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Abstract 
Purpose - The aim of the paper is to understand how management is affected by 
having the customer as a member of the global virtual team within agile work 
methods.  
 
Research Method - This research is based on a qualitative methodological choice, 
and an embedded single case study conducted through a cross-sectional time horizon. 
The research is based on primary and secondary data. The primary data has been 
collected from management, employees, and customer, through semi- and in depth 
interviews, and observations in Sri Lanka. Secondary data is conceptualized from 
literature in the Global Virtual Team research field.  
 
Results - A customer is seen as a colleague and a critical team member, where the 
developers and management work closely with the customer. However, the customer 
is not fully seen as a traditional colleague. The customer’s influence outweighs the 
influence of the supplier, resulting in a dynamic shift of influence towards the 
customer. Not allowing the dynamic shift, i.e. not increasing attention towards the 
customer significantly, could result in a loss of business. Furthermore, the background 
of the customer affects the manager’s role as a Bridge Maker. How efficient the 
collaboration turns out within the team is dependent on the customer background, and 
how well the management allocates time and efforts accordingly.  
 
Research limitations/implications - Due to time and resource limits, and the depth 
scope of the study, only one case firm and one customer laid the basis of this paper. 
Further investigation of how management is affected by having the customer as a 
member of the global virtual team could be the direction of future studies.  
 
Practical implications - The findings allow management to allocate their time and 
resources more effectively cross projects and increase the understanding of how the 
firm is affected by having the customer as a member of the team in the global virtual 
team setting. As a result, it will potentially increase the overall success of the 
company. 
 
Originality/value - This study supplies the contribution to existing management 
literature as it includes an external stakeholder, the customer, in the global virtual 
team, which is a growing phenomenon that has not been captured by current literature.  
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1.0 Introduction 
As technology advances and organizations push to become effective and innovate to a 

greater extent, global virtual teams (hereon GVT) has risen within the last decade and 

become an established way of organizing teams within multinational corporations 

(Zander, Mockaitis & Butler, 2012). These teams are geographical disperse, cultural 

diverse and foremost communicate virtually (Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 1999). 

Organizations become more efficient working virtually as it enables them to complete 

tasks more quickly, and access a workforce around the globe instantly. Nevertheless, 

these types of teams are faced with challenges (Zander et al., 2012). One challenge 

relates to different time zones, leaving the team not working synchronically (Zander 

et al., 2012), which impose problems with communication and keeping a train of 

thought (Warkentin, Sayeed & Hightower 1997). Despite the challenges, the actual 

diversity of the global dispersed teams generates positive outcomes such as creativity, 

as they cover a broader base of knowledge (Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt & Jonsen, 2010). 

The combination of multicultural, geographical dispersed, and virtual communicative 

team, also lead to new challenges for leaders within these teams, both leading and 

benefit from the teams potential (Zander et al., 2012). Leaders must both handle 

issues concerning cultural diversity and limited face-to-face contact with team 

members to solve potential problems. This demands greater skills from the leader 

(Stahl et al., 2010).  

 

GVTs have received a lot of attention within the academia the last decade. The focus 

of research has mainly been on the leader in form of competencies the leader should 

possess, and also the leader’s role within the team to make the team as efficient as 

possible (Butler, Zander, Mockaitis, Sutton, 2012). The Bridge Maker theory explains 

the behavior the leader needs to adopt in order to mitigate the challenges of a diverse 

team and enhance the potential opportunities. The leader’s role as a Bridge Maker is 

to reach efficiency within the team, to overcome the challenges of different cultural 

backgrounds, different time zones, and different languages through facilitating 

collaboration within the team. As the name of the role “Bridge Maker” implies, the 

role is to bridge between the different individuals within the team, in order to find a 

common ground where collaboration and trust is in center (Butler et al, 2012). 
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1.1 Problem Discussion 
Overall, there is limited knowledge on many aspects about leading GVTs even though 

studies of GVTs have gained a lot of attention (Davis & Bryant, 2003; Joshi & 

Lazarova, 2005). The main focus of the prior body of research within GVT literature 

has been on the internal actors found inside the corporation, i.e. the leader, teams, and 

team members who are all employed by the same company. By having this focus, the 

literature has to some extent overlooked external members, such as customers and 

their influence on the internal teams. The explanation may be what some authors 

argue, that studies are falling behind as these new forms of teams are growing faster 

than scholars’ ability to study them (Malhotra, Majchrzak, & Rosen, 2007; Zigurs, 

2002). 

 

The nature of the customer has been studied from a wide range of business studies 

(e.g. Kotler & Armstrong, 2010; Porter, 2008).  The studies point to the fact that the 

customer is a central figure of business strategy and operations, as meeting the 

customers’ demands and expectations create customer value, which in turn generates 

revenue. By having the customer as an internal member within the GVT, the team 

now has a member that has certain demands and expectations that need to be met, as 

customer satisfaction is central. Therefore, the customer would be a member within 

the team that possibly possesses greater influence within the group than the other 

members. Thus, the customer could differ from another team member, which makes it 

interesting to further investigate how management is affected by having the customer 

as an internal member. 

 

Interestingly, within the IT Industry, there are work processes where the customer 

could be seen as transforming from being an outsider to become an internal member 

within the suppliers own team (Cobb, 2011). Even more so, the work methods often 

referred to as “agile work processes”, have in recent years become one of the most 

frequently used work processes within the projects of IT software development (Cobb, 

2011). Within the agile work process, the external actor, i.e. the customer, becomes a 

key member within the suppliers team.  
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We will investigate how management is affected by having the customer as an 

internal member of the GVT. The area of our study is to capture the earlier described 

research gap of not including the customer and potential implications this could 

create.  

1.2 Purpose  
In this study we will address the question of how management’s role as a Bridge 

Maker is affected when the customer is a member of the GVT within an agile work 

process. The study is based on a case study of a firm within the IT software 

development sector working through an agile work process. The case company is 

bicultural in the sense that the management and the customer are based in Sweden, 

while their software developers are located in Sri Lanka. The team in Sri Lanka has 

access to daily face-to-face meetings among themselves as they are at the same 

location. However, the management and the customer have limited access to face-to-

face interaction with the team in Sri Lanka where the management has to lead from a 

distance.  

	  
From current research within GVT, we understand that the leader’s role as a Bridge 

Maker is to reach efficiency within the team. Ultimately, our intention is to 

understand how the Bridge Maker is affected when the customer is a part of the GVT 

within an agile work process in our case firm. In order to do so, we need to first 

understand how the management, employees, and customer work as a team. Also, we 

need to understand how the customer differs from an employee in terms of influence 

and what impact it has on the team. Further, we need to understand the challenges of 

GVTs involved in this setting. Ultimately, investigating these factors will allow us to 

Fig 1. Illustrating the focus of our study. 

Management 

Employees 

Customer 
Management 

Employees 

Focus of previous literature Focus of our study 
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study how and if the management’s role as a Bridge Maker is affected when the 

customer is a part of the GVT within an agile work process. 

1.3 Research Questions  
When the customer is a member of the global virtual team within an agile 

environment: 

• How do the management, employees, and the customer work as a team?  

• How does the customer differ from an employee in terms of influence? 

• What are the challenges involved with global virtual teams in this setting?  

• How is management’s role as a Bridge Maker affected? 
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2.0 Literature Review  
In this section we present the literature of global virtual teams, Bridge Maker 

leadership, and the agile work process. Finally, we present our theoretical framework.  

2.1 Global Virtual Teams 
GVT’s are geographical disperse; cultural diverse, and foremost communicate 

virtually (Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 1999). Because of this, GVTs stand in the 

crossroads of two literature themes; multicultural- and virtual team research, as they 

are multicultural in composition and virtual in action (Steers, Sanchez-Runde, & 

Nardon, 2010). Even though studies of GVTs have gained attention within the last 

decade, (Davis & Bryant, 2003; Joshi & Lazarova, 2005) there is limited knowledge 

about leading GVTs as studies are falling behind, as these new forms of organizing 

teams are growing faster than scholars’ ability to study them (Malhotra, Majchrzak, & 

Rosen, 2007; Zigurs, 2002). The prior research of the topic is still purely practitioner 

oriented or conceptual, where one of the most extensive topics has been 

communication and trust within the GVT (Aubert & Kelsey, 2003; Jarvenpaa & 

Leidner, 1999; Krebs, Hobman, & Bordia, 2006; Zigurs, 2002). The research of 

actually leading the virtual team is limited in general (Malhotra et al., 2007; Zigurs, 

2002) as with research of cross-cultural (Davis & Bryant, 2003; Joshi & Lazarova, 

2005). The body of knowledge regarding leading GVTs is less extensive (Zander & 

Butler, 2010) than the process and outcomes of multicultural teams, (Stahl, 

Maznevski, Voigt, & Jonsen, 2010) and the challenges of working in GVTs (Joshi & 

Lazarova, 2005; Jonsen et al., 2010; Malhotra et al., 2007).  

2.1.1 Global Virtual Teams and Leadership 

There are clear ideas about the competencies needed of leaders in GVTs as they lead 

through distance in an asynchronous environment. Davis & Bryant (2003) argue that 

as there are often limited opportunities for the GVT leader to meet their team face-to-

face, they need to possess excellent communication skills, especially both 

asynchronous and face-to-face communication skills. Moreover, Jonsen et al (2010) 

and Zigurs (2002) continue that leaders have to be engaging and culturally sensitive, 

through frequent communication. Also, a leader must have certain technological skills 

to match the specific technology requirements of the team and its tasks. Joshi and 

Lazarova (2005) continue on the theme of competencies required by the leader. 
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However, they argue that the leaders and the team members view on importance of 

certain competencies differ. The competencies they found as important for both the 

leaders and the members were; high degree of communication, facilitating team 

collaboration, inspiring and motivating, directing and setting goals. However, leaders 

and the members had different opinions regarding importance of other competencies, 

such as managing cultural diversity, which only 5% of the members thought of as 

important and 65% of the leaders.  Furthermore, only the leaders considered 

empowerment as important, whereas the members considered mentoring and coaching 

as important.  

