
 

 



 

ABSTRACT  

 

Despite the widespread adoption and proven potential of Agile Self-Managing Teams (SMTs), it appears 

that SMTs show a difference in their effectiveness as only 42% of Agile projects are successful (Johnson, 

2020; Magpili & Pazos, 2018). As a consequence, this study explores the intra-team factors influencing 

Agile SMTs effectiveness. Drawing on the IPO-model of team effectiveness and the JDR theory, the 

hypothesized model in which emotional intelligence is incorporated as an input factor; trust, shared 

leadership, and psychological safety as process factors; and team performance and job flourishing as 

outcome factors, is tested. By applying a mixed-method approach based on 36 surveys and 5 focus groups, 

we investigated if and to what extend the aforementioned variables could influence each other, plus and 

in-depth exploration of why this is happening. The quantitative results show that emotional intelligence 

does not have a direct positive effect on team performance and job flourishing, since trust fully and 

positively mediates this relationship. Furthermore, whilst shared leadership does not moderate the 

relationship between emotional intelligence and trust, it does have a direct positive relationship to trust. 

Lastly, psychological safety does not mediate the relationship between trust and the outcome factors, team 

performance and job flourishing, but does have a direct relationship to team performance. The qualitative 

results lead to three overarching dimensions, namely intra-team factors, team outcomes, and 

organizational design, which help explain why the relationships between the factors are existing, and have 

an influence on the effectiveness of Agile SMTs.    

Hence, this study contributes to the theoretical understanding of the factors influencing Agile SMTs 

effectiveness and to practice by identifying factors which are of importance for the successful 

implementation of Agile SMT structures within businesses.  

 

Keywords: Agile SMTs; Emotional Intelligence; Job Flourishing; Psychological Safety; Shared 

Leadership; Team Effectiveness; Team Performance; Trust.  
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1  I N T R O D U C T I O N  

1.1  Current situation and problem statement 

In today’s society, businesses are challenged with an environment which is constantly evolving and 

changing at an unprecedented pace (By, 2005). Technological advancements, globalization, changing 

consumer preferences, and political changes are factors that contribute to this rapid transformation of 

the business environment (By, 2005). As these factors have created new opportunities for businesses, 

they also have led to increased competition and pressure on businesses to adapt to the dynamic 

environment in order to remain competitive (By, 2005). Statistics show that 20% of businesses globally 

failed within the first year due to the competition that overtakes them (Statista, 2017). Only 34,4% of 

businesses globally make it to their tenth-year mark, as the average business lasts eight and a half years 

(Zhou, 2023). Next to this, there was an annual growth in business insolvencies of 10% globally in 2022 

and there is an expected annual growth of 14% in 2023 (Statista, 2022). These statistics show that 

businesses had a hard time adapting to the changing and more competitive business environment. And 

yet, how businesses can adapt to the continuous changes in the environment to create or sustain a 

competitive position in the market remains unclear.  

  

One recent way that has been developed to tackle adaptation to continuous change is the Agile way of 

working. In 2001, the Agile methodology was introduced to improve the software development process 

but, in the last decade, adoption of the Agile methodology has emerged in many different business 

sectors beyond the software industry, like innovation management, product development, construction, 

real estate, education, and services (Ciric & Gracanin, 2017). The Agile methodology is based on four 

values which are (1) individuals and interactions over processes and tools, (2) working software over 

comprehensive documentation, (3) customer collaboration over contract negotiation, and (4) responding 

to change over following a plan (Ciric & Gracanin, 2017). In other words, Agile is a methodology that 

emphasizes on iterative and incremental delivery of products or services, where requirements and 

solutions evolve through the collaborative effort of self-managing and cross-functional teams (Ciric & 

Gracanin, 2017). By implementing Self-Managing Agile teams (SMTs) in businesses, the flexibility to 

change and the overall performance of the company increases (Kumar et al., 2020). It is a way to respond 

to the inevitable changes in the business environments and to enhance adaptability (Stormi et al., 2019).  
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Since it is proven that the Agile methodology increases business performance by the implementation of 

SMTs (Kumar et al., 2020), the implementation of SMTs within businesses has grown in the last decades 

(Magpili & Pazos, 2018). However, despite their widespread implementation, review studies show that 

SMTs differ in their effectiveness (Magpili & Pazos, 2018), such that only 42% of Agile projects are 

successful (Johnson, 2020). Some implementations of SMTs within companies have resulted in adverse 

outcomes, like conflict escalation and a reduced awareness of changes outside of the team (Johnson et 

al., 2013; Wu et al., 2013). Furthermore, studies on team autonomy and team performance appear to be 

inconclusive (Cordery et al., 2010). This indicates that some SMTs struggle to get to their full potential 

and to contribute to a higher business performance.  

1 . 2  R e s e a r c h  o b j e c t i v e s  

When SMTs show a difference in their effectiveness in the Agile context (Magpili & Pazos, 2018), it is 

important to take a look at how intra-team factors influence the performance of these SMTs. This leads 

to the following main research question: 

 

How do intra-team factors and their dynamics shape the overall effectiveness of self-managing teams 

in the Agile context? 

 

To answer this research question, two research objectives are formed. The first objective of this research 

is to find out what intra-team factors influence the effectiveness of Agile SMTs, and to what extent. The 

input-process-output (IPO) model of team effectiveness is a framework used to understand and analyze 

the components and interactions that contribute to team effectiveness (Kozlowski, 2018; Mathieu et al., 

2008; McGrath, 1964; Wang, 2018). The IPO model consists of three elements, namely input, process, 

and output (Kozlowski, 2018; Mathieu et al., 2008; McGrath, 1964; Wang, 2018). Emotional 

intelligence (EI) could be seen as an input factor within the IPO model of team effectiveness, as it is a 

resource team members bring to the team (Mathieu et al., 2008). EI is a concept proven to be of 

importance for SMTs, as EI is significantly correlated to human related challenges within the Agile 

context, like motivation, trust, and communication competence (Luong et al., 2021). Furthermore, 

studies have shown that EI positively influences team effectiveness in traditional teams (Burinua et al., 

2022; Khan et al., 2014; Lee & Wong, 2017). Yet, scant research has explored this positive relationship 

within the Agile context of SMTs. This research will take a closer look at the relationship between EI 

and team effectiveness, investigated in this thesis by considering team performance (TP) and job 

flourishing (JF) as output factors of the IPO model of team effectiveness, since TP and JF represent 

business outcomes and reflect team effectiveness (Mathieu et al., 2008).  
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These two concepts are chosen for this research as it is proven that they have a positive relationship with 

EI among traditional teams, just as team effectiveness (Abdelkreem et al., 2021; A’yuninnisa et al., 

2023b; Paik et al., 2019; Shafique & Naz, 2023).  

Next to this, it is unclear what process factors, which relate to the possible mediating and moderating 

mechanisms, could influence the relationship between EI and team effectiveness of SMTs within the 

Agile context. The Job Demands-Resources (JDR) theory provides insights into the underlying 

psychological processes which play a role in employee well-being and performance (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2006). This theory aligns with the output factors JF and TP, as the concept of JF relates to a 

person’s positive psychological state of mental health (A’yuninnisa et al., 2023a), or in other words an 

employee’s well-being, whilst TP relates to the achieved outcomes of the team (Mathieu et al., 2008).  

 

Research has shown that trust (T) (Lalsing et al., 2012; Buvik & Tkalich, 2022a), psychological safety 

(PS) (Buvik & Tkalich, 2022b), and shared leadership (SL) (Moe et al., 2009) are individually of 

importance for SMTs in the Agile context, as they have a positive effect on their effectiveness. Scant 

research seems to be done on these concepts within the relationship between EI and team effectiveness, 

or how these concepts relate to one another within the Agile context. Furthermore, as a lot of research 

is done on the antecedents of job flourishing, the concepts T, PS, and SL seem not to be researched in 

relation to JF (A’yuninnisa et al., 2023a), while they are determined to be important for well-being (Di 

Stefano et al., 2018; Silla & Gamero, 2018; Zhu et al., 2018). This research thus does so by placing them 

within the IPO model of team effectiveness as process factors and by justifying the interrelationships 

through the JDR theory. In line with the research objective to find out what intra-team factors influence 

the effectiveness of Agile SMTs, and to what extent, the following sub-research question is answered: 

 

To what extend do emotional intelligence, trust, shared leadership, and psychological safety influence 

both team performance and job flourishing? 

 

The second objective of this research is to find out how these intra-team factors influence the 

effectiveness of Agile SMTs. This provides more information on the underlying mechanisms between 

the intra-team factors and how team members perceive the intra-team factors in relation to the SMTs’ 

effectiveness. In line with the second research objective, the following sub-research question is 

answered: 

 

How are these salient intra-team factors perceived by team members in relation to the effectiveness of 

the Agile self-managing teams? 
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1 . 3  T h e o r e t i c a l  a n d  p r a c t i c a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n s   

By answering the research question, this research contributes to theory by extending our current 

knowledge on how, i.e., processes and mechanisms, the relationship between EI and team effectiveness 

unfolds within the Agile context. More specifically, this thesis enriches the literature on job flourishing, 

EI and self-managing teams, by exploring the possible effects of the process factors T, PS, and SL on 

the relationship between EI and team effectiveness.  

This thesis has also practical contributions. Firstly, this research is of relevance to businesses that are 

thinking about implementing or already have implemented SMTs to higher their business performance, 

since they should know what factors need particular attention for their SMTs to have a high team 

effectiveness. Secondly, businesses can take into account the results of this research in their selection, 

training, and evaluation systems.  

Thirdly, this research practically contributes to employees working in SMTs as they can find out which 

factor needs more personal development to get a higher team performance in the end.  

1 . 4  O u t l i n e  o f  t h e  s t u d y   

The remaining part of this thesis will be structured by first discussing the theoretical framework which 

examens the existing literature on the Agile context, and the theories and intra-team factors applied in 

this research. Next to this, the hypotheses and conceptual IPO model of team effectiveness within the 

Agile context will be presented. Following up on the theoretical framework, the methodology section 

will elaborate on the research strategy of this study. Afterwards, the results of the research will be 

presented and shows if the hypotheses are supported. The final part of the thesis, which relates to the 

discussion and conclusion, shows the main findings of the research.  
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2  T H E O R E T I C A L  F R A M E W O R K  

2 . 1  T h e  A g i l e  C o n t e x t  

The Agile methodology is an iterative and flexible approach to project management and software 

development, which emphasizes collaboration, adaptability, and continuous improvement (Ciric & 

Gracanin, 2017). Agile methodologies originated in the software development industry but have since 

been adopted by various industries and teams seeking more efficient and customer-centric ways of 

working (Ciric & Gracanin, 2017). One of the key aspects of the Agile methodology is Self-Managing 

Teams (SMTs) (Magpili & Pazos, 2017). Agile promotes the formation of cross-functional teams 

consisting of members with diverse skills and expertise. These teams are self-organizing, meaning they 

have the autonomy to plan, execute, and manage their work. SMTs encourage collaboration, collective 

decision-making, and shared responsibility, leading to increased accountability and ownership (Magpili 

& Pazos, 2017). 

 

It is important to note that Agile is not a prescriptive methodology but rather a set of values and 

principles outlined in the Agile Manifesto (Manifesto for Agile Software Development, 2001). The 

Agile Manifesto, created in 2001, is a foundational document which entails the values and principles of 

the Agile methodology (see Table 1).  
 

TABLE 1 | Agile values and principles (Manifesto for Agile Software Development, 2001). 

 Agile Values 

1. Individuals and interactions over processes and tools 

2. Working software over comprehensive documentation 

3. Customer collaboration over contract negotiation 

4. Responding to change over following a plan 

 

 Agile Principles 

1. Early and continuous delivery of valuable software 

2. Welcome changing requirements, Agile processes harness change for the customer’s competitive advantage 

3. Deliver working software frequently 

4. People interaction daily 

5. Build project around motivated individuals 

6. Face-to-face communication 

7. Working software is the primary measure of progress 

8. Constant pace 

9. Continuous attention to technical excellence and good design enhances agility 

10. Simplicity 

11. Self-organized teams 

12. At regular intervals, the team reflects on how to become more effective 

 



6 / 48 

By embracing Agile principles, SMTs can foster collaboration, respond to change, and deliver value 

more effectively and efficiently. The iterative and customer-centric nature of Agile methodologies 

enables teams to adapt to evolving requirements, reduce risk, and deliver high-quality products or 

services, which lead to higher firm performance (Kumar et al., 2019). 

2 . 2  T h e  I P O - m o d e l  o f  T e a m  E f f e c t i v e n e s s   

As this study takes a closer look how intra-team factors influence team effectiveness of SMTs within 

the Agile context, the Input-Process-Output (IPO) model of Team Effectiveness is the theoretical 

framework underpinning the relationships explored in this thesis. The IPO model is a widely recognized 

framework used to understand and analyze the components and interactions that contribute to team 

effectiveness (Kozlowski, 2018; Mathieu et al., 2008; McGrath, 1964; Wang, 2018), which is in line 

with the objectives of this study. Team effectiveness is defined as “the real-time altering of behavior 

and interactions to meet the changing demands of a dynamic environment in order to accomplish the 

shared team goal” (Gorman et al., 2018, p. 60). The IPO model of team effectiveness consists of three 

key elements: input, process, and output (Kozlowski, 2018; Mathieu et al., 2008; McGrath, 1964; Wang, 

2018). 

1. Input: The input in the IPO model represents the resources or information that are fed into a 

system or process (Mathieu et al., 2008). The inputs refer to the characteristics and resources 

that team members bring to the team (Kozlowski, 2018; Mathieu et al., 2008). These inputs can 

include factors such as individual skills, knowledge, experience, attitudes, personality traits, and 

demographics (Kozlowski, 2018; Wang, 2018). Additionally, team inputs also encompass the 

resources provided to the team, such as technology, equipment, and organizational support 

(Kozlowski, 2018; Mathieu et al., 2008). Inputs lay the foundation for team effectiveness, as 

they shape the potential capabilities and composition of the team (Mathieu et al., 2008). 

2. Process: The processes of the IPO model refer to the activities, transformations, or operations 

performed on the inputs to achieve the desired outcomes (Mathieu et al., 2008). The processes 

component focuses on the interactions, behaviors, and dynamics that occur within the team 

(Kozlowski, 2018). It includes how team members communicate, collaborate, and coordinate 

their efforts to accomplish team goals (Kozlowski, 2018; Mathieu et al., 2008).  

