process was

deriving that Communication Practices was the foundation of

this graph, where it a�ected all other themes. Without the building
blocks of Communication Practices, which were stand-ups for
real-time updates, spontaneous and face-to-face communication
together with a unique aspect that we had derived, which required
teammembers to be personally compatible with agile ways.Without
these building blocks, none of the other themes would be maintain-
able within the agile team. Hence Communication Practices has
been identi�ed as the most connected and the central theme of the
analysis.

5.3 Selective Coding
The axial coding step has revealed that Communication Practices
acts as the central theme, unifying and being the building block
of the agile team. E�ective communication practices such as pre-
planned stand-ups together with spontaneous meetings form the
communication layer of the team. This information �ow is vital for
the stakeholder needs to be met. As a poor communication layer
results in ambiguity in requirements, as highlighted by the over-
arching theme, requirements clarity. This communication should
preferably happen face to face, physically; as it results in informa-
tion being relayed more e�ciently, facilitating less loss in clarity of
requirements.
These communication practices don’t only a�ect requirements

clarity but also are a deep part of team dynamics. Where the casual
tone, and sense of prioritizing the team over the individuals, creates
a sense of cohesion and unity within the agile team. This results
in being much more e�cient as a team, which enables tackling the
dynamic tasks within the agile development much more e�ectively.
Peer support and a shared accountability within the team were seen
as important factors within this team dynamic.

This communication layer also is aggregated to the feedback loop
from the relevant stakeholders, which results in better clarity of
requirements, and delivery of the intended product with minimum
delay within the process. Ultimately, without robust communication
practices, the foundational principles of agile such as self organi-
zation, responsiveness to change, and alignment with stakeholder
goals would falter.

6 DISCUSSION
This section synthesizes the key �ndings, aligning them with exist-
ing literature and the research question. The section is segmented
in relation to the prior de�ned themes. Limitations and avenues for
future work are also discussed.

6.1 Key Insights and Comparison with Literature Review

6.1.1 Team Over The Individual. The �ndings reinforce prior
established principles such as prioritizing team goals over individ-
ual preferences as critical, which is one of the foundations of self
organizing teams [18, 23]. Interviewees emphasized shared account-
ability and collective planning through sprints, which aligns with
the literature on self organizing teams valuing team cohesion and
handling tasks together [18]. However, the challenge of balancing
shared accountability with personal responsibility emerged as a
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potential risk to team morale and e�ectiveness, highlighting a nu-
anced tension that agile teams must manage carefully. This echoes
prior tangential �ndings on the di�culties of clearly de�ning in-
dividual roles within self organizing frameworks and delegating
clear boundaries within the team. This is an inherent character-
istic of agile teams, as they function as a cohesive unit, this in
return requires maturity and good communication skills by the ag-
ile members. These insights show how prioritizing team cohesion
supports communication practices that keep requirements clear,
directly answering the research question about communication’s
role in maintaining requirements clarity in agile teams.

6.1.2 A�itude andCommunication. Steady communication and
trust were highlighted as key aspects of the team dynamics, con�rm-
ing the importance of these factors in agile settings [4, 17]. Steady
communication revolves around having open communication chan-
nels at all times, which is crucial as within agile methodology the
requirements are ever evolving. The prevalence of a casual tone in
developer interactions was a noteworthy insight, suggesting that
informality may foster clearer, more direct exchanges and poten-
tially cultivating a more healthy team dynamic. This aspect seems to
be a common occurrence within agile methodology in practice but
seems to be highlighted less commonly in existing research. Con-
sistent with prior research, tools like Jira and communication tools
such as Slack and Microsoft Teams play a vital role in document-
ing decisions and maintaining requirements clarity through open
communication channels [17]. These tools and the informal, open
communication practices directly support the research question by
enabling clear, fast information �ow, which is crucial to maintaining
requirements clarity.
However the need for extensive documentation as highlighted

by the interviewees introduces a tension with the theoretical frame-
work of agile [4]. Agile is meant to replace the slow paced documen-
tation process with fast-paced in person communication, however
the interviewees mentioned that while they utilized the in-person
communication they were still heavily relying on documentation.
This had indicated some agile practices weren’t being utilized appro-
priately, where a middle ground approach has been taken between
traditional and agile methodologies. These insights highlight the
existing framework of need to combine informal, face-to-face com-
munication which is inline with agile practices, however structured
and extensive documentation to mitigate clarity issues in require-
ments seemed to have been employed within these agile teams.
This approach appears to be a deliberate strategy to prevent infor-
mation loss during communication, thereby helping to maintain
clarity of requirements even though it fundamentally slows down
the fast-paced agile work environment.