2.1.2 Global Virtual Teams and Culture 

An important aspect is the effect of culture in GVTs, which is studied in a wide range 

of current literature. Culture is, according to Hajro & Pudelko (2010), the major 

reason for a multicultural team’s failure, when leaders’ have an inability to get people 

from various backgrounds to work efficient together. Further, the leaders own lack of 

cultural sensitivity is described as a potential reason for failure in their teams. Brett, 

Behfar & Kern (2006) describe that there are four cultural barriers that need to be 

taken into account when leading GVTs. These are conflicting attitudes toward 

hierarchy, direct versus indirect communication, the trouble of language fluency and 

accents, and conflicting decision-making norms. Steers et al. (2010) argue that the 

main leadership challenge of GVT leaders is mastering intercultural communications 

by listening for contextual messages behind content messages, to hear what has not 

been said. Zander (2005) argue that it is important to recognize that leaders are not the 

only ones that differ in their communication styles, so do the members of the teams, 

as they differ in communication preferences based on their background. Findings of 

Zander’s (2005) research shows that the preferred form and frequency of 

communication of the members varied across cultural clusters and countries. What 

these studies has shown is that it is important to consider the cultural factor in GVTs. 

There are no certain universal competencies or styles that will work for leaders in 

GVTs to be effective, as different cultures demand different degrees of certain 

competencies and styles from their leader. However, this opens the discussion of how 

challenging the role of the leader is, as the leaders way of leading may be perceived as 

strong by some members, while others see it as weak as the leaders style is not in line 

with their preferences based on their cultural heritage (Zander, 2005). 
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2.1.3 Global Virtual Team Leadership Characteristics 

Levy, Beechler, Taylor & Boyacigiller (2007) argue that the leader’s cognitive traits 

and level is critical in order to be an effective leader in a GVT. In their research, they 

focus on the leader’s global mindset and cultural intelligence where it is defined as a 

highly complex cognitive structure. Furthermore, this structure is characterized by an 

openness to and articulation of multiple cultural and strategic realities. These realities 

exist on both global and local levels, and also the intermediate cognitive ability to 

connect across this multiplicity.  

 

Javidan, Dorfman, deLuque, & House (2006) argue that a global mindset is the core 

of being an effective leader in GVTs. Where it is the foundation to be able to have 

influence in the groups that are unlike themselves. Anthias (2001) describes leaders 

with a global mindset as international, rather than bound to one or two cultures. 

Moreover, Earley (2003), Earley & Ang (2003), Earley, Murneiks & Mosakowski 

(2007) extends this reasoning further by focus on the leaders cultural intelligence as 

essential for being effective. They argue that leaders with high levels of cultural 

intelligence adapt easy to new cultural contexts in terms of behavioral, emotional, and 

cognitive terms. Another range of research has focused on leaders who demonstrate 

biculturalism, leaders who identify themselves with two or more cultures. This 

cognitive level is described as to facilitate the leader’s adaptation to the different 

cultures. (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002; Hong, Morris, Chiu & Benet-Martinez, 2000; 

LaFromboise, Coleman & Gerton, 1993) 

 

Brannen & Thomas (2010) further argue that leaders are born as bicultural and 

therefore facilitate their adaptation and switch between two distinct cultures. However, 

Lücke & Roth (2008) argue that leaders do not have to be born with biculturalism; it 

can be developed through social experiences later in life.  

 

Zander (2012) argue that biculturalism is of high interest for leaders in GVTs since it 

generates an immediate accessible cultural competence, and will allow them to span 

boundaries and bridge differences within the GVT. However, Zander (2012) 

emphasize the difference of a leader who is bicultural and a leader actually 

demonstrates biculturalism or bicultural fluency. Concluding that a born bicultural 

leader is not automatically a leader who is able to implement biculturalism in its 
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leadership. Butler et al (2012) argue that bicultural leaders will be more successful in 

leveraging their positive cognitive adaptability contributions such as Bridge Making, 

Boundary Spanning and the Blender role.  

2.2 Leader’s Role As a Bridge Maker  
Global leaders are facing a challenging task, not only to deal with regular manager 

duties, but often in an ambiguous and multifaceted environment, which is the case of 

a multicultural context. There has been extensive research focused on what 

competencies that makes leaders efficient in their changing geographic and cultural 

settings. According to Butler et al (2012), there are three unique roles that signify 

effective leaders of global teams, namely the role of the Boundary Spanner, Blender, 

and Bridge Maker. These three roles constitute an extensive framework that captures 

the most essential leadership functions found throughout the GVT literature.  

 

Overall, the role of a Boundary Spanner emphasizes connecting different teams or 

groups within an organization from a resource perspective (Barner-

Rasmussen, Ehrnrooth, Koveshnikov & Mäkelä, 2014). This is to make sure the team 

fully exploits the resources of the whole company, to increase its resource base for the 

team. (Fukuda, 2002; Harvey and Novicevic, 2004). Global organizations often 

consist of subgroups composed of people belonging to similar background in terms of 

education, age, and ethnicity. The role of the Blender emphasizes prevention of such 

subgroups to be developed within the organization. When this is done successfully, it 

enables the values of diversity to be fully exploited (Butler, 2010; McLeod & Lobel, 

1992; Early & Mosakowski, 2000; Conger et al, 2000). 

 

Even though all three GVT leadership roles are relevant to fully grasp in-between and 

within group efficiency of GVTs, this study will be limited to only incorporate the 

role of the Bridge Maker.  

 

This is since the scope of the Bridge Making functions are limited to give insights on 

how the leader reach efficiency within a team (Butler et al, 2012). Therefore it is also 

the most essential and relevant function connected to our research, where the internal 

team is in focus. 
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2.2.1 The Purpose of the Bridge Maker  

According to Butler et al (2012), the purpose of the Bridge Maker role is to facilitate 

collaboration between team members of different backgrounds in order to reach 

efficiency within the team. Furthermore, it is the leaders’ responsibility to make sure 

that the members of the team are able to trust each other and communicate, in order to 

increase collaboration and efficiency in the team. Abreu and Peloquin (2004) argue 

that effective Bridge Makers develops an understanding between cultural separated 

groups by embracing the benefits that cultural diversity can generate. According to 

Osland, Bird, Delano & Jacob (2000), this is done by avoiding stereotyping and 

instead looking to the individuals’ qualities in addition to their cultural patterns. In 

addition, Steers et al (2010) argue it to be a way of understanding the cultural context 

on such a deep level that actions can be taken from the leader to bridge team members 

before misunderstandings even occur. Butler et al (2012) also argue that Bridge 

Making is more than applying simple generic cultural translations, it is about 

minimizing gaps between members of a multicultural team in a way that generates 

efficient teamwork. According to Liljegren & Zander (2011) it is within language and 

culture diversity between team members that is the focus of the Bridge Maker. They 

further argue that the role of the Bridge Maker can be taken by a team member and 

not only by the leader. Maznevski and Zander (2001) highlight that the Bridge 

Making qualities is needed especially when power paradoxes occur. This is when a 

leader takes actions that are aligned with the preferences of some team members, but 

in opposition to other team members. 	  

2.2.2 The Functions of a Bridge Maker 

Liljegren & Zander (2011) presents a framework that distinguishes the various Bridge 

Making functions into five separate subgroups. Four of these subgroups were first 

described by Barner-Rasmussen, Ehrnrooth, Koveshnikov and Mäkelä (2010) who 

originally used the concepts to describe their findings of different roles and functions 

of Boundary Spanners to create collaboration and efficiency between external and 

internal units and members.  

Liljegren & Zander (2011) presents a framework of the most essential building blocks 

of the Bridge Making theories. The framework constitutes a natural starting point to 

understand how the individual functions of a Bridge Maker differ between each other. 
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The five concepts are namely facilitating, convincing, transacting, and linking. The 

framework conceptualizes the separate functions of the Bridge Maker theory that 

together builds a whole.  

2.2.2.1 Facilitating 

The first concept is named “Facilitating” and is concerning language and cultural 

communication codes that differ between members within a team, and how the Bridge 

Maker engages personally to read its meanings between members (Liljegren & 

Zander 2011; Harzing 2001). The facilitating Bridge Maker gets involved in 

interpreting and supporting team members with the purpose to make them understand 

each other. The Facilitator can get involved to reframe arguments from one member 

to another in a way that make the receivers acceptance of the message increase, and 

by that fully grasp the meaning (Boland & Tenkasi, 1995). Situations where 

interpretation and deliverance of information between individuals take place often 

involve tacit meanings, normative reasoning and behaviors amongst these team 

members (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). 

2.2.2.2 Intervening 

The second concept is named “Intervening” and is when the Bridge Maker actively 

engages communication from a team member, in order to avoid misunderstandings 

and conflicts. Furthermore it can establish trust between individuals (Liljegren & 

Zander, 2011). In difference to the earlier mentioned facilitating function, this is a 

proactive engagement from the Bridge Maker. The intervening Bridge Maker seeks to 

turn negative relations into positive ones, and promotes effective interactions among 

team members (Richter, West, Van Dick and Dawson, 2006). Collaboration can be 

established since the Intervener informs team members about the own positive 

experience of working with other team members. Furthermore, by explaining the 

competence existent within other team members or and their advantages (Kostova and 

Roth, 2003). 

 

 



	  
	  

11	  

2.2.2.3 Convincing 

The third Bridge Making concept is named “Convincing” and is when the Bridge 

Maker actively seeks to persuade members of separate national, cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds to reach common ground on certain decisions (Liljegren & Zander, 

2011). 

2.2.2.4 Transacting 

The fourth Bridge Making functions is named “Transacting” and is when the Bridge 

Maker engage in information exchange with team members that are belonging to 

another national, cultural, linguistic or functional entity (Zander and Liljegren 2011; 

Argote and Ingram, 2000). These kinds of information and knowledge exchanges can 

take place in both formal and informal meetings or gatherings (Mäkelä, Andersson & 

Seppälä, 2012). These exchanges can also be seen as supplying or collecting opinions 

and insights (Johnson and Duxbury, 2010). With the characteristics of the transacting 

function, it can be assumed to be more common amongst individuals in certain 

positions in a team or a firm, that in their work role come across these interactions 

frequently. According to Fukuda (2002), individuals in networking roles could be 

more likely by the nature of their position, to come across situations where transacting 

could take place. 