3. Output: The outputs component of the IPO model represents the outcomes, results, or 

achievements of the team (Kozlowski, 2018; Mathieu et al., 2008). Outputs are the end result 

that provides value or fulfills a purpose based on the inputs and the process undertaken (Mathieu 

et al., 2008). The outputs reflect the overall effectiveness of the team in achieving its objectives 

and delivering value (Mathieu et al., 2008). 
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The IPO model highlights the interdependence and relationships between these three components 

(Mathieu et al., 2008; Wang, 2018). It acknowledges that inputs shape the team's potential, processes 

determine how inputs are utilized, and outputs reflect the impact of inputs and processes on achieving 

team goals (Mathieu et al., 2008; Wang, 2018). Any changes or improvements in the input or the process 

can directly impact the quality and characteristics of the output related to team effectiveness (Wang, 

2018). Overall, the IPO model provides a valuable lens for analyzing and understanding the factors that 

contribute to team effectiveness, allowing teams and organizations to optimize their inputs, processes, 

and outputs to achieve desired outcomes (Kozlowski, 2018; Mathieu et al., 2008; McGrath, 1964; Wang, 

2018). 

2 . 3  T h e  J D R  T h e o r y  

When using the IPO model of Team Effectiveness as a framework, the JDR theory can be well 

implemented to justify the placement of the concepts within the conceptual IPO model and the 

relationships among the concepts. The JDR theory proposes a psychological model that examines the 

interaction between job demands and job resources in the workplace and their impact on employee well-

being and performance. It provides insights into the underlying psychological processes which play a 

role in the development of job strain and motivation (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006).  

1. Job Demands: Job demands refer to the physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects 

of a job that require sustained effort and energy expenditure from the employees. These 

demands can include workload, time pressure, emotional demands, role ambiguity, 

interpersonal conflicts, and physical demands. High levels of job demand without sufficient 

resources to cope with them can lead to increased stress, exhaustion, and burnout (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2006). 

2. Job Resources: Job resources are the physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects 

of a job that can help individuals achieve their work goals, reduce job demands, and stimulate 

personal growth and development. Examples of job resources include social support, autonomy, 

feedback, task variety, skill variety, and opportunities for learning and development. Job 

resources play a crucial role in enhancing motivation, engagement, and well-being, buffering 

the negative effects of job demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006). 

The JDR theory proposes that high job demands, coupled with low job resources, can lead to strain and 

negative outcomes such as burnout and decreased job performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006). 

Conversely, when job resources are abundant and effectively utilized, they can act as buffers, reducing 

the impact of job demands and fostering positive outcomes like work engagement, job satisfaction, and 

improved performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006). In this research, EI, trust, PS, and SL are seen as 

job resources.  
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Organizations can use the JDR theory to assess and manage job demands and resources, promoting 

employee well-being and performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006). By identifying and addressing 

excessive job demands and providing adequate resources, organizations can create a healthier and more 

conducive work environment, enhancing employees' ability to cope with challenges and thrive in their 

roles (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006).  

2 . 4  H y p o t h e s e s  D e v e l o p m e n t  

2.4.1 The relationship between emotional intelligence and team effectiveness in the Agile 
context  

When SMTs show a difference in their performance as only 42% of Agile projects are successful 

(Johnson, 2020; Magpili & Pazos, 2018), it is important to take a look at what intra-team factors 

influence the effectiveness of these teams. EI is a concept which is proven to positively influence team 

effectiveness outside of the Agile context (Lee & Wong, 2017) and is defined as “the ability to monitor 

one’s and others’ emotions, the ability to distinguish emotions, and the ability to use them to guide their 

thinking and actions” (Salovey & Mayer, 1990, p. 189). 

There seems to be a scarcity of research related to the positive relationship between EI and team 

effectiveness among SMTs within the Agile context. Because of this, EI is used as the input factor within 

the conceptual IPO model as it is a resource team members bring into the team (Mathieu et al., 2008). 

TP and JF are used as outcomes for team effectiveness within the conceptual IPO model, as these 

concepts have been shown to have a positive relationship with EI among traditional teams (Abdelkreem 

et al., 2021; A’yuninnisa et al., 2023b; Paik et al., 2019; Shafique & Naz, 2023). TP, which is defined 

as the extent to which a team achieves its goals, next to the quality and quantity of its outputs and 

outcomes (Mathieu et al., 2008), is most widely studied as an outcome criterion. JF could also be seen 

as an outcome of the IPO model of Team Effectiveness, as it is defined as “an individual’s positive 

psychological state of mental health and features psychological, social, and emotional well-being” 

(A’yuninnisa et al., 2023a, p. 1). Hence, both concepts, TP and JF, are in line with the description of the 

output component of the IPO model as they are end results and reflect the effectiveness of the team.  

The placement of concepts within the conceptual IPO model is supported by the JDR which states that 

higher job resources reduce the impact of job demands and lead to higher organizational outcomes 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2006). Higher levels of EI have proven to help employees to reduce the impacts 

of job demands (Bakker & de Vries, 2020), which leads to higher organizational outcomes (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2006), such as employees achieving their work goals.  

To test if EI has a positive effect on team effectiveness within the Agile context, the following 

hypotheses are formulated: 
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Hypothesis 1a: Emotional intelligence has a positive effect on team performance of SMTs within the 

Agile context. 

Hypothesis 1b: Emotional intelligence has a positive effect on job flourishing of SMTs within the Agile 

context. 

2.4.2 The process factors influencing the relationship between EI and team effectiveness in the 
Agile context 

Furthermore, it is unclear how the relationship between EI and team effectiveness of SMTs unfolds 

(Mathieu et al., 2008). Research indicates that possible mediating and moderating factors could be trust 

(Lalsing et al., 2012; Buvik & Tkalich, 2022a), PS (Buvik & Tkalich, 2022b), and SL (Moe et al., 2009), 

as these concepts are individually of importance for Agile success.  

 

Process factor: Trust 

T is defined as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based on the 

expectation that the other will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the 

ability to monitor or control that other party” (Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712). The concept is a key factor in 

regard to Agile SMT’s performance (Lalsing et al., 2012; Buvik & Tkalich, 2022a), as T enables 

employees to work together more effectively (Mayer et al., 1995). It appears that a lack of T is one of 

the challenges that Agile SMT’s face (Stray et al., 2018; Tyagi et al., 2022). This could be a possible 

reason for the problem stated in this research, which entails that Agile SMT’s differ in their effectiveness 

and struggle to get to their full potential (Magpili & Pazos, 2018; Johnson, 2020). Because of this, T is 

an important concept to include within the conceptual IPO model of this study.   

When looking at T in relation to EI and team effectiveness, research shows there are some connections. 

First of all, EI is positively correlated to T within Agile SMT’s, which entails that EI promotes T within 

the team (Luong et al., 2021). Second, research shows that T is positively correlated to team 

effectiveness in Agile SMT’s (Prabhu & Modem, 2022; Strode et al., 2022). Within this research, team 

effectiveness is seen as TP and JF. T is positively related to TP within general teams (De Jong et al., 

2016; Morrissette & Kisamore, 2020). Looking at the Agile context, research has proven that there is 

an indirect link between T and TP through teamwork engagement (Buvik & Tkalich, 2022a). Contrary, 

less research has explored the direct relationship between T and TP within the Agile context, while T 

has proven to be of importance for Agile SMT’s performance (Lalsing et al., 2012; Buvik & Tkalich, 

2022a). Regarding T and JF, it seems that less research has been done so far on the relationship between 

T and JF in general teams and teams in the Agile context. However, this relationship could possibly 

exist as research has proven that a climate of T promotes thriving at work (Spreitzer et al., 2005). 

Thriving and flourishing are related constructs as both involve a positive state of human functioning 

(Spreitzer et al., 2005). 
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Following up on the research findings discussed, the concept of T could be seen as a process factor 

within the conceptual IPO model which mediates the relationship between EI and team effectiveness 

within the Agile context. This is supported by research which confirms T to be a mediator between EI 

and TP in general teams (Rezvani et al., 2019; Shafique & Naz, 2023). Also, the JDR theory 

complements this statement as T could be seen as a job resource which enhances the organizational 

outcomes by lowering the job demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006).  

To test if T mediates the relationship between EI and team effectiveness within the Agile context, the 

following hypotheses are formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 2a: Trust mediates the relationship between emotional intelligence and team performance 

of SMTs within the Agile context. 

Hypothesis 2b: Trust mediates the relationship between emotional intelligence and job flourishing of 

SMTs within the Agile context.  

 

Process factor: Shared Leadership 

SL is defined as a leadership style in which leadership responsibilities are distributed among the team 

or organization (Lyndon & Pandey, 2020). As SMTs are based on autonomy, shared responsibility, and 

collective decision-making (Magpili & Pazos, 2017), effectively developed SL is needed to be 

successful within the Agile context (Moe et al., 2009). Among general teams outside of the Agile 

context, EI has a positive effect on SL (Lyndon & Pandey, 2020). Next to this, SL appears to have a 

positive impact on EI as team members within a SL-framework are encouraged to actively engage in 

team management and collaboratively seek solutions to challenges (Zhang et al., 2023). This 

environment inspires team members to shape matching emotional cognition and application (Zhang et 

al., 2023). This is a compelling rationale that suggests that there could be an interaction effect between 

EI and SL. Furthermore, research shows that SL has a positive effect on trust within general teams, 

which eventually leads to a higher team effectiveness (Drescher et al., 2014; Prabhu & Modem, 2022). 

This leads to the suggestion that SL moderates the relationship between EI and trust. For this reason, SL 

will be seen as a process factor within the conceptual IPO model of Team Effectiveness in relation to 

EI and trust within the Agile context. The JDR theory supports this as SL could be seen as a job resource 

which can lower the job demands and eventually enhances the organizational outcomes (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2006). To test if SL moderates the relationship between EI and trust within the Agile context, 

the following hypothesis is formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 2c: Shared leadership moderates the relationship between emotional intelligence and trust 

of SMTs within the Agile context.  
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Process factor: Psychological Safety 

Another key factor for the success of Agile SMT’s is PS (Buvik & Tkalich, 2022b). PS in a team climate 

is defined as a “shared belief held by members of a team that the team is safe for interpersonal risk 

taking” (Edmondson, 1999, p. 350). The importance of PS for Agile success is scientifically proven as 

research shows that PS has a direct positive effect on TP and JF in SMTs (Buvik & Tkalich, 2022b; 

Rabiul et al., 2023). Next to this, relationship networks appear to be important determinants of 

psychological safety at the team level, and contribute to team performance (Newman et al., 2017).  

One of the key drivers of psychological safety within these social networks is the quality of social 

relationships between team members as measured by trust (Gu et al., 2013; Huang and Jiang, 2012; 

Schulte et al., 2012). As trust has proven to also have a direct positive effect on team effectiveness 

(Prabhu & Modem, 2022; Strode et al., 2022), there could be suggested that PS plays a big role in 

mediating corresponding effects of Agile practices as a process factor within the conceptual IPO model 

of team effectiveness (Mathieu et al., 2008). Research supports this as PS is proven to have a mediating 

effect between trust and job performance (Chughtai, 2020). Furthermore, it is supported by the JDR 

theory as PS could be seen as a job resource (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006; Newman et al., 2017). When 

a higher level of PS positively influences the relationship between trust and team effectiveness, it 

possibly will enhance the organizational outcomes as it lowers job demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2006; Newman et al., 2017). To test if PS mediates the relationship between trust and team effectiveness 

within the Agile context, the following hypothesis is formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 2d: Psychological safety mediates the relationship between trust and team performance of 

Agile SMTs.  

 

Hypothesis 2e: Psychological safety mediates the relationship between trust and job flourishing of Agile 

SMTs. 
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2 . 5  T h e  c o n c e p t u a l  I P O  m o d e l  o f  t e a m  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  i n  t h e  A g i l e  

c o n t e x t  

When visualizing the stated hypotheses, the following conceptual IPO model of team effectiveness in 

the Agile context is constructed:  

 
FIGURE 1 | Conceptual IPO model of team effectiveness within the Agile context.  
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3  M E T H O D O L O G Y   

3 . 1  R e s e a r c h  D e s i g n   

To see whether the conceptual model and hypotheses could be supported, a sequential mixed-method 

study was conducted. In this thesis, the mixed-method study contained of quantitative research, which 

investigated to which extend the variables are influencing each other (Asamoah, 2014), and qualitative 

research, which aided with an in-depth exploration of the same phenomenon (Rashid et al., 2019). The 

mixed-method approach can be seen as a methodological triangulation, in which the weakness of a 

research method will be counterbalanced through the strengths of the other research method (Jack & 

Raturi, 2006). Hence, a mixed-method design can be defined as “the type of research in which a 

researcher or team of researchers combines elements of qualitative and quantitative research approaches 

for the broad purposes of breadth and depth of understanding and corroboration” (Johnson et al., 2007, 

p. 123). A mixed-method approach has been chosen to expand and strengthen this research 

(Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017), since the results of the quantitative and qualitative research can be 

complementary to one another, as the results of the qualitative research clarify the results of the 

quantitative research (Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). First, quantitative research was needed for the 

first research objective, which was to determine to what extent the intra-team factors are present and if 

the relationships occur within the IPO model of Team Effectiveness (Asamoah, 2014). Second, 

qualitative research was conducted in line with the second research objective, to further explain and 

offer more in-depth explanations of the quantitative findings (Rashid et al., 2019) on how the intra-team 

factors are influencing the team effectiveness of Agile SMTs.  

3 . 2  D a t a  C o l l e c t i o n ,  S a m p l i n g  a n d  P a r t i c i p a n t s  

3.2.1 Part 1: Quantitative Research  

The target population are SMTs which are working within the Agile context. The sampling methods 

that were used in this research were both random and convenience sampling (Stratton, 2021). Through 

the researcher’s network, a consultancy company working Agile was contacted, which led to five SMTs 

participating in the research. Each SMT has an average of nine team members of which each team 

member has its own expertise. This leaded to a sample size of 45 team members participating in the 

quantitative research. Table 2 shows the inclusion/exclusion criteria that were used for selecting the 

participating company and SMTs.  
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TABLE 2 | Inclusion and exclusion criteria for participating in both quantitative and qualitative research. 