6.1.3 Self Organizing Individuals. The self organizing nature
of agile teams was evident through all �ve participants, particularly
regarding taking initiative and adapting to dynamic tasks during
development. This aligns with prior studies which highlight self
organizing individuals within product development [23]. However,
the majority of the participants, while mostly autonomous, were
stating reliance on external management for various needs for ap-
provals within the process. Interestingly enough, when asked if
they had viewed themselves as self organizing; they all rated their

agile team highly. This highlights that the majority of participants
aren’t aware of theoretically correct applications of agile, and only
are aware of the agile practices they have witnessed through their
work environment. The observed reliance on external management
approvals reveals a partial disconnect between theoretical self or-
ganization and practical realities. These �ndings also di�er from
literature which focuses on theoretical applications instead of prac-
tical realities that can occur such as within this participant pool
[18, 22]. This means communication practices must balance indi-
vidual autonomy with management input, highlighting how agile
teams maintain clarity in real-world settings, giving a key insight
related to the research question.

6.1.4 Stakeholder Engagement. The presence of a dedicated
product owner who acted as a communication bridge between the
development team and the stakeholders was a recurring theme. This
resulted in the development team having a �rst point of contact
in times of requirements clarity issues, which in turn resulted in
accelerating time losses that might occur when the development
team isn’t aware of how to progress with the implementation that
would �t the requirement speci�cation that would be with what
the client and stakeholders expect. Actively engaging with relevant
stakeholders was seen as a crucial way of validating that require-
ments were well understood by the development team similar to
previous research �ndings [9, 11].
However, interviewees noted challenges such as stakeholders’

occasional inability to articulate their needs e�ectively or their
own inability of understanding what the client might necessarily
expect, as requirements tend to be vague and not set in stone in
early development phases. Frequent feedback sessions from relevant
stakeholders, perhaps with relevant wireframing or minimal proto-
types would accelerate the process of validating requirements clarity
and whether the agile team is on the right track. This engagement
is part of the vital communication pathways which helps maintain
requirements clarity, directly addressing the research question’s
focus on e�ective communication and constant feedback for the
iterative development cycles inherent to agile.

6.1.5 Managing Evolving Requirements. Handling evolving
requirements was consistently identi�ed through all of the partic-
ipants as a key issue within development. Requirements could be
seen initially clear by the developers, but they might realize later on
that they actually didn’t fully grasp how it should be implemented.
There were also issues with time estimates for requirements, which
could result in time constraints and potential delays. The need to
revise ambiguous requirements con�rms the iterative basis of ag-
ile development [13]. These �ndings reinforce the critical need for
ongoing requirement validation throughout sprints and making
sure that while requirements evolve, the understanding of the re-
quirements by developers should promptly follow. E�ectively man-
aging these continuous validation cycles with minimal time loss
demonstrates that communication is essential for maintaining clar-
ity during evolving requirements, directly addressing the research
question.
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6.1.6 Communication Practices. The amount of preplanned
stand-ups supplemented by spontaneous ways of communicating
with the team highlights the importance of communication and
more so the need for fast paced communication channels. Require-
ments evolve throughout the sprint, and the new information should
be both documented and also relayed to everyone without ambigu-
ity through group meetings, preferably physically. All participants
mentioned their agile teams utilized face to face meetings, highlight-
ing the importance of being available in person, physically. This was
similar to relevant literature which puts emphasis on working in
close proximity to each other, where ambiguities could be resolved
through approaching each other, which is only possible through
working physically together [4]. The practice of recording stand-up
key information to preserve information and combat requirements
clarity issues that might arise from loss of knowledge. These prac-
tices complement available documented best practices in the �eld
[17]. The implicitly derived need for personal compatibility and
commitment to the team also highlighted the human factors critical
to communication e�ectiveness which would result in higher clarity
of requirements, which are less emphasized in formal models [16].
Such formal and informal communication practices directly support
the research question by ensuring timely and clear information
sharing to maintain requirements clarity. These communication
practices also directly a�ect the other themes discussed as shown
prior in Figure 3 during axial coding and explained in selective cod-
ing, showing that good communication practices are fundamental
to answering the research question outlined.

6.2 Answering Research�estion
6.2.1 Research�estion: What communication practices between
Agile team members contribute to maintaining clarity of require-
ments?