2.2.2.5 Linking 

The fifth function is named “Linking” and is when the Bridge Maker get team 

members, to connect over national, cultural, linguistic or functional boarders by using 

a personal network (Liljegren and Zander 2011; Obstfeld 2005). The individuals with 

possibilities of performing linking functions have special advantages to gain insights 

from others that could benefit them personally and possibly generate unique 

opportunities (Burt 1992). The advantages from linking functions can also be seen in 

a longer perspective, where they pave the way for more team interactions from the 

established links (Kostova & Roth, 2003; Obstfeld, 2005) 



	  
	  

12	  

2.3 The Agile Work Process 
During the latest decades within the IT development industry, there is a new growing 

way of working and organizing teams, called an ‘agile work process’. Previously, the 

industry worked according to a method called ‘waterfall work process’. Within the 

waterfall work process, the customer specifies exactly what product they want to 

develop at one point in time, and hands it over to the IT Company to develop what is 

specified within the agreed time frame. In this model, the supplier and the customer 

has very low degree of collaboration once the document is passed to the IT Company 

(Cobb, 2011; Dubey, 2015). 

 

The agile approach in software development came about as a response to the high rate 

of failed software development projects, high cost, and low customer satisfaction 

connected to the static waterfall work process of development. (Cobb, 2011) A 

collaborative and dynamic process signifies the agile work process where the 

customer is highly involved through the whole process. It is less bureaucratic and 

more flexible than the waterfall work process, and is aimed at meeting real business 

needs by incorporating the customer, and empowering the customer with freedom to 

arrange feedback and changes during the actual development (Dubey, 2015). 

 

2.3.1 The Role of The Customer Within Agile Work Process 

The customer is an important part of the team in agile software development, and 

works with the developers on a daily basis. This enables a faster response to market 

changes, by having ongoing intensive customer interactions through the whole project. 

Another potential benefit from the intense collaboration with the customer is that the 

whole project is supposed to reach an optimal customer solution (Cobb, 2011). 

Collaboration and interactions between the customer and the developers is one of the 

fundamental enablers within agile software development. Generally, the customer is 

no longer an external part, in the sense that they are now assigned a role during the 

development process and work together with the development team. Thus, the agile 

work process does not work without involving the customer (Cockburn & Highsmith, 

2001; Cobb, 2011; Agilemanifesto, 2001) 
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2.3.2 Gap in The Literature   

As discussed above, studies are falling behind within the GVT literature field as these 

new forms of organization are growing faster than scholars’ ability to study them, 

where the agile working process is one of them. Some earlier research on GVTs has 

investigated the role of the customer in this setting, although little research has put the 

customers’ role as one of the main focus points. Often the customer has been 

overlooked within this research field. Focus has been on the actual GVTs or the 

leaders’ role (Carmel, 1999; Carte, Chidambaram & Becker, 2006). According to 

Davis (1995), the role of the customer described as an important source of feedback, 

which can deliver vital insight that enables the success of the GVT in its projects. 

Research within software development has described the customer as shifting from 

being an external part, to become an internal, in software development, where it is 

seen as a central part of the development practices through continuous collaboration 

(Cobb, 2011). Furthermore, Martin, Biddle & Nobble (2010) takes a similar position 

describing it as an onsite customer interacting daily with the development team within 

agile software development. Although the customer has been mentioned in areas 

related to GVTs, it is often considered to be a business source, a feedback source, or 

an external part. There is little research of current GVT literature focusing on the 

customer, where it is studied as an internal member of the GVT, as can be the case of 

agile work processes.  

2.4 Summary Literature Review 
From the context of agile work process, we conclude that the customer is an essential 

part of the GVT as they become an internal member of the GVT. This reality is not 

captured by the prior GVT literature, leaving a gap in the existing body of knowledge 

within this field. As stated, this is not surprising as the reality is growing much faster 

than the literature can follow, leaving research behind. It is this specific gap in the 

literature that our intention is to highlight and study.  

 

We will focus on how management’s role as a Bridge Maker is affected when the 

customer is a member of the GVT within an agile work process. Our framework 

based on the literature review demonstrates that the GVT leadership theories captures 

how leaders should take actions in order to handle challenges that rise from GVT’s. 

With the ultimate goal of maximizing the potential opportunities and be as efficient as 
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possible as a team. This is how we connect the ‘GVT literature’ and the ‘Leader’s role 

literature’.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

However, in this study we add the agile work processes, where the customer to some 

extent becomes a part of the internal team, to the current GVT literature. By this, we 

add an extra variable (customer) to the GVT literature, which has previously not been 

an accounted variable.  

 

As previous literature emphasizes, the Bridge Maker’s role is to reach efficiency 

through facilitating collaboration within the team. This is interesting to explore when 

adding the customer to the group, since the company generates its revenue by creating 

customer value. Thus, the customer may have greater influence compared to other 

team members, as customer value is created by meeting customer demands and 

expectations. We will investigate how management’s role as a Bridge Maker is 

affected when the customer is an internal member of the GVT.  

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 2. Illustrating how the literature review is connected to our study  
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3.0 Methodology 
In this section, we outlay the methodology of this study. The research is based on a 

qualitative research design with an abductive approach and exploratory nature. An 

embedded single case study has been chosen as the research strategy, which will be 

conducted through a cross-sectional time horizon. The primary data has been 

collected from management, employees, and customer, through semi- and in depth 

interviews, and observations in Sri Lanka. Secondary data is conceptualized from 

literature in the Global Virtual Team research field.  

3.1 Nature of The Research Design - Exploratory 

An exploratory nature of research design was conducted to earn insight into our topic 

of interest. This was particularly useful since the exact nature of our research problem 

is not known (Saunders et al 2012). As we will be studying the 

managerial implications of involving the customer in the GVT, we consider our study 

to be of exploratory structure. By pursuing in-depth interviews and on sight 

observations, there is a possibility of better understanding a manager’s specific role 

and challenges (Saunders et al 2012). In this study, we will be researching the 

customers’ influence and its potential effect on the team and the Bridge Maker. From 

this setting we gain a deeper understanding of what a manager should emphasize in 

order to be effective, when the customer is a member of the GVT. This is since we 

know little about how the customer is different from just another colleague in the GVT 

literature setting, and how that impacts the manger of such a team. Based on the 

above explanation, our research design is of exploratory nature.  

3.2 Research Approach - Abductive 

There are three different research approaches that can be conducted. These are 

the deductive, inductive, and the abductive approach (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 

2012). In this study we want to generate new or modify existing theory within 

the research field of GVTs and cross-cultural management, why an abductive approach 

was considered to be a viable choice. Within this approach, inductive inferences are 

developed and deductive ones are tested iteratively throughout the 

research. A purely inductive approach is not suitable since our research is not initially 

to collect data in order to reveal a new phenomenon. The pure deductive approach is 
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not considered suitable since we consider the research area to be limited in prior 

research (Saunders et al, 2012). 

3.3 Methodological Choice – Qualitative  
A qualitative approach is chosen, as we want to study the participants’ meaning and 

relationships between each other within our area of research. In addition, different 

data collection techniques and analytical procedures have been conducted in order to 

develop a conceptual framework. When using a qualitative method, our success as 

researchers is not only to gain access to participants, but also demonstrate sensitivity 

to gain cognitive access to the respondents’ data.  As our research philosophy is of 

interpretive nature, we have to make sense of the subjective and socially constructed 

meanings found in the phenomenon being studied (Saunders et al, 2012). 

3.4 Research Strategy - Case Study  
Case studies are one of the principal strategies used within qualitative research and 

also the strategy we have conducted in our research. We will explore our research 

topic within its actual context, and the contextual variables will not be under strict 

control as required within an experimental strategy (Saunders et al, 2012). The case 

study strategy is particularly relevant as we gain a rich understanding of all processes 

being enacted in the contextual scope, within our area of research. Furthermore, this 

research strategy is well aligned with our exploratory research design (Ghauri & 

Grönhaug, 2010). Our research project is an embedded single case study, since the 

existing separate components within the firms’ contextual habitat is incorporated in 

our research, such as the management, customer and the software development team. 

We will not focus on the firm as a whole; rather focus on specific managerial aspects 

connected to our research question. Investigating all the components that together 

illustrates our case firm’s reality, and therefore represents the scope of management’s 

responsibility will do this.  

3.4.1 Sampling Of Case Firm  

Sampling is important in qualitative research, as to select the right units for 

observation and interview respondents. The purpose is to gain the right insights and 

be able to generate explanation to our research scope (Ghauri & Grönhaug, 2010). To 

be able to efficiently conduct our research, we therefore made a list of criteria that 
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was critical in order to make our work feasible.  A nonprobability judgement 

sampling was used, which is convenient for in depth qualitative studies, as our own 

research. We want to explain the complex issues involved in our research focus, 

rather than reach for generalizability (Marshall, 1996; Ghauri & Grönhaug, 2010). 

The list of criteria below justifies how our chosen case firm is a viable choice in order 

to answer our research questions.  

• The case firm should match the profile of a global virtual team; virtual 

working methods, with members from different cultural backgrounds. 

• The case firm should work with the customer as a part of the internal team 

within an agile work process.  

• The case firm should be able to give us access to information from all 

components that together represents the management’s scope of responsibility 

(management, customers, and employees). 

All the criteria above were found in Navilog Solutions AB, which is our case firm. 

3.4.2 Sampling Limitations  

The firm we will study is bicultural in the sense that the management and customer 

are based in Sweden, while their software developers are located in Sri Lanka. 

Although the focus of the prior GVT literature has been on truly global teams, where 

the members are globally dispersed with limited face-to-face interactions and multiple 

various cultural backgrounds, it will still be applicable for this study. As the key 

fundamentals of GVTs are similar to our case firms working environment, where the 

team members have different cultural backgrounds and are located in different 

countries and work through a virtual environment. Moreover, a bicultural context is 

different from a true GVT where the management has to govern multiple different 

cultural backgrounds. Still a bicultural context is applicable, but not ideal, which 

makes it important to highlight as a limitation. As we are investigating the potential 

impact of the customer on the internal team and the Bridge Maker, a bicultural 

environment is still applicable.  