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 

SMTs working in the Agile context SMTs not working in the Agile context 

SMTs consisting of nine team members on average SMTs consisting of less or more than nine team members 

SMTs consisting of team members with different expertise SMTs which do not consist of team members with different 

expertise 

SMTs of a company outside of the software development 

industry 

SMTs of a software development industry 

 

Out of the 45 invited team members, 40 team members participated in the questionnaire (response rate 

88.89%). After removing invalid responses, the final sample consisted of 36 team members (80%). On 

average, each SMT consisted of 7 participating team members (ranging from 6 to 9; SD 1.45). The 

participating team members were mostly men (72.2%). The ages ranged from 20 to 60, in which the 

biggest age category was 20-30 years (33.3%). The functions within the company were almost divided 

equally among the participating team members, namely junior (30.6%), medior (33.3%), and senior 

(36.1%). In terms of tenure, 16.7% of the team members had been working at the company for more 

than 5 years, 24.9% for 3 to 5 years, 36.1% for 1 to 3 years, and 22.3% for less than 1 year.  

3.2.2 Part 2: Qualitative Research  

For the qualitative research, three team members of each SMT were randomly chosen to participate in 

a focus group. In this manner, each team member had an equal chance of being selected (Noor et al., 

2022). This leaded to a sample size of 15 team members participating in the qualitative research. The 

participating team members were mostly men (66.6%), which corresponds with the gender distribution 

of the quantitative research.  

3 . 3  R e s e a r c h  I n s t r u m e n t s   

3.3.1 Part 1: Measures for Quantitative Research  

The data collection instrument that was used in the quantitative research was a questionnaire. For each 

variable, a scale was used to assess that particular concept. The internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) 

of each scale is shown in Table 3.  

 

Emotional Intelligence. To assess the level of EI within the SMTs, the Wong and Law Emotional 

Intelligence scale (WLEIS) was used in this research as it was designed for the use in management 

research (Law et al., 2004). It contains 16 items which are divided into four categories related to the 

four-dimensional definition of EI, namely Self-Emotions Appraisal (SEA), Others-Emotions Appraisal 

(OEA), Use of Emotion (UOE), and Regulation of Emotion (ROE) (Law et al., 2004).  
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The response format of the WLEIS-scale was presented as a 7-point Likert-type scale, in which 1 = 

totally disagree and 7 = totally agree. Sample items of the WLEIS-scale are: “I have a good sense of 

why I have certain feelings most of the time” for SEA, “I always know my friends’ emotions from their 

behavior” for OEA, “I always set goals for myself and then try my best to achieve them” for UOE, and 

“I am able to control my temper so that I can handle difficulties rationally” for ROE (Law et al., 2004). 

See appendix A for the full WLEIS-scale.  

 

Trust. To assess T within the SMTs, the Behavioral Trust Inventory (BTI) scale of Gillespie (2003) was 

used, as it specifically measures T in peer relationships at work (Gillespie, 2003). It contains 10 items 

which take a look at two types of trusting behavior in interpersonal work relationships, which are 

reliance (relying on others) and disclosure (disclosing personal or sensitive information to others) 

(Gillespie, 2003). Just like the WLEIS, the response format was presented as a 7-point Likert scale, 

which presented 1 as ‘not at all willing’ and 7 as ‘completely willing’ (Gillespie, 2003). Sample items 

of the trust scale are: “How willing are you to rely on your team’s work-related judgements?” for 

reliance, and “How willing are you to share your personal feelings with your team?” for disclosure 

(Gillespie, 2003). See appendix B for the full trust scale.  

 

Psychological Safety. The 4-items PS scale was used to assess PS within the SMTs (Nembhard & 

Edmondson, 2006), as the scale focuses on the level of PS within teams. The four items are from 

Edmondson’s (1999) PS scale. Also here, the response format was a 7-point Likert scale in which 1 = 

strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree (Edmondson, 1999; Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006). Sample 

items of the PS scale are: “If you make a mistake on this team, it is often haled against you” (reversed 

scored) and “Members of this team are able to bring up problems and tough issues” (Nembhard & 

Edmondson, 2006). See appendix C for the full PS scale.  

 

Shared Leadership. To assess SL, the PB-T + PB-S scale was used as it combines proactive team-

directed behaviors (PB-T) and self-directed proactive behaviors (PB-S) (Muethel et al., 2012). It consists 

of 7 items, of which four items are related to PB-T and three items are related to PB-S (Muethel et al., 

2012). The response format was based on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Sample 

items of the SL scale are: “All team members initiated actions to bring out improved procedures for the 

team” for PB-T, and “All team members asked other team members for advice” for PB-S (Muethel et 

al., 2012). See appendix D for the full SL scale.  
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Team Performance. To assess TP within the SMTs, the TP scale of Gibson et al. (2009) was used as the 

scale captures the overall sense of how effective the team is, which is in line with the objectives of this 

research. It consists of four items, which were measured on a scale of 1 (very inaccurate) to 7 (very 

accurate). Sample items of the TP scale are: “This team is consistently a high performing team” and 

“This team is effective” (Gibson et al., 2009). See appendix E for the full TP scale.  

 

Job Flourishing. To assess JF within the SMTs, the Flourishing-at-Work Scale – Short Form (FAWS-

SF) was used for this research as it is a measurement of three dimensions of well-being at work, namely 

emotional well-being, psychological well-being, and social well-being (Rautenbach & Rothmann, 

2017). The FAWS-SF consists of 16 items divided into the three dimensions of well-being (Rautenbach 

& Rothmann, 2017). The responses to the FAWS-SF items were scored on a 6-point scale ranging from 

1 (never) to 6 (every day) (Rautenbach & Rothmann, 2017). Sample items of the FAWS-SF are: “During 

the past month at work, how often did you do feel happy?” for emotional well-being, “During the past 

month at work, how often did you feel confident to think or express your own ideas and opinions?” for 

psychological well-being, and “During the past month at work, how often did you feel you had 

something important to contribute to your organization?” for social well-being (Rautenbach & 

Rothmann, 2017). See appendix F for the full FAWS-SF scale.  

 

3.3.2 Part 2: Focus Group Protocol for Qualitative Research  

To collect the qualitative data, focus groups were held. Focus groups can be seen as a supplement to a 

quantitative survey (Barbour, 2005), which suited this research. The purpose of focus groups is to see 

what the understandings and perspectives are of the participants in regard to results of the quantitative 

research (Millward, 2000). A disadvantage of focus groups is that the selection of the participants and 

moderator determines the quality of the data that will be obtained more than with individual interviews 

(Greenbaum, 1998). The selection process and preparation of the interviews requires sufficient attention 

to make sure that it serves the objectives of the research (Greenbaum, 1998). Advantages of focus groups 

in comparison to individual interviews are that it may encourage individuals to participate which are 

reluctant to talk one-on-one. Next to this, the group dynamics could generate rich data (Coté-Arsenault 

& Morrison- Breedy, 2005).  

The focus groups were held by asking a set of predefined questions, through semi-structured interviews. 

Semi-structured interviews are useful in mixed-method research as an adjunct to supplement and add 

depth (Adams, 2015). The semi-structured interview guide was based on the intra-team factors and 

outcomes of the IPO model of Team Effectiveness, which consists of TP and JP (see appendix G).  
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3 . 4  D a t a  A n a l y s i s  

3.4.1 Part 1: Quantitative Research  

First, a preliminary analysis was performed, in which the descriptive statistics were checked, and the 

data was cleaned. This means that the variables were given clear and short names, and the data was 

checked for missing data. Eventually, 4 out of the 40 cases were deleted due to missing data, which 

leads to a total of N=36. Furthermore, the preliminary analysis shows the reliability of the data (see 

Table 3) and if there are any outliers which need to be removed. The Cronbach’s alpha for each variable 

is higher than 0.7, which means that the variables are reliable. No extreme outliers were detected in the 

data. Finally, through stepwise model building, the hypothesized conceptual model was evaluated. Each 

model in the stepwise model building was evaluated looking at the R-squared values (see Table 4). The 

R-squared values indicate the proportion of variance in the dependent variable that can be explained by 

the model (Miles, 2005). Next to the R-squared values, the hypothesized conceptual model (Model 4) 

was also evaluated by the SRMR, dULS, and dG values (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015; Hu & Bentler, 

1998). The SRMR quantifies how strongly the empirical correlation matrix differs from the model-

implied correlation matrix (Hu & Bentler, 1998). The lower the SRMR, the better is the theoretical 

model’s fit in which the cut-off value is 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Next to this, the HI95 and HI99 

values relate to the SRMR if the theoretical model was true, which means that the model is likely true 

if the SRMR value does not exceed those values (Hu & Bentler, 1998). The dULS and dG tests are 

measures that quantify how strongly the empirical correlation matrix differs from the model implied 

correlation matrix (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015). The lower the dULS and dG values, the better the 

theoretical model fit. If the dULS and dG values exceeds the corresponding HI95 and HI99 values, it is 

unlikely the model is true (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015).  

 

To analyze the cleaned quantitative data, a correlation analysis was done in SPSS to determine if the 

variables are correlated (Asamoah, 2014). The statistical techniques called the Pearson’s correlation was 

used, which can be calculated for any two continuous variables and measures the strength of the 

association between two variables (Limberg et al., 2021). As an extension of the correlation analysis, a 

regression analysis was performed to provide the predictive power of the independent variable to the 

dependent variable (Limberg et al., 2021). Next to this, structural equation modelling (SEM) was 

performed to describe the relationship among the observed variables and determine the model fit of the 

conceptual IPO model of team effectiveness in the Agile context (Thakkar, 2020). Through the use of 

the statistical techniques, the hypotheses were supported or not supported.  
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3.4.2 Part 2: Qualitative Research  

To analyze the qualitative data, the semi-structured interviews of the focus groups were transcribed. 

After this, a thematic analysis was done, which is “a method for analyzing qualitative data that involves 

searching for recurring ideas in the data set” (Riger & Sigurvinsdottir, 2016, p. 33). The coding process 

has a particular set of stages, namely to immerse oneself in the data (step 1), to generate initial codes 

(step 2), search for themes (step 3), review the themes (step 4), define and name the themes (step 5), and 

produce the report (step 6) (Braun & Clarke, 2006). This is related to the Gioia structure of data in which 

the first-order codes (informant-centric terms) lead to second-order (theory-centric) themes, and 

eventually to aggregate dimensions (Gioia et al., 2012). Afterwards, the aggregate dimensions were 

structured into a dynamic grounded theory model (Gioia et al., 2012).  
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4  F I N D I N G S   

4 . 1  Q u a n t i t a t i v e  f i n d i n g s  

This chapter presents the quantitative findings of this research. First of all, the descriptive statistics of 

the main variables are discussed, together with the Pearson’s correlations. Following up on this, the 

results will be presented in several stages including different regression models through SEM. The fist 

model shows the relationships between the income variable, EI, and the outcome variables, TP and JF. 

The second model includes T as a mediating variable. The third model shows the effect of SL as a 

moderator on the relationship between EI and T. The fourth and final model includes PS which mediates 

the relationship between trust and the outcome variables, TP and JF. Next to this, the model fit will show 

if the sample data may indeed stem from a population that functions according to the hypothesized 

model. Hypothesis testing will show if the hypotheses of this research will be supported. 

4.1.1 Descriptive statistics  

With regard to the central variables in this study, Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics, including 

the Pearson’s correlations between the research variables. The Pearson’s correlations show that all 

relationships have some positive correlation in which they differ in strength. Furthermore, Table 3 shows 

significant relationships between most of the variables, which is in line with mentioned scientific 

literature and the hypotheses mentioned in this thesis.  

 
TABLE 3 | Descriptive statistics and Pearson’s correlations for the study variables. 

Variable Mean SD EI T SL PS TP JF 

EI 5.193 0.575 (0.811)      

T 5.292 0.798 0.464** (0.866)     

SL 2.905 0.879 0.055 0.406* (0.928)    

PS 5.611 0.911 0.246 0.594** 0.401* (0.746)   

TP 4.854 0.895 0.198 0.657** 0.368* 0.682** (0.809)  

JF 4.280 0.652 0.459** 0.584** 0.358* 0.491** 0.567** (0.897) 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

 

 

 



20 / 48 

4.1.2 Regression models and hypotheses testing 

Table 4 depicts the hypotheses testing results which includes the direct path coefficients, standard error, 

significance level, and the model fit.  

Hypotheses 1a and 1b state that EI has a positive effect on TP and JF, respectively, of SMTs within the 

Agile context. As can be seen in Model 1 (Table 4), EI was entered as the predictor of TP and JF. The 

model fit is not good looking at the SRMR and adjusted R2. The results implied that EI had significant 

direct effect on JF (b = .0.460, p < .05), but not TP (b = .198, p = .330). Thus, hypothesis 1a was not 

supported, while hypothesis 1b was supported.  

Hypotheses 2a and 2b look at the mediating effect of T between EI and the outcome variables. When T 

was introduced to the model as a mediator between EI and the outcome variables TP and JF, Model 2 

(Table 4), the model fit improved. The results demonstrated significant indirect effect of EI on TP (b = 

.333, p < .01, 95% CI [.115 to .533]) and JF (b = .219, p < .05, 95% CI [.021 to .417]). Thus, hypotheses 

2a and 2b were supported. Furthermore, the results implied that EI did not have a significant direct effect 

on JF anymore in Model 2 (b = .241, p = .221). Hence, hypothesis 1b was not supported in Model 2. 

Hypothesis 2c suggests that SL moderates the relationship between EI and T of SMTs within the Agile 

context. After introducing SL in the model as a moderator between EI and T, Model 3 (Table 4) shows 

an improvement of the model fit as the adjusted R2 values became higher in comparison to Model 2. 

The results indicate significant direct effects of EI on T (b = .419, p < .01), and SL on T (b = .442, p < 

.001). An insignificant direct effect is seen of EIxSL on T ((b = .150, p = .282). Thus, hypothesis 2c was 

not supported.  

To complete the hypothesized model, PS is added as a mediator between T and the outcome variables 

TP and JF in Model 4 (Table 4). When PS was introduced in Model 4, the model fit improved as the 

adjusted R2 values became higher and the SRMR value showed that the model is likely true. The results 

demonstrated insignificant indirect effect of T on TP (b = .264, p = .058, 95% CI [.037 to .566]) and JF 

(b = .139, p = 346, 95% CI [-.269 to .329]). Thus, hypotheses 2d and 2e were not supported.  