The communication practiceswithin the agile team revolve around
creating a steady communication line. The agile team aims to be
able to spontaneously ask each other questions in times of ambigu-
ity in requirements. To maintain clarity in requirements the agile
team needs to ensure a fast paced in-person communication channel
which is inline with the agile framework. A divergence from the
theory was found where documentation is given priority and no
action is taken without making it common knowledge for the whole
team. This ensures there is no loss of key information, that could
result in loss of clarity in requirements later on. This only addresses
the aspect of maintaining existing information within the team. To
obtain high clarity of requirements, the agile team similar to within
the agile team also maintains open communication channels and
embeds stakeholders, such as through the product owner. This en-
sures a steady channel of communication if loss of clarity occurs, it
can be e�ciently resolved by obtaining clari�cation from relevant
stakeholders.

6.2.2 Sub Research �estion 1. What are the primary causes of
ambiguity in requirements during Agile iterations?

The primary causes of ambiguity in requirements stems from
ever evolving and ambiguous stakeholder needs as well as misun-
derstandings that can happen within the agile team. Participants
indicated that it is extremely hard to be sure that the current list
of requirements are actually the requirements desired by the stake-
holders. Misunderstandings can also occur if the team isn’t diligent
in communicating steadily and e�ectively. Communication issues
is the primary issue that is behind requirements clarity issues. This
communication issue is multifaceted. It can stem from the stake-
holders needs not being properly conveyed to the agile team, or
the agile team might have di�culties in properly understanding
the requirements. The bigger issue is, it isn’t always simply to even
be aware of the fact that requirements might be misunderstood, as
these misunderstandings might surface later on when stakeholders
or product owners give negative feedback to the development team.

6.2.3 Sub Research�estion 2. How do team members communi-
cate between each other to mitigate clarity issues?

To mitigate clarity issues, the agile team employs a combination
of preplanned and spontaneous communication methods which is
also supplemented by a rigorous documentation process. The pre-
planned stand-ups are a result of steady communication being a
requirement of the agile methodology, To keep upwith ever evolving
requirements the agile members should have open communication
channels at all times, which is what enables the spontaneous com-
munication layer. Aside from simple mitigation, the product owner
plays a bridge like role between relaying stakeholder needs to the
agile team members. It was indicated that casual tone is the prefer-
able communication tone. This relaxed attitude positively e�ects
team dynamics to become more cohesive and also e�cient. As there
is need for everyone within the team to relay information to each
other within this dynamic development ecosystem and mitigate
clarity issues.

6.3 Limitations and Future Work
The quantity of participants, while deemed su�cient for the ex-
ploratory work, limits the generalization of the insights due to
potential overlap and biases inherent within the chosen participants.
It should be noticed that this study is behavioral in essence and
work culture of the country and the company a�ect the collected
data. For future work, it is advised to increase the participant pool
and introduce new variables within the study, such as examining
di�erences between di�erent company cultures and also e�ects of
geographical location as it is a big factor in work environment and
inherent culture. While also not utilized within this study, it would
be interesting to analyze the communication di�erences between
di�erent roles within the agile team and depending on the industry
which they work in. Within this study, most of the participants were
of developer background the results primarily re�ect the developers’
perspective within the team. These variables, if utilized, would com-
pound the length of the analysis. It would be bene�cial to explore
these additional variables separately to gain clearer exploratory
insights into their e�ects on communication. These can in future be
synthesized into larger models.
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7 CONCLUSION
For the purpose of exploring the role of communication in clar-
ity of requirements within Agile software development, �ve semi-
structured interviews have been conducted. The data from the in-
terviews have been utilized through grounded theory. It has been
validated that communication is a core aspect of Agile develop-
ment and it has various dimensions in mitigating clarity issues in
requirements.
Some of these are the importance of real-time updates for man-

aging evolving requirements. Stand-ups are one of the steady com-
munication layers and are supplemented by spontaneous commu-
nication that can occur anytime clarity issues arise within the de-
velopment phase. Communication should ideally occur physically,
with developers present together during work to enable face-to-face
interactions. Personal compatibility with Agile practices was also
highlighted, where Agile individuals need to be open to working
within this communication-heavy method. The �ndings indicate
that a casual tone is more appropriate for relaying information ef-
�ciently. Documentation was also seen as crucial for mitigating
the loss of information, which could result in a loss of clarity in
requirements.

While these �ndings highlight the importance of communication
and suggest the need for a broader analysis, including a model for
applying these �ndings in practice within agile teams, it is also
important to recognize the need for further work, including the
incorporation of external variables such as company culture and
geographical culture into the framework.
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