 

Since there are different levels of agile and levels of customer interactions, our 

research also had to investigate how the customer was incorporated as a member of 

the team at our case firm. To be able to correctly approach the matter of managerial 
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challenges when the customer is a member of the GVT. This, as the customer 

“membership” might be seen as more or less “internal”, depending on which customer 

and development team investigated.  

3.4.3 The Case Firm – Navilog Solutions AB  

The case study is based on the IT software company Navilog Solutions AB. The firm 

was founded in 2003 and is a subsidiary to the holding company Navichain AB and a 

Crowderia Sweden AB. Navilog Solutions AB offers software solutions for logistics 

and warehouses and related business areas. The headquarter is based in Uppsala, 

Sweden and their development of IT solutions entirely based at their subsidiary in the 

emerging market, Colombo, Sri Lanka. The development of IT solutions in Colombo 

initiated three years ago. The motive to establish the subsidiary in Sri Lanka was with 

background of the founders’ previous work related experience in the country and 

because of lower salary cost of employees. The company currently serves customers 

in the Swedish market, and have future plans to expand their global customer base. 

(Allabolag, 2015; Crowderia, 2015) 

3.5 Time Horizon – Cross-Sectional Research 
With the scope of this study, a cross-sectional research is most viable, where we study 

our phenomenon at a particular period of time (Saunders et al, 2012).  

3.6 Data Collection 
To answer our research question, we decided to structure our data collection to meet 

our time and cost constraints. We were given the possibility of traveling to Sri Lanka 

to meet the development team and also gain access to both management and the key 

customer of the company. From these resources available, we decided the research 

could gain trustworthiness, and depth, from us being physically present at their office 

in Colombo, Sri Lanka. Furthermore, we could build up trust with our respondents 

and also conduct beneficial data collection techniques, such as observations in person. 

The decision to conduct observations was made to even further enrich and confirm 

our interview findings, by viewing how they actually worked with management and 

the customers in a natural setting (Ghauri & Grönhaug, 2010). These observations 

were held on key meetings with clients, and with management in Sweden.  
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3.6.1 Data Collection Techniques  

The focus of this study is to investigate how the customer differs from an employee in 

terms of influence within the team, and if so, how this potentially in turn affects 

management as a Bridge Maker. For this study, we have gained access to (1) a 

company working through an agile process with its customers, (2) The top 

management of the case company, (3) The case company’s customer, (4) The case 

company’s software developers in Sri Lanka. 

 

In total we made six separated interviews spread between the management, software 

development team, and the customer to the firm. One interview was conducted with 

the manager and owner of the firm. This was done since he could give us vital 

insights from the management point of view. Four interviews were conducted in Sri 

Lanka with four senior developers on sight. They were chosen since they had the 

experience and roles relevant for our research; they had all worked with our customer 

respondent. The last interview was held with a customer that has been working with 

our case company, and still is, on various projects. This customer could give us 

important input on how they collaborate in the projects, and challenges they face. 

 

Data was collected from four sources:  

1. Top management    (One interview, one observation) 

2. Employees in Sri Lanka  (Four interviews, three observations) 

3. The case firms customer  (One interview, one observation) 

4. Secondary data from the research field of cross-cultural management  

 

Data was collected in: 

5. Sweden  (Top management and the case firms customer) 

6. Sri Lanka  (Employees in Sri Lanka) 
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3.6.2 Semi-Structured and In-Depth Interviews 

We have conducted semi-structured and in-depth interview techniques, since it was 

considered a good match with the qualitative and exploratory nature of our case study 

and overall research strategy. Semi structured and in depth interviews will be the most 

advantageous approach to attempt to obtain data, where the questions will be both 

complex or open ended, and the order and logic of questioning may need to be varied 

(Saunders et al, 2012). 

 

Non-standardized interviews were made one-to-one through face-to-face interactions 

with all respondents. Since our respondents were spread between both Sweden and Sri 

Lanka, we conducted all interviews in the respective respondents natural habitat of 

their local office to establish trust, and reliability in the informants answers.  

3.6.3 Interview Proceedings  

It is important for us to develop trust with our respondents, as we want to gain a deep 

understanding and as accurate information as possible. Furthermore, respondents may 

be reluctant to spend time providing written answers, which might risk being passed 

to someone else to answer (Ghauri & Grönhaug, 2010).  It could impact the reliability 

of the study, and is why we will not use electronic interviews or questionnaires.  In 

order to make the interviews as efficient as possible, we decided to divide all 

questions into two separated topics; team members’ influence and Bridge Making 

functions. This made it easier to stay on the certain topic we wanted to cover, and 

work our way through all the questions in a somewhat structured manner. Most 

questions were open ended, which could lead to answers depending on the 

respondents’ own choice. For this reason the two researchers also took turns asking 

question, so when one of us asked a question, the other person could keep track on the 

next question and whether it was relevant or not, and also if any relevant follow up 

questions were needed to create valuable meaning.  
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Customer 
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Employees 
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3.6.4 Interview Sensitivity 

The fact that all interviews were held in the specific respondents natural habitat, at 

their own local office, is seen as a great advantage considering reliability and quality 

of information gathering (Ghauri & Grönhaug, 2010). We encouraged all respondents 

to feel free to leave questions without answers if they did not want to respond, and 

also we asked beforehand if we were allowed to record the interview with the purpose 

of being able to return again to fully capture their answers. Another important detail 

was that we made all respondents feel comfortable enough to give truthful and 

extensive answers to our questions. To create such an environment, we informed all 

respondents of our objectivity and secrecy, and that all will be given the possibility of 

giving feedback on their interview answers before anything is published.  

 

 

 

Fig 3. Describing the question areas for the semi-structured and in depth interviews 
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3.6.5 Observations 
In order to increase the validity of our study we decided to pursue observations at the 

case firm’s office in Sri Lanka as a complement to our interviews. We decided to 

pursue formal observations on key events such as important meetings between all 

involved parties in the study, and also informal observation by socialising and 

physically living at their office during two weeks. 

3.6.5.1 Formal Observations 

According to Saunders et al (2012), observations can add value as a compliment to 

qualitative in-depth studies. Therefore, in addition to our interviews, we decided to 

pursue participant observations in order to better understand the different aspects of 

our research in more depth. We informed the developers at the office in Sri Lanka that 

we were interested in observing if they had any meetings with either customers and / 

or management in Sweden during our stay. The employees in Sri Lanka later 

informed us that they had a few meetings that were going to be held virtually with 

counterparts in Sweden. We engaged as passive participant observers during these key 

meetings. The meetings were amongst customer representatives from Sweden, and the 

software developers from Sri Lanka, and also meetings between management from 

Sweden and the developers in Sri Lanka. We requested information beforehand about 

the meetings topics, purpose, and participants for each of our observations, so that we 

could more easily interpret the nature of our observations setting.  

 

To be able to focus on our roles as observers and capture the essence of the meetings, 

we informed the participants about our intentions, which was to gain further insights 

in their daily work. Everyone involved was encouraged to pretend as we were not 

present, and that they could cancel the observations at any point and also be able to 

give input on our findings afterwards. The purpose was to make the participants feel 

comfortable and make authentic contributions to our research.  

 

We did not intervene or disrupt the participants during the meetings. However, after 

the meetings, we engaged follow up questions to fully capture how they perceived the 

meetings themselves. This was done with the Sri Lankese employees that had 

participated, on how they perceived the meeting and all details connected to the 

customer and the project they were involved in together. 
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3.6.5.2 Informal Observations 

According to Saunders et al (2012), could a period of attachment to an organization is 

sometimes needed in order to get a rich and in depth understanding of phenomenon’s 

that are studied. Therefore, in addition to our announced formal observations, we also 

conducted informal observations. From physically being located at the Sri Lankese 

office, we could benefit from the built relationship that lead to mutual trust and 

experiential understanding. Especially since we researchers both have been born and 

raised in Sweden, which made it even more important to critically assess the data 

collected from non-Swedish participants in this study. This approach was an 

important complement to our other data collection techniques as it would fill in the 

gaps and make further in-depth meaning of our research findings.   

3.6.5.3 Observation Outline 

We observed in total three meetings all conducted virtually. The first meeting was a 

meeting between the onsite leader in Sri Lanka, and the manager of the whole 

company, based in Sweden. We wanted to observe how their communication and 

collaboration was in an authentic setting, to further develop our interview findings on 

this matter. Our second key observation was held during a virtual meeting between 

two software developers in Sri Lanka, and one of the customer’s Chief Technical 

Officer (CTO). In this meeting our purpose was also to observe in an authentic setting 

how they collaborated, communicated, and to get an in-depth understanding in 

addition to our earlier made interviews on these aspects. Our third observation was 

our informal on-going observation during our two-week stay in Sri Lanka.  

 

To be able to participate as a non-active member of their meetings enriched our 

understanding of collaboration in the team, but also made it possible to capture the 

different members’ influence within the team, cultural-, virtual-, language-, and 

business related challenges. In addition it also gave more input on Bridge Making 

functions and how they worked as a team with the customer. The informal 

observations did contribute to our meaning creation, and to the overall credibility of 

our research.  
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3.7 Quality of The Study and Limitations  
Issues with reliability within semi-structured interviews may arise due to lack of 

standardization, also related to issues of bias (Saunders et al 2012). The three types of 

bias that needs to be considered are interviewer-, interviewee-, and participation bias. 

These were mitigated by having an awareness of these biases and proactively take 

actions in order to minimize their occurrence. Our actions are further explained in our 

interview and observation section. 

 

Issues regarding generalizability within semi-structured interviews may rise, as the 

sample is small, compared to typical quantitative research (Saunders et al 2012). We 

consider it important to mention this limitation in order to establish the right 

expectations on the generalizability of research. 