Figure 2 shows the full hypothesized model and its paths coefficients.  
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TABLE 4 | Hypotheses testing results. 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
 TP JF T TP JF T TP JF T PS TP JF 
EI 0.198 

(0.203) 
0.460** 
(0.168) 

0.463*** 
(0.131) 

-0.135 
(0.182) 

0.241 
(0.197) 

0.419** 
(0.152) 

-0.135 
(0.182)  

0.241 
(0.197)  

0.419** 
(0.152) 

 0.119 
(0.154)  

0.250 
(0.201)  

T    0.720*** 
(0.091) 

0.473* 
(0.186) 

 0.720*** 
(0.091) 

0.473* 
(0.186) 

 0.594*** 
(0.137) 

0.447* 
(0.176) 

0.330 
(0.262)  

SL      0.442*** 
(0.120) 

  0.442*** 
(0.120) 

   

EI x SL      0.150 
(0.139)  

  0.150 
(0.139)  

   

PS           0.445* 
(0.177) 

0.234 
(0.234)  

 
Adjusted 
R2 

0.011 0.188 0.191 0.412 0.350 0.319 0.412 0.350 0.319 0.334 0.534 0.368 

SRMR 0.194 0.066+ 0.107 0.114 
dULS 0.226 0.043 0.239 0.361 
dG 0.077 0.027 0.072 0.087 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. Standard errors in parentheses.  
+ SRMR < 0.08 
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FIGURE 2 | graphical representation of the hypothesized model on Agile SMTs effectiveness. 
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4 . 2  Q u a l i t a t i v e  f i n d i n g s  

After coding the qualitative data by using the Gioia method, three aggregated dimensions showed up, 

namely intra-team factors, team outcomes and organizational design. See Figure 3 for an overview of 

the data structure.  

A closer look will be taken on the first-order concepts and second-order themes which belong to the 

aggregated dimensions of intra-team factors and team outcomes, as this information is directly related 

to the research variables. All second-order themes will be discussed below together with some 

illustrative quotes. The qualitative data related to the aggregated dimension of organizational design 

can be found in Appendix H, as this data is not directly related to the variables being researched. This 

data is complementary to the other two overarching dimensions and provides contextual information 

on the effect of the organizational design on the effectiveness of Agile SMTs.    

4.2.1 Aggregated dimension: Intra-team factors 

The first aggregated dimension is called intra-team factors and is divided into four second-order 

themes, namely emotional intelligence (EI), psychological safety (PS), shared leadership (SL), and 

trust (T). The second-order themes have in common that they can influence the processes within the 

team, and the team outcomes. For this reason, the aggregated dimension is called intra-team factors.  

 

Emotional Intelligence 

The second-order theme EI is represented by four first-order concepts, namely (1) team members being 

aware of their own and others’ emotions, (2) team members being able to control their emotions, (3) 

team members being able to express their emotions, and (4) team members having empathy for one 

another. All four first-order concepts are related to dealing with emotions and interpersonal 

relationships. This is why this second-order theme is called EI.   

Most of the time, team members appear to be aware of their own and others’ emotions as it can often 

be seen by someone’s facial expression and team members frequently asking each other how they are 

doing. The following quotes illustrate this: “Before she says it, you can see it on her face”, “Most of 

the time it is very clear that someone is frustrated without that person saying he or she is frustrated”, 

“We always ask that, how busy you are and then you often get a sense of what they are feeling”, “I 

think we have a healthy level of emotional involvement.” 
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FIGURE 3 | Data structure. 
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In very few situations it happens that team members are not aware of the emotions of others due to the 

cross-establishment team setting, where team members of the same Agile SMT are situated at different 

offices throughout the country. One of the participants, for instance, noted: “Anyway, a market team 

[Agile SMT] can be spread over different locations, so you don’t see each other at all. Then you see 

each other twice a year or so. If you are lucky. Then you don’t know how someone feels on a daily 

basis.” 

Following up on being aware of emotions within the Agile SMTs, team members also appear to be 

able to control their emotions. Team members tend to accept situations as they are without getting 

really emotional and team members do not express their emotions in an intense manner. Consequently, 

team members feel like the Agile SMTs are overall not that emotional, for example: “So then you can 

better just accept that it is as it is”, “No, not really within our team, no emotional outbursts”, “But I 

don’t think we are a very emotional team at all”.  

Furthermore, team members are able to express their emotions. What stands out is that most of the 

time, team members do not do so within their own Agile SMT but towards other colleagues. This 

happens because team members of the same Agile SMTs generally do not sit together at the office. 

Most of the time, they sit together with co-workers with the same expertise.  

The following quotes illustrate this: “That is more about everyday things and incidents in your life. 

You don’t say that during a meeting [with your Agile SMT], you do so more in your room/workplace”, 

“I also think that within the expertise teams, or at least at your room or workplace, you show your 

emotions more than within your team.” 

Finally, team members appear to have empathy for one another, which manifests itself in wanting to 

help each other and provide support when needed. The following quote illustrate this: “We pay 

attention to this and if there is something going on, we will provide some support or send flowers or 

something like that. I think we try to look out for each other. How you function, how you feel.”  

When going into more detail, it becomes evident that having empathy has its limits and does not 

generally happen on a team basis but through cross-team collaboration. When work needs to be handed 

over to another colleague, this colleague needs to have the same expertise. Employees with the same 

expertise are divided among the Agile SMTs, which makes that the work that is handed over needs to 

be done by a colleague from another Agile SMT. This is illustrated by the following quote: “The work 

that we are talking about came from team X and not from our team. So, as a team, we could support 

him by listening to him and maybe by giving advice or tips. But other than that, as a team you can 

hardly do anything more.” 
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Psychological Safety 

PS as a second-order theme is represented by three first-order concepts, which are (1) team members 

express their ideas/concerns, (2) team members can make mistakes, (3) team members do not take 

risks. All three first-order concepts relate to actions which can be performed by team members when 

there is a safe team environment. This is why this second-order theme is called PS. 

It appears that team members feel comfortable to express their ideas and concerns within the Agile 

SMTs: “I think everyone speaks up within the team”, “I think everyone has the courage to say what 

they think.” Although, there are a few dependencies which came from the qualitative data. First, Agile 

SMTs with cross-establishment team members feel that the ideas and concerns they have might be 

discussed in less detail due to the distance and online meetings. This is illustrated by the following 

quotes: “That you are a team, but yes, I also think that when you are physically together, you have 

deeper conversations. You are more likely to discuss something with each other”, “Yes, you delve 

deeper into issues because you have better interaction with each other. With a MS Teams meeting it is 

more difficult to intervene.” Second, how often and how easy team members share their ideas and 

concerns depends on the experience team members have. “In any case, the people who have been in 

the team for a longer time, they don’t keep anything from each other, they just discuss what they want 

to discuss”, “Well, in the past, I had projects and then they [younger employees] indicated that they 

could do it. I would check it out every now and then and everything seemed to go well. And later, it 

turned out that the projects were going three times over in terms of finances and that there were far too 

many costs involved. Well, then it appeared that they would not dare to report it. You’ll hear that 

later.” Third, ideas and concerns that team members have are not that often expressed towards the 

managing board due to events in the past which have created a feeling among the Agile SMTs that it 

is not safe to express them. The following quotes illustrate this: “Not within the company, but we can 

within the teams”, “Well, I guess if you comment to much, you’ll end up getting fired or something. 

This feeling exists among many people, that you will be kicked out of the company in some way or 

another”, “In the past, I have seen that people who put their heads out to much were being silenced. 

So, to some extend I say things, but I don’t say everything.” In addition to this, the managing board 

shows disapproving behavior when team members do express their ideas and concerns: “With such 

meetings, what it starts with, with such a presentation. One of the board members, he is always nodding 

no, he doesn’t want to hear it at all.” 

Looking at team members making mistakes, the Agile SMTs offer a safe environment for this. When 

mistakes are being made, team members try to learn from them. This can be seen from the following 

quote: “In fact, I make plenty of them. Yes, of course, that’s part of it. You don’t want that, but it 

happens. And the only thing you can do is learn from it. And look, at a certain point, if you can’t figure 

it out anymore due to a mistake you made yourself, then I see room within our team to say: help.” 
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Furthermore, team members avoid taking risks and the organizational rules create an environment in 

which risk taking is limited. Employees check each other’s work and multiple signatures are needed 

for external documents. The following quotes illustrate this: “I would always discuss risks, yes”, “This 

has been covered in a different way by the secretariat. They have to check whether there are two 

signatures underneath.”, “It is my project, my responsibility, I write the quotation as I think it is right. 

Then I have it checked by a colleague and if I have forgotten something, they see it.” 

 

Shared Leadership 

The second-order theme SL is divided into five first-order concepts, namely (1) distribution of 

(leadership) responsibilities among team members, (2) team members show team-directed proactive 

behaviors, (3) team members are not ready for Agile SMTs responsibilities, (4) own projects are 

prioritized over shared responsibilities, (5) Reliance on the team coach. As these five first-order 

concepts relate to sharing and taking ownership of the responsibilities, this second-order theme is 

called SL. 

It appears from the qualitative data that the distribution of responsibilities among team members differs 

per Agile SMT. As the following quotes illustrate, some Agile SMTs experience a good balance in the 

distribution because of a diversity of talents and characteristics within the team: “We have a very 

diverse team, so for each matter that you stand for as a team is one person who plays a leading role. 

For example, there is someone who focuses very much on articles. She enjoys doing that and if we 

don’t have the time to write an article ourselves, she conducts an interview with us to get the 

information and finalized the article”, “We do indeed have a number of members who are more of the 

driving force and other people who are naturally feel more like a supporting role. But yes, I think that’s 

what makes us work.” The Agile SMTs who do not have an equal distribution of responsibilities say 

that it is because not everyone feels equally responsible and that the years of experience of team 

members have an influence on this division. This is illustrated by the following quotes: “If you have a 

commercial action yourself but you say ‘I’m very busy’, it’s always the same ones who jump up and 

offer to help. And there are also people who never do that”, “As a junior employee you don’t really 

have a choice. And as a medior employee, senior employee, you have much more choice: I want this 

project, then I would like to work with that junior employee, or I will work with that medior employee, 

or I will do it myself. I think that as a more experienced employee, you can exercise more self-

management and as a junior employee you are more task-oriented.” 

What is also linked to the distribution of responsibilities is that it is sometimes unclear for the team 

members who should actually take the responsibility for certain tasks or situations. The following 

quotes illustrate this: “Then the question is who is, who covers up that work [when somebody leaves 

the company]? Are we responsible for this as a team or the managing board?”, “For example, if we 

would suddenly lose that client, I don’t know whether we or the person responsible for the client should 

do something about it? I would say the person responsible, because he has always been in contact with 
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the client.”, “There are large projects for which a senior and a member of the managing board have 

made a quotation, and then I’m being called to arrange the implementation, the preparations and you 

name it. And then everything is left to me, and the questions are also directed to me, because I 

apparently know everything about it. And then I think: that’s too easy. First of all, for my function and 

salary, I personally do not think that the responsibility I have to take for that project is in line… to 

ensure the project runs smoothly. While there is also someone behind the project with 30, 40 years of 

experience who ten passes it on to me.” 

What stands out in correlation to team-directed proactive behaviors is that some Agile SMTs give 

suggestions on how they could improve how things operate within the team. For example: “I think the 

most important thing we can still work on is giving feedback and getting people who are hiding at the 

moment to become more active in the team.” Despite knowing what they could improve, the 

suggestions do not lead to actual actions according to the following quote: “The company does not 

give the team that responsibility. The team is not encouraged to tackle it within the team... So, we are 

actually commercially self-managing and not at all solution-oriented at a management level.” 

Also, it appears that some team members are not ready to have such responsibilities as it is out of their 

comfort zone. The following quotes illustrate this: “But I also think that some people, companywide, 

are not ready to bear that degree of independence.”, “I think everyone also realized that it is part of a 

self-managing team to be able to bear such responsibilities, but perhaps it was a bit scary for 

everyone.”, “I think that for many people, and I think that is very logical, that it is out of their comfort 

zone. I mean, it might be a lot of freedom in that sense.” In addition, some team members do not see 

the added value of the given responsibilities and say: “I’m not really into the team either. What I have 

often stated, that if there is a team or not, I have the feeling that it doesn’t really change much.” 

Furthermore, team members within Agile SMTs appear to prioritize their own project activities over 

the shared Agile SMTs responsibilities. The following quotes illustrate this: “I think most people on 

our team have different priorities, and most of us are extremely busy and work always comes first. So, 

then a team meeting is something that has to happen quickly in between the regular work activities. 

And the things that we actually need to talk about are never discussed at all.”, “That is in principle the 

priority, and these are important aspects to make self-management work. But if the team does not know 

that this is important, or it does not add anything to those projects…” 

Finally, the Agile SMTs seem to rely on the team coach and shift a part of their team responsibilities 

on them. The data shows that the team coaches make sure that everything is done and address tasks 

that still need to happen: “The coach ensures that everything is done.”, “The coach gives good feedback 

and also points out areas for improvement.”, “But perhaps, we can ask the coach to focus more 

specifically on things that we believe the team can improve.” 
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Trust 

T as a second-order theme is represented by two first-order concepts. These are called (1) team 

members belief in the ability of their colleagues, and (2) team members belief in the reliability of their 

colleagues. As both first-order concepts are related to believing in team members, this second-order 

theme is called T.  

In general, team members of the Agile SMT’s trust each other: “I trust everyone, unless proven 

otherwise.”, “100%”, “But I don’t think it’s specifically the team. I think that it’s companywide, that 

you just simply trust your colleagues.” 

The qualitative data shows that this T is built in two ways, namely through the ability and reliability 

of team members. By having good experiences in the past and building relationships, team members 

learn to know what the capabilities are of others: “Yes, and that is of course and advantage of such a 

team, that you get to know each other better and also what each other’s competencies are.” This is 

substantiated by the fact that when working with new junior employees, with whom the team members 

do not have precious experiences, they are checked ones in a while to see if things go well: “When I 

give someone a project, I have to be able to trust that it will turn out well. And ultimately, with juniors, 

you do a quick check and then things are going well. That you can actually let it go.”  

Also, the team members know they can rely on one another: “If I had to, I have confidence that you 

[the team] would handle my projects well, just as managing the customer contacts and things like 

that.”, “There is transparency within the team, so people do not have hidden or double agendas.” When 

team members appear to be unreliable, the trust is damaged and the work is given to someone else: 

“Of course, it sometimes goes the other way around, that you trust people and eventually things go 

wrong. Next time, it will go wrong again. Yes, then you say: well, I’ll chose someone else. Ultimately, 

you no longer trust that everything will turn out well. So, then I choose another person instead of that 

person.” 

4.2.2 Aggregated dimension: Team outcomes 

The second aggregated dimension is called team outcomes. It is divided into two second-order 

themes, namely job flourishing (JF), and team performance (TP). Both second-order themes 

represent business outcomes and reflect team effectiveness. This is why the aggregated dimension is 

called team outcomes.  
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Job Flourishing 

The first second-order theme which belongs to the aggregated dimension of team outcomes is JF. JF 

is divided into three first-order concepts, which are (1) team members feel happy and satisfied at work, 

(2) team members feel related to each other, (3) team members feel the way the organization works 

does not always make sense. As these three first-order concepts are related to emotional well-being, 

psychological well-being, and social well-being, this second-order theme is referred to as JF.  

The qualitative data shows that the team members of the Agile SMTs feel happy and satisfied with 

their work: “So, that reinforces, that there is a lot of joy at work.”, “Within our team, yes, people are 

satisfied with their job.”, “Yes, satisfied with the work. Sometimes not that much with how things are 

going, but this has nothing to do with the teams.”  

The last quote also relates to the fact that team members feel that the way the organization works does 

not always makes sense to them. The following quote illustrate this in more detail: “Yes, but it depends 

on how you think. Because I actually almost never think in market teams [Agile SMTs practices]. Just 

what is best and who is best for the job. Coincidentally, we are in market team, but I never think in 

market teams.”, “People don’t agree with that, or people don’t think it makes sense [the team plan], so 

they will have less contribution in that.” 

Furthermore, team members seem to feel connected with each other through the Agile SMTs: “What 

the team has really brought me is that I have the feeling that I belong somewhere.”, “But now, through 

the team, I have more contact with other colleagues.” 

 

Team Performance 

The second-order theme called TP is divided into four first-order concepts: (1) commercial team 

performance, (2) financial team performance, (3) financial performance assessment, (4) upcoming 

team competition due to team performance assessment. All four first-order concepts are related to the 

performance of the Agile SMTs, which is why this second-order code is called team performance. 

The commercial team performance appears to be lacking a bit within the Agile SMTs by not carrying 

out commercial actions. This is illustrated by the following quotes: “There were only discussions 

during the commercial meetings, but nothing came out of it.”, “But I just miss doing thing for our 

sector together. Yes, the commercial actions in particular.” The reason for the commercial actions not 

being carried out is because team members are busy with their daily work activities, plus the Agile 

SMTs do not have much team members with commercial talents, as the following quotes illustrate: 

“But with other people I was like: Come on, let’s give it a go, let’s go outside together. So, we sit in a 

meeting and it’s about how busy everyone is. But what this should be about, that’s what I miss.”, “Yes, 

so deploy the commercial talents more widely instead of just for their own team.”, “There are some 

commercial team members in that team, and you are commercial, but other than that, there aren’t really 

much more commercials.” 
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Looking at the financial team performance, the Agile SMTs are satisfied with the current financial 

numbers, as team members say: “Yes, I think we are doing fine financially.” Also, they show to feel 

responsible for their financial team performance: “Ultimately, we as a team are responsible for 

achieving that turnover within our sector.” 

The performance assessment of the Agile SMTs appears to be complex as the projects that are 

commercially brought in by an Agile SMT is not necessarily carried out by the same Agile SMT. The 

Agile SMT tries to find the best person for the job and if a particular expertise is needed from outside 

the SMT, the work is done by someone from another Agile SMT. This cross-team collaboration is 

illustrated by the following quote: “Yes, because everyone is just looking for colleagues who belong 

to the project and then it is not the sector that determines who you work with, but simply the subject 

of the project actually. Because you try to find people with a matching expertise and you don’t look if 

that person is in the same team as you, because that doesn’t matter.” The financial gains generated by 

that project are not registered with the Agile SMT that carries out the work, but the Agile SMT that 

brought in the project. The team members state: “If you have projects from another team, then you are 

actually generating revenue for another team.”, “Ultimately, this falls under one team from a financial 

point of view. They may include it in their annual financial statement.”, “Yes, it does count for your 

personal things, of course, because you also have a personal financial goal that you want to reach. But, 

ultimately, it [the revenue] falls within another team.”  

This way of assessing the financial performance of the Agile SMTs in combination with the cross-

teams collaboration seems to create feelings of unfairness and competition among the team members. 

This is illustrated by the following quotes: “Yes, and sometimes that feels a bit unfair. We are all 

working very hard, and everyone works for the same common goal. But because you are not in the 

‘right’ team, you are in a team that performs less, so to speak. That feels a bit distorted.”, “That there 

is competition between the teams, that is not good of course.”, “I find it difficult. I am part of a team 

but I do most of my work for another team. Then I would say, if it really goes to a full team performance 

assessment, as I do nothing for my team, I will no longer be a part of it. Then I’ll choose a team in 

another way.”, “And because of this, if you really have to go for your own team, sometimes you just 

miss opportunities. Or things are not done that should have been done. But you don’t do them because 

it is not beneficial for your own team. And I think that it is a great shame and then you end up with all 

kinds of islands.” 
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5  D I S C U S S I O N  

5 . 1  T h e o r e t i c a l  i m p l i c a t i o n s   

The findings of this research contribute to the Agile literature in two ways. First, this research shows 

what intra-team factors influence team effectiveness in the Agile context, and to what extent. Second, 

this research sheds light on the dynamics that can explain how the intra-team factors shape the overall 

effectiveness of SMTs in the Agile context.  

 

Drawing on the IPO model of team effectiveness and the JDR theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006; 

Mathieu et al., 2008), we show that the occurrence of team effectiveness in the Agile context can be 

explained by team processes instigated by EI as a crucial job resource. EI can induce T which, in turn, 

positively affects TP and JF. In other words, T has a mediating effect on the relationship between EI 

and the outcome factors, TP and JF. SL and PS, respectively, do not have a moderating and mediating 

effect within the IPO model of team effectiveness in the Agile context. This does not mean that the 

two intra-team factors have no influence at all. On the contrary, SL has a direct positive effect on T, 

and PS has a direct positive effect on TP.  

5.1.1 The relationship between emotional intelligence and team effectiveness in the Agile 

context 

The first two hypotheses, H1a and H1b, suggested that EI has a direct positive effect on the outcome 

factors, TP and JF. Looking at the quantitative results, no significant direct relationship was seen 

between EI and TP. This contradicts with current scientific literature which shows that EI has a positive 

effect on TP within traditional teams (Paik et al., 2019; Shafique & Naz, 2023). There are three ways 

to explain why the results of this research contradict with the literature. First, the small sample size 

could have led to the contradicting result (Noordzij et al., 2011). A research with a sample that is too 

small, will not be able to detect an effect (Noordzij et al., 2011). The rule of thumb for regression 

analyses is 20:1 which means that the ratio of the sample size to the number of variables in a regression 

model should be at least 20 to 1 (Burmeister & Aitken, 2012). As this research used six variables, the 

sample size should at least consisted out of a 120 participants. The sample size for the regression 

analysis of this research was 36, which could be considered as too small (Burmeister & Aitken, 2012).  

Second, the relationship between EI and TP could be influenced by other intra-team factors in the 

Agile context, which possibly leads to the unsignificant direct relationship between EI and TP 

(Mathieu et al., 2008). The IPO model of team effectiveness suggests that process factors influence 

the relationship between the input and output factors (Mathieu et al., 2008). The process factors 

determine how the inputs are utilized which, in turn, influences the output (Mathieu et al., 2008; Wang, 

2018).  
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Third, looking at the qualitative results, it does not always make sense for team members how the 

organization operates. This negatively effects TP, as the qualitative data shows that team members are 

less contributing to the team plan, and the commercial actions appear to be lacking. If you cannot 

emotionally relate to the way of working, EI as a job resource does not buffer the negative effects of 

the high job demands, and decreases the performance according to the JDR theory (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2006).  

The quantitative data did establish a significant relationship between EI and JF in the Agile context, 

which is in line with scientific literature noting that EI positively influences JF in teams (Abdelkreem 

et al., 2021; A’yuninnisa et al., 2023b). The qualitative data related to JF provides an explanation on 

why the direct relationship between EI and JF is significant. First, the team members have more contact 

with other colleagues through the Agile SMT and are able to express their emotions, through which 

they feel related to each other. As being able to express emotions is a part of EI and feeling related to 

each other is a component of JF, the positive direct relationship is illustrated by this example. Second, 

the qualitative data shows that team members feel happy and satisfied at work, which are components 

of JF. The JDR theory proposes that when a job resource, like EI, is effectively utilized, it can foster 

positive outcomes as job satisfaction and well-being (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006).  

These observations lead to two new insights, which are that (1) EI has a positive direct effect on JF of 

SMTs within the Agile context, (2) the relationship between EI and TP might be influenced by other 

process factors regarding the IPO model of team effectiveness (Mathieu et al., 2008).  

5.1.2 The process factors influencing the relationship between emotional intelligence and 

team effectiveness in the Agile context 

Trust as a mediator  

Hypotheses H2a and H2b suggest that T mediates the relationship between EI and the outcome factors, 

TP and JF, of SMTs in the Agile context. The direct relationships between EI and T, T and TP, and T 

and JF are significant following the quantitative data. This aligns with previous research which 

underlines direct relationships between EI and T in Agile SMTs (Luong et al., 2021), a direct 

relationship between T and TP within traditional teams (De Jong et al., 2016; Morrissette & Kisamore, 

2020), and a direct relationship between T and thriving at work (Spreitzer et al., 2005). More 

importantly, the quantitative data determines significant indirect relationships between EI and TP, and 

EI and JF, through T. This indicates that T fully mediates the relationship between EI and the outcome 

factors, TP and JF, of SMTs within the Agile context. Hereby, the reasoning according to the IPO 

model of team effectiveness, that the relationship between EI and TP is influenced by a process factor, 

is confirmed (Mathieu et al., 2008). Also, because the direct relationship between EI and JF became 

insignificant when T was added to the model.  
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The mediation of T between EI and the outcome factors can be clarified by the JDR theory as well. EI 

and T function as job resources which reduce the impact of job demands and, in turn, foster the positive 

outcomes of TP and JF (Bakker & Demerouti, 2006). 

In contrast to this outcome, previous research regarding T shows that vulnerability, which is used in 

this research for defining T, is often related to suffering and risk of exposure to harm (Mackenzie, 

2020). These negative associations are sought to be countered in recent literature that tries to draw 

attention to the ambivalence of vulnerability and state that the positive dimensions of vulnerability 

should not be ignored (Bagnoli, 2018; Gilson, 2011). This research contributes to this change in 

perception of vulnerability by arguing that vulnerability is crucial for TP and JF of Agile SMTs.  

The qualitative data supports this argument as the team members dare to be vulnerable by believing in 

the ability and reliability of other team members. The assessments of team members’ trustworthiness 

are attempts to navigate the ambivalences of the vulnerability involved in trust (Mackenzie, 2020).  

All these observations lead to two new insights, namely (1) T mediates the relationship between EI 

and the outcome factors, TP and JF, in Agile SMT, and (2) vulnerability is crucial for Agile SMTs to 

flourish and perform well.  

 

Shared leadership as a moderator 

Another process factor which could influence the relationship between EI and the outcome factors of 

Agile SMTs team effectiveness is SL. H2c suggests that SL moderates the relationship between EI and 

T of SMTs within the Agile context. The quantitative analysis leaded to the conclusion that SL is not 

a moderator between EI and T as the relationship between the interaction effect of SL and T is 

insignificant. On the other hand, the quantitative data did support the direct relationship between SL 

and T, which indicates that SL does have a positive influence on T within the Agile SMTs. Previous 

work has indeed highlighted that SL has an effect on T within traditional teams, which eventually leads 

to a higher team effectiveness (Drescher et al., 2014; Prabhu & Modem, 2022). 

Although the quantitative data established a direct positive effect of SL on T within Agile SMTs, the 

question remains why SL is not a moderator in the IPO model of team effectiveness. According to the 

qualitative data on SL, it is unclear for team members who is responsible for certain tasks or situations, 

and not all team members feel equally responsible. This can be explained by the qualitative data on 

the subject of organizational design. It appears that the team members do not have that much 

autonomy, as the managing board is still highly involved, and the Agile framework is unclear for teams 

in terms of management responsibilities and decision making. Autonomy to plan, execute, and manage 

the work is an important part of the Agile methodology (Magpili & Pazos, 2017), which seems to be 

low within the Agile SMTs. As a high degree of autonomy is inherent to sharing leadership within a 

team, a low degree of autonomy negatively affects SL (Din et al., 2022). For this reason, we argue that 

if the organizational design of the company is not in line with the Agile methodology and its values, 

the intra-team factor SL cannot be executed correctly by the Agile SMTs.  
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These observations lead to two new insights, which are that (1) SL has a direct effect on T in Agile 

SMTs, and (2) the organizational design is a contextual condition for SL to have an influence on the 

effectiveness of Agile SMTs.    

 

Psychological safety as a mediator 

 Next to SL, PS could also influence the relationship between EI and the outcome factors of Agile 

SMTs team effectiveness. H2d and H2e suggest that PS mediates the relationship between T and the 

outcome factors, TP and JF, within the Agile context. On the contrary, the quantitative results do not 

support these two hypotheses.  

Even though hypothesis 2d and 2e are not supported, the quantitative results report a significant direct 

relationship between PS and TP. This is in line with previous literature (Buvik & Tkalich, 2022b). No 

direct relationship between PS and JF was determined by the quantitative results, which is divergent 

from the literature which confirmed the direct relationship between PS and JF (Rabiul et al., 2023). 

This could be explained by the definitions and measurements used in this research for PS, TP and JF. 

In this research, PS and TP are defined and measured on a team level (Gibson et al., 2009; Nembhard 

& Edmondson, 2006) while JF was defined and measured on an individual level (Rautenbach & 

Rothmann, 2017). Possibly, this is why there is a direct relationship between PS and TP, and no direct 

relationship between PS and JF (Chan, 2019). In addition, the qualitative data shows that team 

members feel safe within their team, and state that there is a safe team environment in which ideas and 

concerns can be expressed. Outside of the team, on an individual level, people do not always feel safe 

related to the performance assessment within the company, and with expressing ideas or concerns 

towards the managing board. In order to enable sufficient well-being and facilitate flourishing at work, 

it is crucial to ensure psychological safety (Sjöblom et al., 2022). This indicates that, when team 

members do not feel safe, this can negatively influence their well-being and job flourishing (Sjöblom 

et al., 2022). This might explain the insignificant direct relationship between PS and JF in the model, 

as PS does not have a direct positive influence on JF in this case.  

Another reason why PS might not be mediating the relationship between T and the outcome factors, 

TP and JF, is that the effect of T as an intra-team factor could possibly be enough in relation to the 

team effectiveness of Agile SMTs. Vulnerability, which is an important aspect of T (Mayer et al., 

1995), is also a key ingredient for creating a psychologically safe work environment (Sapra & Kumar, 

2020). As there is vulnerability in the model through T, there could be overlap with PS. This is also 

illustrated by the stepwise model building. When PS is added to the model, it seems that the influence 

of T is partly taken over by PS as the relationship between T and JF becomes insignificant.  