 

We consider it as important to highlight the impact and limitation of our interview 

proceedings. The strength of semi-structured interviews is that due to its flexibility, it 

can be used when the circumstances to be explored are complex and dynamic 

(Saunders et al 2012).  Thus, it is unrealistic and unfeasible to undergo an attempt to 

ensure that other researchers could replicate qualitative non-standardized research 

without undermining the strength of this type of research. In this type, greater rigor is 

required to overcome the views of those who may be wedded to the value of 

quantitative research to the exclusion of any other approach.  

 

Our validity is further improved from conducting observations in addition to our 

interviews. Since the observations can confirm, and even evolve earlier findings from 

our interviews, as it is done in an authentic work-related situation, it is seen as an 

important compliment (Ghauri & Grönhaug 2010).  

 

When we are able to relate our research project to existing theory, we will be in a 

position where we potentially can demonstrate that our findings have a broader 

theoretical relevance than our case study. However, we will not be able to make 

statistical generalizations about an entire population.  
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We chose to conduct a single-, over multiple case studies, as in-depth and richness of 

data is our priority over generalizability of the results. Our choice of conducting 

single case study will therefore be a trade-off of external validity. Thus, as our 

purpose is to gain a deep understanding of our research and not to conduct statistical 

analysis, the trade-off of external validity is justified. However, the results may have 

been different if another single case study was chosen (Saunders et al. 2012). 

3.8 Analysis of Data  
We analysed our qualitative data through four points by: 

1. Identifying categories or codes in order to comprehend our generated data  

2. Attach relevant pieces of the data to the appropriate categories or codes 

3. Develop analytical categories further in order to identify patterns and 

relationships 

4. Draw and verify conclusions 

 

The categories are derived from our theory framework and the interviews. From the 

interviews, we gathered information that we had not thought about earlier that are 

essential for our research. From this, we created new categories in our coding scheme. 

These categories were Customer profile (under Bridge Maker), and Risks and 

Externals (under Influence – Teamwork). The final coding scheme is illustrated in the 

Appendix. When we coded the respondents’ answers to the initial coding scheme, 

some categories were heavy, why we in turn subdivided them into subcategories. The 

heavy categories were Teamwork (under Influence), Demands (under Influence – 

Customer), and Culture (under Bridge Maker – GVT Challenges). 
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4.0 Results and Analysis of Our Case Findings  
In this section, we present our case findings in combination with our analysis. All 

parts constitute the findings solely from our interviews, except section 4.1.4, where we 

present our observational findings. We only present the findings from our 

observations that was useful to develop our interview gathering further, or verify our 

interview findings. Therefore only the new findings, or selected important supportive 

findings are presented under observations. 

4.1 Teamwork When The Customer is a Member  

4.1.1 The Customer Seen as a Colleague  

From the developers’ perspective, the customer is seen as a colleague and part of the 

team.  

 

“It depends on the customer, we want to be colleagues from our side.” – The 

Developers  

 

Within the team, the developers and the customer communicate, give feedback, and 

work together as a team. Regarding collaboration, the management explains that they 

work through an agile process together with the customer. The developers explain that 

within the agile process, it is natural to make constant changes in the project as the 

customer can follow the progress, and also deliver feedback already at an early stage. 

They further explain that in the projects the team members use virtual video and audio 

instruments in order to collaborate. From the customers view, it is it is important that 

they collaborate with the developers in order to create the concept, so everyone feels 

committed. Otherwise, there is a risk for delays, poor collaboration, and 

understanding of the project. They further explain that they should meet face-to-face 

with the developers to build a relationship and improve the understanding of the 

development. Moreover, the customer explains that the potential threats of failures are 

high, especially when they work with many short deadlines as part of the agile 

process. 
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“It is important with commitment, and not the mindset of I have done my part, now 

you do yours. The whole project is dependent on that team members do what is 

expected from them. We are as a soccer team, if one fail, we all fail.”  - The customer 

4.1.2 Customer is a Member, Yet Not a Member 
An interesting finding is the contradiction that the customer is seen as a member of 

the team, but at the same time they are not in terms of transparency, communication, 

and loyalty of the developers to their employer. Regarding transparency the 

management describe they cannot be transparent with everything to the customer, as it 

could be used against them, for instance in negotiations. This creates a contradiction 

for the company, as they cannot be fully transparent, yet they need to in order to work 

efficiently. In this setting, according to the management, it requires that the customer 

also is transparent. The transparency concern is further evident from the developers’ 

perspective. 

 

“Sometimes explaining too much causes more problems, we can do the project and 

the customer will not question how we did, as long as it meets their expectations.” 

 – The Developers 

 

A concern of management is the evident risk that the developers get to close to the 

customer and ultimately join the customer’s organization, where sensitive information 

about the business could be leaked. Therefore, there is a need to limit the teamwork 

and relationship between the developers and the customer so it does not get to strong. 

The developers further indicate the finding that the customer is not fully seen as an 

internal member of the team. Where it is most evident in their way of communicating 

with the customer. The developers cannot communicate with the customer as they do 

with their developer colleagues, as they state that communication with the customer 

has to be very clear. Misunderstandings with the customer could have negative impact 

on their business relationship.  

4.1.3 Observation – Confirming Customer Being a Member, Yet Not a Member  

We observed a virtual meeting, between two of the developers and the customer’s 

Technical Chief Officer (TCO). It was observed how one of the senior Sri Lankese 

developers acted as a Bridge Maker when he supported both his fellow developer and 

the customer in the meeting, to understand each other. From doing so, he could be 
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seen as establishing an efficient collaboration in the team in his role of the Bridge 

Making functions described in the framework by Liljegren & Zander (2011). This 

Bridge Making developer took this role as he has a broad experience of working with 

Swedish customers from before. Therefore, according to him and the management, he 

understands the underlying messages of the customer that is rooted in culture. This 

enables him to perform the Bridge Making role for his fellow developer and the 

customer in the meeting. This senior developer is also in a work related position that 

often makes him the main contact person in interactions with the customer. This 

networking position constitutes the role of the transacting Bridge Maker as described 

by Liljegren & Zander (2011).  

 

Interestingly, the contradiction of the customer being a member, yet not a member 

was observed. The customer was a member in the sense of project leading, giving 

feedback and requesting updates continuously during the process. We could clearly 

observe how they were working together as a unit. In contrast, the developers were 

not relaxed in the same way as observed when working with their developer 

colleagues. It was evident that they were focused on building and maintaining the 

customer relationship, as they treated the customer with a great amount of respect. 

Furthermore, this was evident in their way of communicating with the customer, in a 

more soft and serving voice, compared to when working with the other fellow 

developers.  

 

The importance of clear communication with the customer were also evident during 

the virtual meetings, where it was observed how the developers at some points 

informed the customer that they needed to have a short pause in the meeting. During 

these breaks they muted their microphones and collaborated, without including the 

customer, on what to strategically say to the customer. This was not evident when we 

observed them having virtual meetings with management and among the developers 

themselves, where they had a more informal communication. Furthermore, it was 

observed during these breaks how the senior developer utilized the Bridge Making 

function of Intervening (Liljegren & Zander, 2011). He proactively confronted his 

developer colleague in order to prevent misunderstandings and build trust towards the 

customers proposed business requests. 
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After the observation, we had a shorter interview with the developers to better 

understand what we observed from their perspective. When we asked how the 

customer differs from their colleagues within the company, they said that there are big 

differences. In the communication with the customer, they have to think about what 

they are about to say. Further, they cannot communicate in their native language, 

which makes it more difficult to fully express what they have in mind. Also, they 

cannot be fully transparent with the customer, and have to consider their company 

reputation and image. In contrast, when communicating with the peer developers, they 

describe that they can communicate in their native language, communicate freely, and 

be fully transparent. When communicating with the other developers they are 

representing themselves and not the company.  

4.2 The Customer Differs in Terms of Influence 

4.2.1 The Power of Influence Shifts Towards The Customer 
4.2.1.1 The Teams Adaptation to The Customer 

According to management, it is important for the company to adapt to the customer’s 

culture. The developers also describe that it is of great importance to adapt to the 

customer’s culture, as they do not consider the customer to be obligated to adapt to 

their culture. Interestingly, they also indicated that it is not only the customer’s 

national culture they need to adapt to, further they need to adapt to how familiar the 

customer is to the agile work process. Overall, the developers describe how they need 

to adapt to the customer, as they believe it will increase the efficiency of the 

collaboration within the team. This is an interesting finding, as Maznevski & Zander 

(2011) explain, managers often get caught in what is called the 'power paradox'. When 

this occurs, whatever action the management takes to meet the preferences of a certain 

group of team members inherent to the same background, where the leader may be 

perceived as weak, or upset other groups of members inherent to another background. 	  

Therefore, the dynamic shift of influence may facilitate the management’s work, as 

everyone in the team understands that they need to adapt to the customer. Thus, 

solving the power paradox. 

 

Management explains that the customer is very important to them, as they are the 

revenue source of the company and can increase business through references. 
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Therefore, they need to adapt themselves to the customer. Developers also describe 

the importance of the customer through the quote below. 

 

“The customer is king! We have to act as customer satisfaction is our life, otherwise 

we can’t survive.” – The developers 

 

4.2.1.2 Meeting Customer Expectations 

 The customer has high expectations of both the management and the developers, and 

describe that they expect both high technical and business knowledge. Furthermore, 

They expect high technical competence within the project area and specific 

knowledge of the product from a business perspective. Regarding teamwork within 

the agile work process, the customer expects a proactive discussion partner, who can 

give feedback based on competence and experience. They also expect developers to 

challenge ideas, and be open and straightforward in their communication. 

Furthermore, the customer expects the developers to meet deadlines and the agreed 

time frame, and deliver high quality with no flaws. The quote below from the 

customer illustrates what has been described.  

 

“Not quick and sloppy, but fast and right, or even more so, fast and exact, and fast as 

I have said.” – The Customer 

 

From the management’s perspective, not meeting demands could lead to customer 

frustration, and in worst-case determination of the business relationship. The 

challenge, as the management describes it, lays in understanding customer demands. 

Moreover, from the management’s perspective, customers are more demanding than 

the developers, since all their demands need to be met. From the developers’ 

perspective, to fulfill the customer demands is crucial and the measurement of success 

of the project.  