These observations lead to three new insights, namely (1) PS has a direct effect on TP of Agile SMTs, 

(2) the organizational design appears to have an influence on the effect of PS on the effectiveness of 

Agile SMTs, and (3) T as an intra-team factor could possibly be enough in relation to the team 

effectiveness of Agile SMTs. 
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5 . 2  P r a c t i c a l  i m p l i c a t i o n s  a n d  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  

This thesis provides some practical implications for businesses that are thinking about implementing 

or already have implemented SMTs to higher their business performance. The IPO model of Agile 

SMTs effectiveness shows some of those intra-team factors that need particular attention for Agile 

SMTs to have a high team effectiveness.  

First of all, businesses should have a clear vision on the organizational design in terms of team 

structure, corporate management, and corporate way of working, as this effects the intra-team factors 

and the team outcomes in the model. They can do so by implementing the Agile values and principles 

into their vision, so the organizational design aligns with the Agile methodology. Looking at the team 

structure, businesses are advised to create clear roles within the Agile SMTs, so every team member 

knows what he or she contributes to, and limit cross-establishment team structures, as this reduces the 

collaboration. In regard to the corporate management, the businesses should have a clear Agile SMT 

framework in terms of management responsibilities and decision making. Also, the involvement of the 

managing board should be brought to a minimum so much that the managing board has a supporting 

role instead of an hierarchical role.  

Second, businesses should take into account the intra-team factors, namely EI, T, SL, and PS, and their 

dynamic nature. This research has shown that those intra-team factors have an effect on one another, 

and are of importance for the effectiveness of Agile SMT’s. Businesses can do so by structurally 

evaluating the levels of the intra-team factors within the SMTs to see which intra-team factors need 

more attention. 

Furthermore, businesses can take into account the results of this research in their selection, training, 

and evaluation systems. As the IPO model of Agile SMTs effectiveness shows what intra-team factors 

need particular attention for Agile SMTs to have a high team effectiveness, prospective employees can 

be tested on these intra-team factors. In this way, the business can see what the employee could offer 

to the Agile SMTs and place them in an Agile SMT that needs more of a certain intra-team factor. 

Also, when an employee struggles with certain intra-team factors, for example trusting other team 

members, trainings or counseling could be offered by the business.  

Finally, the outcomes of this research could be of use for employees working in Agile SMTs as they 

can find out which factor needs more personal or team development to get a higher team performance 

in the end. Through the self-managing nature of the Agile SMTs, the team members will think of ways 

to improve, and this could be a part of that.  
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5 . 3  L i m i t a t i o n s  a n d  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h   

As all research, this research has also a few limitations. First of all, looking at the number of variables 

being measured, the sample size was small. The research included six variables, five Agile SMTs, and 

36 employees participated in the end. It was chosen to proceed with the research due to the rich and 

qualitatively good data that came from the sample group. Future research could be done with a more 

suiting sample size to further corroborate the results of this research and strengthen its reliability.  

Second, software limitations leaded to not being able to perform the CFA analysis. CFA analysis is of 

importance for the research as it provides a more parsimonious understanding of the covariation among 

a set of indicators (Brown & Moore, 2012). The researcher used ADANCO for the data analysis as 

this program was offered by the university during the quantitative design course. Unfortunately, 

ADANCO does not offer the option to perform a CFA analysis. Although other programmes could run 

CFA, the researcher did not have access to them. Future research could be done in relation to the CFA 

analysis with the use of IBM SPSS Amos to strengthen the accuracy of the measures, or in other words, 

the validity of this research.  

Third, all six variables were measured by using the same people and/or Agile SMTs, which could lead 

to the common-method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Due to time constraints and organizational 

constraints with the participating company, it was not possible to create time lags between the 

measurements of the independent and dependent variables. The researcher did create a questionnaire 

set up in which the variables could not be recognized by the participants, plus the independent and 

dependent variables were placed in an inconsequent order (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Future research 

could employ a longitudinal design in which the independent and dependent variables are measured 

separately.  
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6  C O N C L U S I O N  

 

As Agile SMTs show a difference in their effectiveness (Magpili & Pazos, 2018), such that only 42% 

of Agile projects are successful (Johnson, 2020), this research tried to obtain insights on how intra-

team factors could influence the effectiveness of Agile SMTs. The IPO model of Agile SMTs 

effectiveness shows the importance of EI as an input factor, and the effect of the process factors T, SL, 

and PS on the outcome factors, TP and JF. This leads to three key takeaway messages. 

First, more attention should be paid to intra-team factors in relation to the effectiveness of Agile SMTs. 

Businesses tend to look at hard measures, like financial performance, to get an image of their business 

performance, while the intra-team factors appear to be just as important.  

In addition, businesses should not only look at an outcome factor, like team performance, when they 

want to look at or improve their business performance, but also at process factors to understand where 

the outcome factor stems from.  

Ultimately, it is good to know what relationships are supported in the IPO-model of Agile SMTs 

effectiveness. But, more importantly, seeing how the model changes when factors are included or 

excluded from the model. It is about understanding the dynamic characteristic of the IPO model of 

Agile SMTs effectiveness.  



 

39 / 48 

7  R E F E R E N C E S  

 

A’yuninnisa, R. N., Carminati, L., & Wilderom, C. P. (2023a). Job flourishing research: A 

systematic literature review. Current Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-023-04618-w 

 

A'yuninnisa, R. N., Carminati, L., & Wilderom, C. P. M. (2023b). Positive team climate and 

emotional intelligence of both team leaders and followers as resources for high job flourishing and 

performance. Paper presented at 21st EAWOP Congress- European Association of Work and 

Organisational Psychology. 

 

Abdelkreem, H. S., Zaid, K. A., Alhayati, A. H., & Adam, S. S. (2021). Correlation between 

Emotional Intelligence and Workplace Flourishing among Nurses Working in Critical Care 

Units. Evidence-Based Nursing Research, 3(4). https://doi.org/10.47104/ebnrojs3.v3i4.228 

 

Adams, W. M. (2015). Conducting Semi-Structured Interviews. In John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

eBooks (pp. 492–505). https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119171386.ch19 

 

Asamoah, M. K. (2014). Re-examination of the limitations associated with correlational 

research. Journal of Educational Research and Reviews, 2(4), 45–

52. http://www.sciencewebpublishing.net/jerr/archive/2014/July/pdf/Asamoah.pdf 

 

Bagnoli, C. (2018). Autonomy, Emotional Vulnerability, and the Dynamics of Power 1. In Routledge 

eBooks (pp. 208–225). https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315185330-14 

 

Bakker, A. B., & Demerouti, E. (2006). The Job Demands‐Resources model: state of the art. Journal 

of Managerial Psychology, 22(3), 309–328. https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940710733115 

 

Bakker, A. B., & De Vries, J. D. (2020). Job Demands–Resources theory and self-regulation: new 

explanations and remedies for job burnout. Anxiety Stress and Coping, 34(1), 1–

21. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2020.1797695 

 

Barbour, R. S. (2005). Making sense of focus groups. Medical Education, 39(7), 742–

750. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2929.2005.02200.x 

 

Barinua, V., Nwoji, C. C. C., & Ford, H. O. (2022). Manager’s Emotional Intelligence and Team 

Effectiveness: A Theoretical Review. Saudi journal of business and management studies, 7(5), 120–

124. https://doi.org/10.36348/sjbms.2022.v07i05.001 

https://doi.org/10.36348/sjbms.2022.v07i05.001


 

40 / 48 

 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in 

Psychology, 3(2), 77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa 

 

Brouwer, R., "When Competition is the Loser: The Indirect Effect of Intra-team Competition on 

Team Performance through Task Complexity, Team Conflict and Psychological Safety," 2016 49th 

Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS), Koloa, HI, USA, 2016, pp. 1348-

1357, doi: 10.1109/HICSS.2016.170. 

 

Brown, T. A., & Moore, M. T. (2012). Confirmatory factor analysis. Handbook of structural 

equation modeling, 361, 379 

 

Burmeister, E., & Aitken, L. M. (2012). Sample size: How many is enough? Australian Critical 

Care, 25(4), 271–274. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aucc.2012.07.002 

 

Buvik, M.P., Tkalich, A. (2022a). Work Engagement in Agile Teams: The Missing Link Between 

Team Autonomy, Trust, and Performance?. In: Stray, V., Stol, KJ., Paasivaara, M., Kruchten, P. 

(eds) Agile Processes in Software Engineering and Extreme Programming. XP 2022. Lecture Notes 

in Business Information Processing, vol 445. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-

08169-9_9 

 

Buvik, M. P., Tkalich, A. (2022b). “Psychological Safety in Agile Software Development Teams: 

Work Design Antecedents and Performance Consequences,” in Proceedings of the 55th Hawaii 

International Conference on System Sciences, 2022. 

 

By, R. T. (2005). Organisational change management: A critical review. Journal of Change 

Management, 5(4), 369–380. https://doi.org/10.1080/14697010500359250 

 

Chan, D. (2019). Team-level constructs. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and 

Organizational Behavior, 6, 325-348. 

 

Chughtai, A. A. (2020). Trust propensity and job performance: the mediating role of psychological 

safety and affective commitment. Current Psychology, 41(10), 6934–

6944. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01157-6 

 

Ciric, D., & Gracanin, D. (2017). Agile Project Management Beyond Software Industry. XVII 

International Scientific Conference on Industrial Systems (IS’17), 332–337. 



 

41 / 48 

 

Cordery, J., Morrison, D., Wright, B. M., & Wall, T. D. (2010). The impact of autonomy and task 

uncertainty on team performance: a longitudinal field study. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 31(2–3), 240–258. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.657 

 

Côté-Arsenault, D., & Morrison-Beedy, D. (1999). Practical Advice for Planning and Conducting 

Focus Groups. Nursing Research, 48(5), 280–283. https://doi.org/10.1097/00006199-199909000-

00009 

 

De Jong, B. A., Dirks, K. T., & Gillespie, N. (2016). Trust and team performance: A meta-analysis 

of main effects, moderators, and covariates. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101(8), 1134–

1150. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000110 

 

Di Stefano, G., Venza, G., Cascio, G., & Gaudiino, M. (2018). The role of organizational trust and 

organizational support on employees’ well-being. Medicina Del Lavoro, 109(6), 459–

470. https://doi.org/10.23749/mdl.v110i6.7389 

 

Dijkstra, T. K., & Henseler, J. (2015). Consistent and Asymptotically normal PLS estimators for 

linear structural equations. Computational Statistics & Data Analysis, 81, 10–

23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csda.2014.07.008 

 

Din, M. S. U., Haq, S. U., Chughtai, M. A., & Rashid, M. M. (2022). The impact of shared 

leadership on project success: Mediating role of degree of autonomy and team performance. Kasbit 

Business Journal, 15(4), 31–43. 

 

Drescher, M. A., Korsgaard, M. A., Welpe, I. M., Picot, A., & Wigand, R. T. (2014). The dynamics 

of shared leadership: Building trust and enhancing performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

99(5), 771–783. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036474 

 

Edmondson, A. (1999). Psychological Safety and Learning Behavior in Work Teams. Administrative 

Science Quarterly, 44,350-383. 

 

Edmondson, A. C. (2004). Psychological Safety, Trust, and Learning in Organizations: A Group-

Level Lens. In R. M. Kramer & K. S. Cook (Eds.), Trust and distrust in organizations: Dilemmas 

and approaches (pp. 239–272). Russell Sage Foundation. 

 

https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/apl0000110
https://doi.org/10.23749/mdl.v110i6.7389
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0036474


 

42 / 48 

Gibson, C. B., Cooper, C. D., & Conger, J. A. (2009). Do you see what we see? The complex effects 

of perceptual distance between leaders and teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94(1), 62. 

 

Gillespie, N. (2003), “Measuring trust in working relationships: the behavioural trust inventory”, 

paper presented at the Academy of Management Meeting, Seattle, August 2003.  

 

Gilson, E. (2011). Vulnerability, ignorance, and oppression. Hypatia: A Journal of Feminist 

Philosophy, 26(2), 308–332. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1527-2001.2010.01158.x 

 

 

Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., & Hamilton, A. L. (2012). Seeking Qualitative Rigor in Inductive 

Research. Organizational Research Methods, 16(1), 15–

31. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151 

 

Gorman, J. C., Grimm, D., & Dunbar, T. A. (2018). Defining and Measuring Team Effectiveness in 

Dynamic Environments and Implications for Team ITS. In Research on Managing Groups and 

Teams (pp. 55–74). https://doi.org/10.1108/s1534-085620180000019007 

 

Greenbaum, T. L. (1998). The Handbook for Focus Group Research. SAGE. 

 

Gu, Q., Wang, G. G., & Wang, L. (2013). Social Capital and Innovation in R&D teams: the mediating 

roles of psychological safety and learning from mistakes. R&D Management, 43(2), 89–

102. https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12002 

 

Harper, S. R., & White, C. D. (2013). The impact of member emotional intelligence on 

psychological safety in work teams. Journal of Behavioral and Applied Management, 15(1), 2-10. 

 

Hennel, P., & Rosenkranz, C. (2021). Investigating the “Socio” in Socio-Technical Development: 

The Case for Psychological Safety in Agile Information Systems Development. Project Management 

Journal, 52(1), 11–30. https://doi.org/10.1177/8756972820933057 

 

Hiller, N. J., Day, D. A., & Vance, R. K. (2006). Collective enactment of leadership roles and team 

effectiveness: A field study. Leadership Quarterly, 17(4), 387–

397. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.04.004 

 



 

43 / 48 

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1998). Fit indices in covariance structure modeling: sensitivity to 

underparameterized model misspecification. Psychological Methods, 3(4), 424–

453. https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989x.3.4.424 

 

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff Criteria for fit indexes in Covariance Structure Analysis: 

Conventional Criteria versus New Alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary 

Journal, 6(1), 1–55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118 

 

Huang, C., & Jiang, P. (2012). Exploring the psychological safety of R&D teams: an empirical 

analysis in Taiwan. Journal of Management & Organization, 18(2), 175–

192. https://doi.org/10.5172/jmo.2012.18.2.175 

 

Jack, E. P., & Raturi, A. S. (2006). Lessons learned from methodological triangulation in 

management research. Management Research News, 29(6), 345–

357. https://doi.org/10.1108/01409170610683833 

 

Johnson, J. (2020). CHAOS 2020: Beyond Infinity. Standish Group.  