 

 “Time is money, if we can deliver with punctuality and minimum flaws, according to 

the customer, that will be success.” – The Developers 

  

Sometimes, according to the developers, it is impossible to meet the customers’ 

expectations. In these situations, they take help from management in order to make 
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the customer understand that the expectations cannot be met. This action from the 

manager, to convince the customer of the challenges raised from the developers, much 

resembles the Bridge Maker function of Convincing as described by Liljegren & 

Zander (2011), where efforts are put in order to establish common ground between the 

customer and the developers. Interestingly, according to the customer, if the team fails 

to meet their demands, they have the option of buying services from other suppliers 

that can meet their demands and expectations. The customer emphasize the 

importance of demands to be met as they have stakeholders depending on the end 

product to be up and running at the promised date.  

 

“When communicated with the market and shareholders, we need to deliver sufficient 

product within the promised timeframe.” – The Customer 

4.2.2 Customer Dependency on Supplier  
From the customer’s perspective, it is difficult to change a supplier within highly 

tailor-made projects as the developers have gained deep knowledge of the projects, 

which is difficult to transfer to other suppliers. This finding is also confirmed from the 

management’s perspective, as they describe how the customer cannot change supplier 

with ease when they have invested substantially, and work towards tight deadlines.  

 

 “The customer could not change supplier when we had troubles, as they did not have 

the time to change as the deadline was to close. Them and us would both be hurt by it.” 

– The Management 

 

 The customer also indicates that they could not easily change supplier, because of 

sufficient investments already made.  

 

“We have invested a lot and the current supplier has developed the platform which we 

will build more solutions from. We would increase cost and time to market if we 

changed supplier.” – The Customer 
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4.2.3 Analysis of Influence - Net Effect Towards The Customer  
When the customer is a member of the GVT, two competing forces arise, the 

customers-, and the supplier’s influence. Overall, the customer’s influence outweighs 

the influence of the supplier. And therefore, the net effect is a dynamic shift of power 

towards the customer. This is evident as both the management and the developers, 

understands the importance of adapting themselves to the customer, and most 

importantly, to meet the customer demands. The main reason for this is that the 

customer brings business. Both repetitive and new business through recommending 

the supplier to other companies in their network. Therefore, not allowing the dynamic 

shift of power towards the customer could over time result in loss of business and 

even potentially challenge the existence of the supplier as a company.  

4.3 Challenges of The Global Virtual Team 

4.3.1 Language 

As described by Brett et al. (2006), there are four cultural barriers that need to be 

accounted for when leading GVT's. One of the four challenges regards the trouble of 

language fluency and accents. The cultural barrier is aligned with the challenges of 

the case firm. The management explains that language differences are the single most 

critical challenge, as it is easier to get your message across in your native language. 

Developers explain that it is easier to work with customers from a technical 

background as these customers understand technical terms and speak in a different 

way than customer with a business background.  

4.3.2 Virtuality  

Despite the benefits of working through a virtual environment (visual and audio 

communication online, for example through Skype – a virtual communication 

software), both the developers and the customer stress the importance of meeting 

face-to-face at least once in order to build a relationship to increase their 

understanding of the project. Furthermore, language challenges are described to 

become even more difficult through a virtual context.  

 

 “Sometimes we miss something when Skype has a delay, which makes language 

challenges even more challenging. We need to understand the requirements, which 

sometimes can be difficult as an effect of the virtual context.” – The Developers 
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4.3.3 Communication Styles  

The management explains that Swedish people are more direct and specific, while Sri 

Lankese people are more subtle, listening and humble. The management further 

explains that the developers from Sri Lanka experience them to be upset when the 

management just wants to emphasize something by raising their voice. Just as they 

think the developers are weak and do not understand when they in reality respond in 

their natural way based on their culture. The customer also explains similar 

communication challenges, as the communication style of the Sri Lankese developers 

is not straightforward.  

 

“Open and straight forward is not a concept in their culture. When they say yes yes 

yes, they really mean no no no. They say yes yes yes, then they go work and I have no 

idea what is going on, then they come back with problems because they did not fully 

understand.” – The Customer 

	  

The challenge of differing communication styles in form of direct versus indirect 

communication is also described by Brett et al. (2006), as one of the four cultural 

barriers that need to be accounted for when leading GVT's. This is also supported by 

Zander (2005), as not only leaders differ in their communication preferences, so do 

the members of the team, as an effect of their different cultural backgrounds. Another 

cultural barrier described by Brett et al. (2006), concerns conflicting decision making 

norms. This is evident in our case firm as the customer explains that within Swedish 

work culture; they have long discussions initially to establish common ground already 

in the beginning, to have fewer problems later on. In Sri Lankese work culture in 

contrast, they start production faster but then problems arise during the project. The 

Sri Lankese developers explain that they do not want to admit that they have not 

understood information given or that they cannot perform certain tasks. It is based in 

the pride of their culture. Moreover, the customer explains how this cultural 

phenomenon has impacted the project at some points.	  

 

 “If you aim for the ditch, without knowing, they will help you reach the ditch.” 

 – The Customer 
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The challenge of Sri Lankese culture to not question or challenge ideas have 

decreased as the customer has proactively trained them to do so. The customer and the 

management have educated the developers on Swedish culture, expectations, and how 

to work. The management explains that earlier problems that rose were mainly due to 

absence of themselves in the projects, which led to that cultural problems were not 

mitigated before they had damaged the relationship. 	  

	  

This leadership implication is connected to the challenge explained by Steers et al. 

(2010), where it is described as a main leadership challenge to master the intercultural 

communication, by listening for contextual messages hidden behind content messages. 

Also Hajro & Pudelko (2010) argue similar reasoning that failures are often due to 

leaders inability to work together with people from various backgrounds and lack of 

sensitivity and insight of their culture. When we asked what consequences the 

developers believe that culture can bring in worst case, they said it could cause lots of 

misunderstandings, bad impression of the company and them as individuals. 

Ultimately, they will not get the next project.   

4.4 Manager’s Role as a Bridge Maker  

4.4.1 Facilitating  

The management describes how important their role as a facilitator is between the 

cultures, which also are one of the Bridge Making concepts described by Liljegren & 

Zander (2011). As a consequence of their absence, the business relationship with the 

customer almost failed at one point due to misunderstandings. As Steers et al (2010) 

discuss, the Bridge Maker can bridge before misunderstandings occur. In order to do 

so, the leader needs to have a deep understanding of the cultural context. 	  

	  

Liljegren & Zander (2011) describe that a team member can take the Bridge Making 

role. This is evident in our case study, where the developers express the importance of 

the management as facilitators, but also how they as senior developers can act as 

facilitators when collaborating with the customer.	  	  
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The management views their responsibility as to understand what the customer needs 

and communicate it to the developers, but also align the customer’s expectation to 

what the developers express as possible to reach. Furthermore, when the developers 

and the customers do not have an established relationship, there is less straightforward 

communication. In that situation, the management pushes the customer to listen more 

to the developers and the developers to speak their opinion. The actions of the 

management is aligned with the argument of Liljegren & Zander (2011), where the 

Bridge Maker's role as a facilitator is to interpret and support the team members with 

the purpose of making them understand each other.  

	  

The management explains that as long as there is an understanding, they can 

overcome the differences between the developers and the customers. The 

management travels to Sri Lanka on a regular basis, and brings developers to Sweden 

to increase cultural and business understanding. According to the developers, 

management has the advantage of speaking the same native language as the customer, 

therefore, they can easier bridge between the cultures. By this, the management as a 

Bridge Making function of facilitating engages personally to read meanings of 

language and cultural communication codes, as described by Liljegren & Zander 

(2011) and Harzing (2001).  	  

 

“They can listen to the meetings and help us understand the Swedish customer better.” 

- The Developers  

 

Interestingly, the developers explain that sometimes they need to understand the 

underlying meanings of what the customer has said and that the managers can help 

them to do so. This is also described by Nahaplet & Ghoshal (1998), where the 

management often has to interpret tacit meanings, normative reasoning and behaviors 

amongst the team members. 	  

 

“When they say good, they don’t mean good, they mean its ok. When they say great, it 

means good. We need to understand these small things. Here the managers help us.” 

– The Developers 
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Also the management bridges between the developers and new customers where 

relationship has not been developed yet. The developers also explain that when they 

hire new developers to the Sri Lankese team management educates them in Swedish 

culture.  

4.4.2 Convincing 

The developers describe how management sometimes takes the role as a convincer, 

which is one of the Bridge Making functions described by Liljegren & Zander (2011). 

The convincer actively tries to persuade members of other national, cultural, and 

linguistic backgrounds to reach common ground on certain decisions. Not only do the 

management act as a Convincer to the developers in form of adapting to the customers 

culture, but also convincing the customer to get the right expectation of the project. It 

is important that they can bring up problems with the customer directly. If managers 

take the customer’s standpoint, then the developers have to adapt to the situation and 

meet the customer expectations as well, according to the developers.	  

4.4.3 Intervening 

Intervening is another concept of the Bridge Maker role described by Liljegren & 

Zander (2011). The Bridge Maker as an intervener actively engages in communication 

between team members in order to avoid misunderstandings, conflicts and to establish 

trust. This is evident in this case as the management explains that when problems 

occurred in the project, they intervened and tried to solve the conflicts. The 

developers can also advice management on technical details they need in order to 

communicate with the customer efficiently. Richter et al. (2006) discuss that the 

Bridge Maker as a Intervener seeks to turn negative relations into positive ones and 

promotes effective interactions among the team members. This is evident in this case 

as the customer explains that at one point when problems occurred, the mangers 

travelled to the developers in Sri Lanka. The purpose was to understand the situation 

and then communicate back to the customer in order to increase efficiency of the 

communication within the project.  

4.4.4 Linking 

As the management does not have a technical background, they need the developers 

to take decisions on technical matters. According to management, developers need to 

understand the customers’ purpose with a project. The management explains that their 
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role is to increase the developers understanding of cultural challenges and the 

customers’ vision from a business perspective. Liljegren & Zander (2011) and 

Obstfeldt (2005), describe the Bridge Maker function of Linking as to a get team 

members to connect over national, cultural, linguistic or functional borders by using a 

personal network, which is the senior developers in this case. Furthermore, the 

developers are seen as important to transform the customers’ vision in technical terms. 

The management primarily communicates with the specific senior developers in Sri 

Lanka, whom they also have made partners in the firm. Further, the senior developers 

educate the rest of the team about Swedish culture.   

 

“The senior developers can reach the rest of the team in Sri Lanka better than us, 

since they have a strong personal relationship with the other developers as they are 

from the same country, see each other every day and speak the same native language. 

This is a relationship we can benefit from with our communication.” 

 – The Management 

 

The senior developers describe that they have been in Sweden and learned more about 

the Swedish culture than the junior developers. Which resembles what Burt (1992) 

describes; that individuals with possibilities of performing linking functions have 

special advantages in gaining insights from others that could benefit them and 

possibly generate unique opportunities. Kostova & Roth (2003) discuss the 

advantages from linking functions can also be seen in a longer perspective where they 

pave the way for more interactions from established networks. Where in our case 

study, the senior developers have had the opportunity to travel to Sweden and gain an 

advantage over their junior peers.	   Furthermore, they educate new employees on 

Swedish culture and ways of communicating, and also distribute information from the 

management and the customer to the other developers. They communicate daily with 

management and junior developers.	  

 

4.4.5 Transacting 

The developers explained that they normally have discussions in Sri Lanka before and 

after meetings, and then try to get everyone’s opinion of the meeting. These 

exchanges can be seen as supplying or collecting of opinions and insights, which is 

described by Johnson & Duxbury (2010).  
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4.5 How Management’s Role As a Bridge Maker is Affected 

When The Customer is a Part of The Global Virtual Team 

4.5.1 The Customers Power of Influence in Relation to Bridge Making Functions 

The dynamic shift of power towards the customer impacts management in two ways. 

First, it may facilitate the management’s work, as everyone in the organization 

understands that they need to adapt to the customer. As described earlier in the 

analysis this will solve the “power paradox” for the manager, since all members of the 

team now wants the same thing, to meet the customers demands. Second, and this is 

the critical challenge, the management has now invited the customer to the team. This 

is a risk if we compare with the traditional setting of the customer specifying what 

they need and then return at the point of product delivery. Thus, in the traditional 

setting, there are less touch points between the customer and the supplier, leading to 

fewer situations where misunderstandings and frustrations could arise. It is of 

importance that misunderstandings do not arise and potentially escalate to business 

relationship termination. Compared to the traditional setting, in this agile setting, the 

firm has a member within the team, the customer, which the company’s future more 

or less depends upon. Therefore, the management’s role as a Bridge Maker is now 

even more critical for the firm’s own survival, where it is central that the management 

has a deep understanding of the cultural context in order to bridge before 

misunderstandings occur, as discussed by Steers et al. (2010). 

4.5.2 Impact of Customers Background on The Bridge Maker 

4.5.2.1 Professional background of the customer 

Management explained they experienced problems with the project when the 

customer was not specific enough from a strategic perspective. The management 

describes that it is of great importance for the success of the projects how well the 

customer is playing their role. A customer that is clear with their demand specification 

is much easier to work with because it is easier to know what the customer wants. By 

that, it is easier to work with a customer from a technical background and a good 

understanding of the agile work processes. As discussed by Liljegren & Zander 

(2011), the focus of the Bridge Maker is to bridge differences within the team. 

Therefore, less friction exist with a customer from a technical background, because it 

leads to fewer differences within the team, than working with a customer from a 
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business background and poor understanding of the agile work process. The 

developers describe that some business customers may think the developers are less 

competent as they cannot develop some of the customer demands, since the customer 

will not understand the barriers or limitations.  

 

4.5.2.2 Customers Understanding of The Agile Work Process  

Interestingly, the efficiency of the collaboration within the team highly depend on the 

customers understanding of the agile work process. The developers and the 

management explain that problems with the collaboration arise when the customer 

change their demands frequently during the agile work process, and have high 

demands or very short deadlines. The developers explain that the agile work process 

has the benefit that customers can give constant feedback and suggest changes. 

However, if the customer changes their demands too often, the project will not be able 

to meet its deadline as each change potentially leads to a never-ending process. The 

project would not be completed within the agreed timeframe, which could lead to 

arguments and threat the business relationship. This finding reveals the importance of 

the customers understanding of agile work process, which in fact increases the 

demands on the customer in order to reach efficiency within team. According to the 

developers, if a customer has poor understanding of agile work processes, they will 

point out flaws and think that the developers have done a bad job, when in fact it is a 

regular agile work process. In an agile work process, the developers do not have a 

finalized project; there will be flaws during the process, which will be finalized at the 

end. According to the developers, the customer must understand this. Otherwise, the 

customers will ask many questions and be detail focused, which slows the process and 

increases misunderstandings and frustration.  

4.5.2.3 Analysis of How Customers Background Impact The Bridge Maker 

How management’s role as a Bridge Maker is affected depends on the customers’ 

background, both professional background, and understanding of the agile work 

process. For the developers, it is easier to work with a client from a technical 

background, as they understand how the developers terminology and communication. 

By that, there will be fewer misunderstandings and less assistance needed from the 

management in order to facilitate collaboration. In a situation where the customer has 

a business background, the customer cannot lead the work process in the same way as 
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a technical customer, as they often have unrealistic demands, as they do not 

understand the technical requirements to develop a certain function. In such situations, 

more time is needed to make sure the customer understand that some requirements are 

not possible to develop, which could lead to customer frustration. Hence, the Bridge 

Maker role becomes more important in this situation. However, it is easier for 

developers to work with a customer from a business background if this customer in 

addition understands the agile work process. With the understanding of the agile work 

process, the customer can compensate their lack of technical knowhow. The effect 

will be that the customer will not raise questions on details that may slow down the 

process and hurt the collaboration. During the agile work process, the product will not 

be complete until the last stage. A customer, who does not understand this, will think 

the developers are not honoring their commitments, if they have not fully completed a 

certain function at a certain time. This increases the importance of the Bridge Maker 

to convince the customer, who does not understand agile work processes, that this is 

how it actually works.  

 

In situations where the customer understands the agile work process and has a 

technical background, the management does not have to engage as a Bridge Maker to 

the same extent as in a situation where the customer has a poor agile understanding 

and a business background.  

4.5.3 Implications for Management  

These findings allow management to allocate their time and resources more 

effectively cross projects. For instance, instead of allocating the same amount of time 

for a customer with a technical background and good agile understanding, and a 

customer with business background and poor agile understanding (see figure. 4), the 

management should allocate more time to the latter than the former customer, as their 

role as a Bridge Maker is more needed. Management need to assess the customer 

background to understand how much of their own involvement is needed, and then 

allocate their time accordingly. This will potentially increase the overall success of 

the company as a whole, as management will allocate more time to the projects where 

they are needed the most.  
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4.5.4 A Recruitment – With Less Criteria  

As illustrated, how efficient the collaboration turns out within the internal team, with 

the customer included, is dependent on the customer background (professional 

background and understanding of agile work process), and how well the management 

responds to it through Bridge Making actions and time devoted to the customer. The 

firm needs the customer to meet certain criteria to be a good match in order to 

increase the possibilities of an efficient collaboration. This could be described as a 

recruitment process, where the firm should assess its customers as when recruiting 

another team member. The customer brings the revenue that keeps the company alive; 

therefore it is natural for a company to try to take on as many projects as possible. 

Which could be seen as a contradiction compared to what the firm would benefit from 

in terms of efficient collaboration and projects.  If the firm does not emphasize this 

assessment of their customers, some projects may backfire. Resulting in increased 

time allocation by the whole team to save the project, and possibly a dissatisfied 

customer. Thus, some project may be costly, as the customer may not contribute with 

repetitive business, and also spread a bad reputation of the firm. We are not 

suggesting that customers who do not have a technical background or do not have an 

understanding of agile work processes should be rejected. The firm should make an 

overall assessment of each customer and conclude if the customer will allow an 

efficient collaboration. This may be difficult at the initial stage to assess, but 

Fig 4. Model of the importance of the Bridge Maker depending on the customer 

based on our case study  
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important for future business. How difficult it may be, a firm should be able to turn 

down customer they do not think they will be able to work with efficiently in an agile 

work process, even though they have tried to set the right expectations for the 

customer. It should be seen as a decision leading to cost savings. Thus, the firm 

should prioritize if possible, to work with customers they believe will lead to efficient 

collaboration. As a result, the company will be able to take on more projects 

simultaneously and finish more projects within the same timeframe. The firm will be 

able to reach these results, as they have to spend less time trying to make the 

collaboration efficient for each and every project. Thus, there will be less friction and 

more time spent developing software.  

 

This gives insight to the contradictive and complex reality of dealing with the 

customer as an internal member of the GVT in an agile work process, that is not just 

another member, but also the one that pays salaries and gives the firm its purpose. 

5.0 Conclusions 
The findings in conclusion reveal that the customer is seen as a colleague and a team 

member, where the management, developers, and the customer collaborate as one unit. 

The customer has a critical role within the team, where the customer communicates 

with the other developers, lead projects, and give feedback. However, at the same 

time, the customer is not fully seen as a colleague in its traditional meaning. The 

developers cannot communicate and collaborate fully transparent with the customer as 

they do with their fellow colleagues. Also, the management cannot be fully 

transparent with the customer, because of negotiation and business confidentiality 

reasons.  

 

When the customer is a member of the GVT, two forces arise, the customers-, and the 

supplier’s power of influence. Overall, the customer’s power of influence outweighs 

the supplier’s. Thus, the net effect could be described as a dynamic shift of power 

towards the customer. From our findings, we clearly see this dynamic shift of power 

towards the customer. It has been found in terms of attention and adaptation to the 

customer, dependency on the customer in terms of revenue, and meeting customer 

demands. The customer is dependent on the supplier mainly from two variables, the 
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supplier’s knowledge about the projects, and also the level of current investments in 

the supplier. Overall, not allowing the dynamic shift towards the customer in terms of 

power will likely result in a loss of business, and potentially, challenge the existence 

of the supplier as a company in a long-term perspective. 