 

Johnson, M. D., Hollenbeck, J. R., Scott DeRue, D., Barnes, C. M., & Jundt, D. (2013). Functional 

versus dysfunctional team change: Problem diagnosis and structural feedback for self-managed 

teams. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 122, pp. 1-11. 

 

Khan, S., Khan, I., Akhtar, Khan, F., Yar, N. B., Khan, N., Nawaz, T., & Rauf, H. (2014). The 

Impact of Emotional Intelligence upon the Team Effectiveness. Research on Humanities and Social 

Sciences, 4(22), 1–7. 

 

Kozlowski, S. W. J. (2018). Enhancing the Effectiveness of Work Groups and Teams: A 

Reflection. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 13(2), 205–

212. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617697078 

 

Kumar, R., Singh, K. and Jain, S.K. (2020), "An empirical exploration of Agile manufacturing for 

enhanced business performance in Indian manufacturing industry", World Journal of Science, 

Technology and Sustainable Development, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 90-

111.  https://doi.org/10.1108/WJSTSD-07-2019-0040 

 

Lalsing, V., Kishnah, S., & Pudaruth, S. (2012). People factors in agile software development and 

project management. International Journal of Software Engineering & Applications, 3(1), 117-137. 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/2042-5945
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/2042-5945
https://doi.org/10.1108/WJSTSD-07-2019-0040


 

44 / 48 

 

Law, K. S., Wong, C. S., & Song, L. J. (2004). The construct and criterion validity of emotional 

intelligence and its potential utility for management studies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(3), 

483-496.  

 

Lee, C. G., & Wong, C. (2017). The effect of team emotional intelligence on team process and 

effectiveness. Journal of Management & Organization, 25(6), 844–

859. https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2017.43 

 

Limberg, D., Gnilka, P.B. and Broda, M. (2021), Advancing the Counseling Profession by 

Examining Relationships Between Variables. Journal of Counseling & Development, 99: 145-

155. https://doi-org.ezproxy2.utwente.nl/10.1002/jcad.12362 

 

Liu, F., Jiang, W., Huang, X. L., & Fong, P. S. (2020). Impact of intra-group coopetitive incentives 

on the performance outcomes of knowledge sharing: evidence from a randomized 

experiment. Journal of Knowledge Management, 24(2), 346–368. https://doi.org/10.1108/jkm-05-

2019-0256 

 

Luong, T. T., Sivarajah, U., & Weerakkody, V. (2021). Do Agile Managed Information Systems 

Projects Fail Due to a Lack of Emotional Intelligence? Information Systems 

Frontiers. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-019-09962-6 

 

Lyndon, S., & Pandey, A. (2020). Emotional Intelligence & Shared Leadership: Moderating Role of 

Task Interdependence. Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, 55(3). 

 

Mackenzie, C. (2020). Vulnerability, insecurity and the pathologies of trust and 

distrust. International Journal of Philosophical Studies, 28(5), 624–

643. https://doi.org/10.1080/09672559.2020.1846985 

 

Magpili, N., & Pazos, P. (2018). Self-Managing Team Performance: A Systematic Review of 

Multilevel Input Factors. Small Group Research, 49(1), 3–33. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496417710500 

 

Manifesto for Agile Software Development (2001). https://agilemanifesto.org/ 

 

https://doi-org.ezproxy2.utwente.nl/10.1002/jcad.12362
https://doi.org/10.1108/jkm-05-2019-0256
https://doi.org/10.1108/jkm-05-2019-0256
https://agilemanifesto.org/


 

45 / 48 

Mathieu, J. E., Maynard, M. T., Rapp, T. L., & Gilson, L. (2008). Team Effectiveness 1997-2007: A 

Review of Recent Advancements and a Glimpse Into the Future. Journal of Management, 34(3), 

410–476. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308316061 

 

Mayer, R., Davis, J., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An Integrative Model of Organizational 

Trust. Academy of Management Review, 20(3), 709. https://doi.org/10.2307/258792 

 

McGrath, J. E. (1964). Social Psychology: A Brief Introduction. http://ci.nii.ac.jp/ncid/BA24612504 

 

Miles, J. N. V. (2005). R-Squared, AdjustedR-Squared. Encyclopedia of Statistics in Behavioral 

Science. https://doi.org/10.1002/0470013192.bsa526 

 

Millward, L. J. (2000). Focus groups. In G. M. Breakwell, S. Hammond, & C. Fife-Schaw 

(Eds.), Research methods in psychology (pp. 303–324). Sage Publications Ltd.  

 

Moe, N. B., Dingsøyr, T., & Kvangardsnes, Ø. (2009). Understanding Shared Leadership in Agile 

Development: A Case Study. https://doi.org/10.1109/hicss.2009.480 

 

Morrissette, A.M., & Kisamore, J.L. (2020). Trust and performance in business teams: A meta- 

analysis. Team Performance Management: An International Journal, 26(5/6), 287-300. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/TPM-02-2020-0012  

 

Nembhard, I. M., & Edmondson, A. C. (2006). Making it safe: the effects of leader inclusiveness and 

professional status on psychological safety and improvement efforts in health care teams. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 27(7), 941–966. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.413 

 

Newman, A., Donohue, R., & Eva, N. (2017). Psychological safety: A systematic review of the 

literature. Human Resource Management Review, 27(3), 521–

535. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2017.01.001 

 

Noor, S., Tajik, & Golzar. (2022). Simple Random Sampling. International Journal of Education 

and Language Studies, 1(2), 78–82. https://doi.org/10.22034/ijels.2022.162982 

 

Noordzij, M., Dekker, F. W., Zoccali, C., & Jager, K. J. (2011). Sample size calculations. Nephron 

Clinical Practice, 118(4), c319–c323. https://doi.org/10.1159/000322830 

 



 

46 / 48 

Paik, Y., Seo, M., & Jin, S. (2019). Affective Information Processing in Self-Managing Teams: The 

Role of Emotional Intelligence. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 55(2), 235–

267. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886319832013 

 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common Method biases 

in Behavioral Research: A critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879–903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879 

 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method bias in social 

science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annual Review of Psychology, 63(1), 

539–569. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452 

 

Prabhu, N., & Modem, R. (2022). Shared transformational leadership and emergent team processes: 

determinants of team viability and team satisfaction. Journal of Asia Business Studies, 17(2), 225–

255. https://doi.org/10.1108/jabs-04-2021-0141 

 

Rabiul, M. K., Karatepe, O. M., Karim, R. A., & Panha, I. (2023). An investigation of the 

interrelationships of leadership styles, psychological safety, thriving at work, and work engagement in 

the hotel industry: a sequential mediation model. International Journal of Hospitality 

Management, 113, 103508. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2023.103508 

 

Rashid, Y., Rashid, A., Warraich, M. S., Sabir, S., & Waseem, A. (2019). Case Study Method: A 

Step-by-Step Guide for Business Researchers. International journal of qualitative methods, 18, 

160940691986242. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406919862424 

 

Rautenbach, C., & Rothmann, S. (2017). Psychometric validation of the Flourishing-at-Work Scale – 

Short Form (FWS-SF): Results and implications of a South African study. Journal of Psychology in 

Africa, 27(4), 303–309. https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2017.1347748 

 

Riger, S., & Sigurvinsdottir, R. (2016). Thematic Analysis. In Handbook of Methodological 

Approaches to Community-based Research (pp. 33–41). Oxford University Press. 

 

Rezvani, A., Barrett, R. and Khosravi, P. (2019), Investigating the relationships among team 

emotional intelligence, trust, conflict and team performance, Team Performance Management, Vol. 

25 No. 1/2, pp. 120-137. https://doi.org/10.1108/TPM-03-2018-0019 

 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/1352-7592
https://doi.org/10.1108/TPM-03-2018-0019


 

47 / 48 

Salovey, P., & Mayer, J. E. (1990). Emotional Intelligence. Imagination, Cognition and 

Personality, 9(3), 185–211. https://doi.org/10.2190/dugg-p24e-52wk-6cdg 

 

Sapra, J., & Kumar, B. (2020). INTER-RELATION OF PSYCHOLOGICAL SAFETY, COURAGE 

AND VULNERNABILITY IN THE WORKPLACE. International journal of engineering applied 

science and technology, 5(3), 562–567. https://doi.org/10.33564/ijeast.2020.v05i03.096 

 

Schoonenboom, J., & Johnson, R. B. (2017). How to Construct a Mixed Methods Research 

Design. Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie, 69(S2), 107–

131. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11577-017-0454-1 

 

Schulte, M., Cohen, N., & Klein, K. J. (2012). The coevolution of network ties and perceptions of team 

psychological safety. Organization Science, 23(2), 564–581. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1100.0582 

 

Shafique, S. & Naz, I. (2023). A Mediating and Moderating Analysis of the Relationship Between 

Team Emotional Intelligence and Team Performance. SAGE Open, 13(1), 

215824402311550. https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440231155074 

 

Silla, I., & Gamero, N. (2018). Psychological safety climate and professional drivers’ well-being: 

The mediating role of time pressure. Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and 

Behavior, 53, 84–92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trf.2017.12.002 

 

Sjöblom, K., Juutinen, S., & Mäkikangas, A. (2022). The importance of Self-Leadership Strategies 

and Psychological Safety for Well-Being in the context of Enforced Remote 

Work. Challenges, 13(1), 14. https://doi.org/10.3390/challe13010014 

 

Spreitzer, G. M., Sutcliffe, K. M., Dutton, J. E., Sonenshein, S., & Grant, A. M. (2005). A Socially 

Embedded Model of Thriving at Work. Organization Science, 16(5), 537–

549. https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.1050.0153 

 

Statista. (2017). The Top Reasons Startups Fail [Dataset]. https://www.statista.com/chart/11690/the-

top-reasons-startups-fail/ 

 

Statista. (2022). Year-on-year growth in global business insolvencies from 2008 to 2021, by 

region [Dataset]. https://www.statista.com/statistics/1116418/annual-growth-business-insolvencies-

region/ 

 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/1116418/annual-growth-business-insolvencies-region/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1116418/annual-growth-business-insolvencies-region/


 

48 / 48 

Stormi, K.T., Laine, T. and Korhonen, T. (2019), "Agile performance measurement system 

development: an answer to the need for adaptability?", Journal of Accounting & Organizational 

Change, Vol. 15 No. 2, pp. 231-256. https://doi.org/10.1108/JAOC-09-2017-0076 

 

Stratton, S. J. (2021). Population Research: Convenience Sampling Strategies. Prehospital and 

Disaster Medicine, 36(4), 373–374. https://doi.org/10.1017/s1049023x21000649 

 

Stray, V., Moe, N. B., & Hoda. R. (2018). Autonomous agile teams: Challenges and future directions 

for research. XP 2018, 19th International Conference on Agile Software Development. In 

Proceedings of XP'18 Companion, Porto, Portugal, May 2018, 5 pages. 

https://doi.org/10.1145/3234152.3234182  

 

Strode, D. E., Dingsøyr, T., & Lindsjørn, Y. (2022). A teamwork effectiveness model for agile 

software development. Empirical Software Engineering, 27(2). https://doi.org/10.1007/s10664-021-

10115-0 

 

Thakkar, J. J. (2020). Structural equation modelling. Application for Research and Practice. 

 

Tyagi, S., Sibal, R., & Suri, B. (2022). Empirically developed framework for building trust in 

distributed agile teams. Information & Software Technology, 145, 

106828. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infsof.2022.106828 

Wang, Y. (2018). An Overview on the Team Interaction Process. Open Journal of Social 

Sciences, 06(12), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2018.612001 

 

Wu, T., Wang, W., Bi, X., & Liu, D. (2013). Mediating effect of team trust between team conflict 

and team effectiveness in self-management teams. Journal of Applied Sciences, 13: 1504-1508. 

 

Zhang, D., Wang, X., & Zhang, S. (2023). Shared Leadership and Improvisation: Dual perspective of 

Cognition-Affection. Behavioral sciences, 13(3), 265. https://doi.org/10.3390/bs13030265 

 

Zhou, L. (2023, maart). The Percentage of Businesses That Fail (Statistics & Failure Rates). Luisa 

Zhou. https://www.luisazhou.com/blog/businesses-that-fail/ 

 

Zhu, J., Liao, Z., Yam, K. C., & Johnson, R. E. (2018). Shared leadership: A state-of-the-art review 

and future research agenda. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(7), 834–

852. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2296 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/1832-5912
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/1832-5912
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAOC-09-2017-0076
https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2018.612001
https://doi.org/10.3390/bs13030265
https://www.luisazhou.com/blog/businesses-that-fail/


 

 
  Appendix 
 

APPENDIX 

 

Appendix A: WLEIS-scale (Law et al., 2004) 
 Items 

 Self-Emotions Appraisal (SEA) 

1. I have a good sense of why I have certain feelings most of the time. 

2. I have good understanding of my own emotions. 

3. I really understand what I feel. 

4. I always know whether or not I am happy. 

 Others-Emotions Appraisal (OEA) 

5. I always know my friends’ emotions from their behavior. 

6. I am a good observer of others’ emotions. 

7. I am sensitive to the feelings and emotions of others. 

8. I have good understanding of the emotions of people around me. 

 Use of Emotion (UOE) 

9. I always set goals for myself and then try my best to achieve them. 

10. I always tell myself I am a competent person. 

11. I am a self-motivating person. 

12. I would always encourage myself to try my best. 

 Regulation of Emotion (ROE) 

13. I am able to control my temper so that I can handle difficulties rationally.  

14. I am quite capable of controlling my own emotions. 

15. I can always calm down quickly when I am very angry. 

16 I have good control of my own emotions. 

 

Appendix B: Behavioral Trust Inventory (Gillespie, 2003) 
 Items 

 Reliance 

1. How willing are you to rely on your team’s work-related judgements? 

2. How willing are you to rely on your team’s task-related skills and abilities? 

3. How willing are you to depend on your team to handle an important issue on your behalf? 

4. How willing are you to rely on your team to represent your work accurately to others? 

5.  How willing are you to depend on your team to back you up in difficult situations? 

 Disclosure 

6. How willing are you to share your personal feelings with your team? 

7. How willing are you to confide in your team about personal issues that are affecting your work? 

8. How willing are you to discuss honestly how your feel about your work, even negative feelings and frustration? 

9. How willing are you to discuss work-related problems or difficulties that could potentially be used to 

disadvantage you? 

10. How willing are you to share your personal beliefs with your team?  
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Appendix C: PS-scale (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006) 
 Items 

1. If you make a mistake on this team, it is often held against you. 

2. People in this team are comfortable checking with each other if they have questions about the right way to do 

something. 