 

Not surprisingly, the common challenges of GVTs, the virtual environment, language 

challenges, and impact from culture, is evident in this case. All parties indicate that 

despite the benefits of the virtual environment, it is important to meet each other at 

least once face-to-face, as it gives the opportunity to build relationship with the other 

part, which is an important factor for establishing an efficient collaboration of the 

project, as it will lead to increased understanding of each other. Furthermore, a great 

challenge lie in language fluency and accent. It increases the difficulty for non-native 

English speaking person to express their ideas in their non-native language, which 

most likely leads to misunderstandings, and these challenges becomes even more 

evident in a virtual environment. Another challenge within GVTs is the difference 

between cultures, and it has been evident in our case study, where it has led to 

misunderstandings between all parties (management, developers, and customer) and 

has jeopardized the whole project several times. The developers have a more subtle 

culture where they do not question ideas or state when they are not able to fulfill a 

certain request. This has created major problems as the customer, being unaware until 

the very end, that their demands had been overoptimistic. The Bridge Maker functions 

could be utilized to prevent the problem at an early stage, as it was found that the 

absence of this role in the project led to cultural differences generating inefficient 

collaboration. Also, the cultural challenges can be solved over time by actively work 

to decrease the cultural gaps. This is important to solve, even more important within 

an agile work process where the customer is a member of the internal team. Potential 

consequences of cultural clashes, when the customer is a part of the team are 

misunderstandings, and bad image of the company. Ultimately it could also lead to 

determination of the business relationship. 

 

The dynamic shift of power towards the customer impacts management as a Bridge 

Maker in two ways. First, it may facilitate the management’s work, as everyone in the 

organization understands that they need to adapt to the customer, thus, solving the 

power paradox. Second, in a setting where the customer is a member of the team, 
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there are many touch points between the customer and the supplier, leading to even 

more situations where misunderstandings and frustrations could rise. It is critical that 

misunderstandings do not rise since it could potentially escalate to business 

relationship termination. Therefore, the management’s role as a Bridge Maker is now 

even more critical for the company’s survival.   

 

Interestingly, the background of the customer affects the management’s role as a 

Bridge Maker, where an ideal customer has a good domain knowledge and 

understanding of the agile work process. The keyword is understanding – a customer 

with poor domain knowledge and understanding of the agile work process is more 

demanding, and increases the risk of misunderstandings, and as an effect increases the 

importance of the Bridge Maker. Thus, how efficient the collaboration turns out 

within the team, when the customer is a member, is dependent on the customer 

background (domain knowledge and understanding of agile work process), and how 

well the management responds to it through Bridge Making actions and time devoted 

to the customer. The findings allow management to allocate their time and resources 

more efficient cross projects. Management need to assess the customer background to 

understand how much their own involvement as a Bridge Maker is needed in order to 

increase efficiency and collaboration within the team, and then allocate time and 

efforts accordingly, as a result, it could increase the overall success of the company. 

As the company potentially will be able to take on more projects simultaneously, and 

finish more projects within the same time period. 
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Good Poor 

Good 

Poor 

MEDIUM LOW 

HIGH MEDIUM 

Customer  
Domain Knowledge 

Customer   
Understanding 

of the work 
Processes 

Importance of the Bridge Maker depending on the Customer 

6.0 Future Research  
One of our main conclusions is that managers should allocate their time as Bridge 

Makers differently according to the customer background in order to maximize the 

value and potential success of the various projects within the team. As our study is 

based on one company within software development, we cannot generalize the 

findings to other companies or other industries to a wide extent. Therefore, it would 

be interesting to investigate further to see if the same holds true in these settings as 

well. We therefore built the model in figure 5, where instead of ‘Customer 

Background’ as in figure 4, we use the parameter of ‘Customer Domain Knowledge’. 

In this case, the model could potentially be applicable for other industries. For 

example, architecture, supply chain, Research and Development, and such. In the case 

of architecture, the ‘Customer Domain Knowledge’ may be building engineering for 

instance. that case, the customer’s knowledge of building engineering could possibly 

impact the time allocation of the Bridge Maker to that customer. Another interesting 

research area would be to investigate if our research also holds true in a multicultural 

context, as our research was performed within a bicultural context. Further, our 

research is limited to the agile working process within software development. 

Therefore, it would be interesting to investigate how management’s role as a Bridge 

Maker is affected in other contexts where the customer is a member of the global 

virtual team.  

 

 

 

 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

Fig 5. Model of the importance of the Bridge Maker depending on 

the customer for future research 
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Appendix A - Interview Questions 
	  
Interview Questions Customer 
 
Part 1 Power Dynamics 
Increased understanding of background and motives 

1. Tell us about your personal background (education, work experience, 
interests) 

2. Tell us about your company (what do you do, founded etc) 

 
Projects & agile processes 

3. What projects are you involved in, together with Sri Lanka ? (past, present) 
4. How do you work in the projects with Navilog? (open question, preferably 

about agile as well) 
 

 
Role of Customer  

5. What is your company’s role in the projects? (elaborate, examples) 
6. What is your personal role in the projects? (elaborate, examples) 

 
 
Expectations and challenges 

7. What are your expectations of the projects? (The first project you had 
together? The current projects? Has it changed over the years, if so how? 

8. How do you know if a project is successful? (That expectations are met) 
9. How important is it that your expectations are met in the process? 
10. What would be the consequences if they are not met? (or if they even failed?) 
11. Have you been in a situation when you had to change or lower your 

expectations? (explain, elaborate) 
12. Have you been in a situation when you had to change your expectations (eg. 

change the projects direction), as a request from management, or the 
developers in Sri Lanka or on your own request? (Describe this situation. How 
did you handle the situation?) 

 
Independence  

13. What would happened if this supplier (Navilog) ceased to exist? (or ended 
your collaboration) 
 

 
Part 2 Bridge Making & Culture 
Roles  
1. Describe how you define Håkans and/or Peter’s role in your projects? 
2. What expectations do you have on them in the projects? 
 
Collaboration 
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3. Describe your expectations on collaboration in the projects? 
4. How do you collaborate in the project? 
5. What could be enhanced? 
6. What are the consequences if the collaboration is inefficient? 
7. What would that lead to? 
8. Define examples of such events in the past and previous projects you have engaged 
9. Do you feel as a part of the team in Sri Lanka during your projects? (Describe how, 
how not) 
 
Culture 
1. Do you have any challenges to overcome when working with the developers in Sri 
Lanka? (language, culture, time zones etc.) 
2. How do you define culture? 
3. Give examples of situations when you experienced cultural differences in the 
project? 
4. How did you handle those situations? 
5. What did that lead to? 
6. What are the cultural differences between Sri Lanka and Sweden? 
7. Have you been working with other cultures than the Sri Lankese before? 
 
Version 1 Software Developers 
 
How do you define difference between other Sri Lankesian companies compared to 
your firm? 
 
How do you hire people? 
 
Tell us about your personal background: 
 
Lets talk about Moretime projects and Jonas. How is it to work with them? 
 
How did you collaborate with Moretime in the beginning ? 
 
How was it that Jonas was from a Swedish culture, any chanllenges? 
 
In what way was it helpful that you had Peter and Håkan? (how was it not) 
 
How do you know if a project is successful? 
 
If we play with our minds, how can Jonas work to make it easier for you? 
 
How does your ideal customer look like? 
 
What can Håkan, Peter do to help if you  hypothetically have a customer that you cant 
collaborate with? 
 
Lets talk about the customer, how important is it to meet the customers requirements, 
the end product? 
 
What happens if you don’t communicate this to the customer? 
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How do you work with a new customer, how do you meet their demands? 
 
How important is it to meet expectations from Håkan and Peter? 
 
What is Peter or Håkans role in your projects? 
 
Who makes sure new staff down here understand projects and tasks? 
 
How would you rank: Culture, language, time zone difference, virtual tools, what is 
most challenging? (how would you define them) 
 
How does communication differ between Swe and SL? 
 
What would you say is the most important when you work agile between Swe and Sri 
Lanka? 
 
Version 2 Software Developers 
 
Welcome to this interview, we would like to start talking a bit about your own 
personal background. 
 
How did you start to work at Crowderia? 
 
When you work with moretime on projects, how do you work with eachother? 
 
How do you define the Sri Lankese teams role in the project? 
 
How would you describe Peter and Håkans role in the project? 
 
Jonas role? Carl Fredrik role? (customer) 
 
Who did Jonas communicate with you here in Sri Lanka? 
 
How is it to work with people from Sweden compared to SL? (eg. culture, language, 
virtual) 
 
How do you know if a project is successful? 
 
Lets talk about how you personally would like customers to work, that would enhance 
your work? 
 
What can Peter and Håkan do to enhance work for you? 
 
You mention that the customers demands is important to meet, do you feel this way? 
 
What happens if the customer feels like his demands was not met? 
 
And if the customer was not happy anyway? 
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Influence 

Teamwork  

Leverage The company 

The customer 

Agile 

Roles 

Risks 

Externals 

Knowledge of 
projects 

Customer 
Investments 

Attention/
adaptation 

demands 

Finance 

Customer 
demands 

Importance of 
demands  

Consequences of 
not meeting 

demands  

Customer part of 
the team 

Collaboration 

Different 
member 

Management 

Customer 

Employees 

Transparency 

Loyalty 

 
Have you ever gotten an impossible demand from a customer? 
 
How would you describe how Peter and Håkan differ in their management role? 
 
In a situation when you and a customer cant get a long about a development 
procedure, what can Håkan and Peter do to make work easier? 
 
Is it different from Sri Lanka, who are communicating with Peter and Håkan? 
 
whos task is it to communicate to the team members here in SL, and explain Håkan 
and Peters information? 
 
Do you feel that the customer is a part of the team in your projects? 
 
What do you think is the biggest differences to work with SL or Swe individuals? 
 
 

Appendix B – Coding Categories 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig 6. Illustrating our categories for Influence derived from the interviews 
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Fig 7. Illustrating our categories for Bridge Maker derived from the interviews 