3. The people in our team value other’s unique skills and talents. 

4. Members of this team are able to bring up problems and tough issues.  

 

 

Appendix D: PB-T + PB-S scale (Muethel et al., 2012) 
 Items 

 PB-T 

1. All team members initiated actions to bring out improved procedures for the team. 

2. All team members proactively instituted new work methods to improve team performance. 

3. All team members proactively made constructive suggestions for improving how things operate within the team. 

4. All team members initiated actions to make the team more effective. 

 PB-S 

5.  All team members asked other team members for advice. 

6. All team members sought information from other team members about external influences that could affect their 

own work. 

7. All team members sought information from other team members about aspects of their work accomplishment 

that could affect their own work.  

 

Appendix E: TP-scale (Gibson et al., 2009) 
 Items 

1. This team is consistently a high performing team. 

2. This team is effective. 

3. This team makes few mistakes. 

4. This team does high quality work. 
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Appendix F: FAWS-SF scale (Rautenbach & Rothmann, 2017) 
 Items 

 Emotional well-being 

1. Job satisfaction: During the past month at work, how often did you experience satisfaction with your job? 

2. Positive affect: During the past month at work, how often did you feel happy? 

 Psychological well-being 

3. Autonomy: During the past month at work, how often did you feel confident to think or express your own ideas 

and opinions? 

4. Competence: During the past month at work, how often did you feel good at managing the responsibilities of 

your job? 

5. Relatedness: During the past month at work, how often did you feel really connected with other people at your 

job? 

6. Meaning: During the past month at work, how often did you feel your work is meaningful? 

7. Purpose: During the past month at work, how often did you feel that the work you do serves a greater purpose? 

8. Cognitive engagement: During the past month at work, how often did you focus a great deal of attention on your 

work? 

9. Emotional engagement: During the past month at work, how often did you get excited when you perform well 

on your job? 

10. Physical engagement: During the past month at work, how often did you feel energized when you work? 

11. Learning: During the past month at work, how often did you find yourself learning? 

 Social well-being 

12. Social contribution: During the past month at work, how often did you feel you had something important to 

contribute to your organization? 

13. Social acceptance: During the past month at work, how often did you feel that you really belong to your 

organization? 

14. Social growth: During the past month at work, how often did you feel that your organization is becoming a 

better place for people like you? 

15. Social integration: During the past month at work, how often did you feel that people in our organization are 

basically good? 

16 Social comprehension: During the past month at work, how often did you feel that the way your organization 

works, makes sense to you?  
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Appendix G: Semi-Structured Interview Guide 
Topics  

Team Performance  What do you perceive the performance of your team? 

 Why do you think that your team is performing the way it is? 

Job Flourishing  How do you perceive the psychological, social, and emotional well-being of members within 

you team? 

 Why do you think that is the case? 

Trust To what extent do the members of your team trust each other? 

 Why do you think that is the case? 

Shared Leadership To what extend do team members equally take ownership and responsibility within the SMT? 

 Why do you think that is the case? 

Psychological Safety To what extend can team members express their opinions/ideas safely, and take risks? 

 Why do you think that is the case? 

Emotional Intelligence To what extend can team members control and express their emotions, and handle interpersonal 

relationships empathetically within the team? 

 Why do you think that is the case? 

General Are there any other factors that are positively or negatively influencing the SMTs effectiveness? 

‘Probing’- Questions  

 This is interesting/fascinating, can you elaborate a bit more? 

 What do you mean why that? And why?  

 Do you agree/disagree with your team member? 

 Do you want to add anything that your team member just said?  
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Appendix H: Aggregated dimension – Organizational Design 

 

The last aggregated dimension is called organizational design. It is divided into four second-order themes, 

called team development, team structure, corporate management, and corporate way of working. All are 

related to the design of the organization, which is why the aggregated dimension is called organizational 

design. 

 

Team Development 

Team development as a second-order theme is related to two first-order concepts which are (1) team plan 

based on financial/commercial goals, and (2) team building based on soft skills. As both first-order 

concepts have an influence on the development of the team, the second-order theme is called team 

development. 

Every Agile SMT creates a team plan once a year. This team plan consists of financial and 

commercial team goals, or in other words, hard metrics. The qualitative data shows that the Agile SMTs 

see the creation of a team plan as an obligation which takes too much time: “It really feels like an 

obligation and it’s something you actually don’t have the time for and don’t feel like doing.” Also, team 

members don’t see the point as the team plan is mostly related to the finances: “I don’t think it’s something 

we see the point of ourselves. Yes, if you have goals, you should really have them in mind, and they 

should be something you can work towards. But if they are only financial lists, then the essence is a bit 

lost for me.” Because of this, multiple team members state that after the team plan is finished, they hardly 

look at it again through the rest of the year: “The team plan contains financial things which we are actually 

going to achieve that year. And well, I don’t look at the team plan for the rest of the year.”, “We do make 

a team plan, but we don’t really look at it anymore.” The Agile SMTs receive a format for the team plan, 

which indicates what should be included. Not all Agile SMTs are happy with this as it limits their own 

input: “What is included in the team plan? I always think it’s a lot of nonsense and a few little points at 

the bottom that make you think: ‘Well, we came up with those ourselves.’”  

In comparison with the team development based on hard metrics, the qualitative data shows there 

are also goals in relation to soft skills within the Agile SMTs: “Of course, you also have soft KPIs or 

goals, so to speak, which are a bit more difficult to monitor, such as collaboration.”, “But also the soft 

things, what we indeed mean with the contributions in the team, things like that, those are the soft sides. 

These are somewhat hard to measure.” These soft team skills are harder to measure, and it appears that 

there are skills the teams would like to improve, like collaboration and feedback skills. This is illustrated 

by the following quotes: “Yes, I think we could collaborate better. But well, that’s not only the case for 

our team but also the other teams.”, “Maybe we are indeed too nice sometimes. We could give more clear 

feedback sometimes.”. Also, for the cross-establishment team members it appears to be harder to bond: 

“For team building, it would be better to sit together.”  
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Furthermore, it is unclear what the importance is of the soft skills and not much is done with the soft skill 

after the goals are set. This is illustrated by the following quotes: “I think it is very good for the team 

feeling, but whether you ultimately achieve more, I don’t know.”, “You had to set three goals this year, 

but nothing was ever asked by the managing board or HR. What are your goals or should be help with 

them?” 

 

Team Structure 

The second-order team called team structure is related to four first-order concepts, namely (1) SMT 

division based on commercial sector, (2) advantages and disadvantages of cross-establishment teams, (3) 

roles within the teams are partly unclear, and (4) division of employees into teams is done without 

consultation with the employee. The four first-order concepts have in common that they show the 

relationships between activities and team members. Because of this, the second-order theme is called team 

structure.  

The team division, which is made for the Agile SMTs, is based on commercial sectors. This 

indicates that the main priority of the teams is to be commercially active within that sector and know the 

trends within that sector. However, in practice, this appears not to be the case. As the daily activities 

revolve around the projects, the projects are given priority: “I think the most important thing is: your 

project, then your client, then your sector. And that is de daily routine, your projects, that is what you 

work on every day. And then the clients. These are of course divided per sector, but everyone has their 

own clients. And if you see something that is falling behind in regard to the clients, you will focus on that 

and only then you will oversee the whole sector. As an SMT, you are responsible for this. So, actually, 

that’s the third step you would worry about.” This leads to team members believing that the self-managing 

aspect does not only lie within the Agile SMT but also within the project work: “You are actually also 

self-managing in your projects, and I think that is much more important and that is also what you do on a 

daily basis. Ultimately, it is the SMT that have the self-managing character on paper. But I think it comes 

back much more in your daily work, which is more on a project basis and that you are self-managing in 

that.” Also, team members of the Agile SMTs are assigned to other teams, the so-called expertise teams. 

In this way, the Agile SMTs represent different knowledge areas: “A lot of people are in multiple teams. 

So, you have your commercial SMT, so to speak. But in terms of knowledge teams, you can choose 

multiple knowledge teams because you can have an affinity with multiple knowledge areas.”  

 

The qualitative data shows that some Agile SMTs only have team members from the same 

establishment but there are also Agile SMTs with team members from both establishments, called cross-

establishment teams. Those teams have some advantages and disadvantages. The advantages are that the 

establishments work better together.  
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Also, people get to know each other better: “The intention was really to have both establishments 

function together. So, at least, for all establishments, to get some kind of team spirit there. Previously, it 

wasn’t like that at all. I didn’t even know who worked at the other establishment. Yes, that has changed a 

lot lately and that is partly to those teams, that you get to know people better.”  

The disadvantages of the cross-establishment Agile SMTs are the big distance between the establishments 

which has an impact on the collaboration, and that the work mentality differs among the establishments. 

“Yes, I think the distance is an obstacle, the other establishment is far away.”, “The point is indeed that if 

you are a cross-establishment team, the collaboration is sometimes difficult, because you mainly speak to 

each other digitally. There are occasional physical meetings. But that is always very complicated to plan 

as everyone is always busy.”, “Here, everybody knows everybody, and people easily call each other and 

then things are arranged. But it doesn’t work that way over there. I think it’s more businesslike there. 

More about the price perhaps.”, “In the south, they work in a different way, a different mentality, different 

prices are charged. Really a completely different way of working.” 

Looking at the roles within the Agile SMTs, the qualitative data shows that every Agile SMT has 

a team member who has a commercial role, a financial role, and a communicative role. The remaining 

team members appear to have a general role. This is illustrated by the following quote: “The teams got 

three clear roles. There is a commercial, financial and communicative role. And the other team members 

are general members.” It seems to be a bit unclear what is expected from team members within those roles 

and what their added value is to the Agile SMT, especially when you are a general team member: “But 

yes, that ties in with what you said at the beginning: you have three roles that have been assigned and if 

you are a general team member, then your contribution is not really recorded.”  

When people start working at the company, every employee performs the Belbin test to determine what 

team role suits them best and which team they could best assist with that role. There are mixed opinions 

about the effectiveness of the Belbin test, also because the results are not updated: “I do think it’s 

important to have a mix of roles, but it should not be leading in the team.”, “I filled that thing in two years 

ago. But in the meantime, I have also developed myself. So now I have a different view on it. But I have 

never been updated.” 

Finally, the qualitative data shows insights on the division of new employees into the Agile SMTs. 

When the Agile SMTs were implemented into the company, the employees could indicate their preference 

for a specific Agile SMT based on sector: “We were allowed to choose at the very beginning, when the 

teams were divided, a first choice and a second choice. You were allowed to stick notes somewhere, like 

I would prefer that team, and if I can’t join that team, then I would prefer that other’s team. And then you 

were simply divided into a team.” At the moment, the division of new employees into the Agile SMTs 

seems to go without consultation with the employee in question: “You don’t have a choice as to which 

team you join. Go to that team, they said. While I actually do everything for another team.” 
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Corporate Management 

Corporate management as a second-order theme is divided into two first-order concepts which are (1) 

high involvement of the managing board, and (2) the Agile SMTs framework is unclear in terms of 

management responsibilities and decision making. As both are related to the management within the 

company, this second-order theme is called corporate management. 

The qualitative data shows that the Agile SMTs feel that the managing board still has a high 

involvement and is afraid to let go control. The following quote illustrates this: “Plus, what I also think 

about the self-managing aspect of a team, we should indeed al be self-managing. I think that means that 

if we have to direct ourselves, they have to let go. All the management board does is to keep in control. 

And that really bothers me.”, “Yes, I think we can bear that responsibility as a team quite well, but I think 

that the managing board, which claims that we are a self-managing team, does not dare to let go 

completely.” The managing board keeping in control is illustrated by the following example in which an 

Agile SMT would like to buy a gift for a big client from their own budget: “It was related to a project. 

They said it was a very nice idea. So that budget was already reserved by us, but they still had to decide 

separately within the managing board whether we could do it. Yes, then I thought: ‘Knock it off, that’s 

not self-managing. That really is the biggest joke ever.’” This leads to feeling of distrust and deception 

among the Agile SMTs: “Then you think: do they even trust us?”, “It is kind of an artificial management, 

so to speak.”  

Furthermore, the Agile SMTs framework appears to be unclear to the team members, as they 

state: “That is the key question: what do we actually have? Do we have a commercial team or a self-

managing team? How does the managing board see this?”, “Because then I thought: yes, but what is a 

commercial team? And then they talked about the self-managing team again. What is it actually? Is it a 

self-managing commercial team?”. Next to this, team member give seem to define the self-managing 

concepts differently: “Well, are we a commercial team? And that is what various colleagues here say… 

one is with a SMT, the other says we are a commercial team, and there we are a self-managing team. Yes, 

it depends on how you define all the concepts.”, “yes, but I think the definition of a sector team, or a self-

managing team, might be very different in your mind than in the minds of the managing board.” 

Also, the scope in which the Agile SMTs operate is unclear in terms of task responsibilities and decision 

making. The following quotes illustrate this in regard to the task responsibilities: “I don’t know to what 

extend we should actually interfere with this, but I don’t have the scope completely, still not completely 

100% in mind. Whether we should get involved in that or not. Now I actually just look at the financial 

goal and if it’s in line with the prognoses.”, “But then the managing board would like for us to speak up 

to each other, like your EP is low or you have many general hours. And then I think, that is not the goal 

of such a SMT right? In my view, a commercial SMT is directed outwards and not that you address each 

other as if something could be improved.” In regard to decision making: “When it really comes down to 

a decision it definitely doesn’t work. Then it is not self-managing, let me put it this way.” 
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Corporate Way of Working 

The last second-order theme is called corporate way of working and is related to the following first-order 

concepts: (1) working on a project basis, and (2) cross-teams collaboration due to the need for expertise. 

As both have an influence on the way the Agile SMTs work, this second-order theme is called corporate 

way of working. 

It appears from the qualitative data that the corporate way of working is based on projects. The 

implementation of the Agile SMTs don’t seem to have an influence on this corporate way of working: 

“The way of working is not changed through the implementation of the Agile SMTs, because you work 

on a project basis anyway.”, “But when I look at the work itself and the sector, if the Agile SMT was not 

there, nothing would change for me.”  

As these projects need multiple employees with the same expertise or multiple employees with 

different expertise, cross-teams collaboration is needed. This cross-teams collaboration arises as the teams 

are not able to organize everything within their own team: “I think we as a team, or at least I think we are 

way too small. we cannot organize everything in such a way that we can run the projects within our team 

or organize the expertise within our team.” As Agile SMTs need to go outside their own teams to comply 

with the corporate way of working and be able to work on all the projects, the teams appear to work for 

one another: “A large part of that turnover is achieved outside our own team. All kinds of people in other 

Agile SMTs also work for our team.”  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


