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Abstract

This study aims to analyze the effect of team resilience on the project success.

Moreover, this research also explores the mediating role of agile response to change

and the moderating role of project complexity. Convenience sampling method was

used to conduct the survey. Data was collected from 387 project team members

working in IT Companies. Quantitative research was conducted. Questionnaires

survey method was used, and the responses were from IT Companies. PROCESS

Macro by Andrew F. Hayes 2021 was used in SPSS for analysis of data. Descrip-

tive statistics test, correlation, mediation and moderation tests were run for the

analysis of the data. Results of the study demonstrated that agile response to

change is a significant mediator between team resilience and project success, while

project complexity was found insignificant as a moderator. There are limitations

that are discussed. Future research should consider time-lag studies with large

sample size.

Keywords: Team Resilience, Project Success, Agile Response to Change,

Project Complexity.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Theoretical Background

A project team is a group of people tasked with the responsibility of completing

difficult tasks within a specified time frame (Cohen, Bailey, & E, 1997). They are

comprised of individuals who complement one another’s abilities, originate from

diverse fields of study and/or functional divisions, and form a group solely for the

intent of successfully finishing the project (Buvik & Rolfsen, 2015). Teams assigned

to projects operate in an extremely difficult environment. Individuals have always

been confronted with considerable insecurity. Walker, Davis, and Stevenson (2017)

Indeed, the resilience approach emphasizes the need for flexibility, adaptability,

and improvisation in times of change and uncertainty, as well as the necessity to

locate inner strengths and resources in order to deal effectively (Ganor & Ben-

Lavy, 2003; Youssef & Luthans, 2007).

Organizations are putting an increasing amount of emphasis on the performance

of their teams (Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, & Beaubien, 2002), and attention will

be paid to figuring out the traits and procedures that provide the synergistic ad-

vantages ascribed to by team-based work arrangements (West, Patera, & Carsten,

2009). Teams play a crucial role in businesses’ daily operations, but little study has

been done on their resilience. Even if resilience is relative and develops in response

to particular conditions (Staudinger, Marsiske, & Baltes, 1995), resilience that is

demonstrated and built in a particular situation can improve preparation for future

1



Introduction 2

situations (Egeland, Carlson, & Sroufe, 1993). The present business environment

is extremely demanding and unpredictable, introducing new challenges to organi-

zational performance and long-term viability. The level of strategic adaptability

and the dynamic skills acquired throughout the organizational transformation pro-

cess will depend on how businesses respond to market instability and fluctuations,

as well as their capacity to keep things in balance and make the necessary adjust-

ments to meet the difficulties they face (Cameron & Dutton, 2003; Lengnick-Hall,

2011).

Organizational resilience may be described as a company’s capacity to recover

from adversity and unforeseen events in order to plan the best path to success

(Cameron & Dutton, 2003; Gittell, Cameron, Lim, & Rivas, 2008). To take ad-

vantage of the transformational activities that are being undertaken to overcome

challenges, particularly by reacting to events that threaten the viability and suc-

cess of organizations (Amaral, Fernandes, & Varajão, 2015; Lengnick-Hall, 2011).

Create excellent conditions for Face to develop new skills to sustain organizational

resilience (Coutu, 2002).

Organizations projects are growing more complicated as their complexity grows,

necessitating competent and motivated teams to complete tasks (Varajão & Cruz-

Cunha, 2013). Teams thus play an important part in the growth of organizations

by fostering the environment necessary for overcoming challenges and enhanc-

ing overall performance. In addition, project teams must develop competencies

throughout the project lifecycle through ongoing interaction between team mem-

bers (Veil & Turner, 2002), which can lead to operational cycle’s inefficient or

cruel behavior to boost the chances of producing a positive outcome, research on

team resilience is becoming increasingly important (Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry, &

Rosen, 2020). In addition, project teams must develop competencies throughout

the project lifecycle through ongoing interaction between team members (Alliger,

Cerasoli, Tannenbaum, & Vessey, 2015; Hartmann, Weiss, & Hoegl, 2020).

In more stable and frequent settings, team resilience has been noticed to improve

team performance in roles and leaders (Meneghel, Salanova, & Mart́ınez, 2016),

cohesion and coordination team collaboration (West et al., 2009), service recovery

performance (Yang, Lee, & Cheng, 2015), and performance maintenance (Vogus
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& Sutcliffe, 2012). Unlike other forms of teams, project teams must continue

to function under demanding, challenging, or ambiguous situations (Chiocchio,

Forgues, Paradis, & Iordanova, 2011; Walker et al., 2017). Understanding how to

promote team resilience should help to increase the knowledge base around the

formation, development, and performance of project teams. Individuals, groups,

initiatives, organizations, and social systems at large have all been described as

resilient. That have the ability to adapt and recover from pressures, adversities,

difficulties or disturbance with had minimal effect on their stability and functional

functioning (Williams, Gruber, Sutcliffe, Shepherd, & Zhao, 2017).

The popularity and interest in resilience in companies have risen as a result of

rising levels of uncertainty in both social and business environments. A dynamic

and expanding stream of research has resulted from this tendency, which is seen

by the rise in publications that have sought to answer this topic (Chapman et

al., 2020; Dumrak, Mostafa, & Hadjinicolaou, 2020). According to preexisting

theories, resilience can be approached (state) process or perspective (Kossek &

Perrigino, 2016; Williams et al., 2017), putting the emphasis on coordination ef-

forts for resilience, or focusing on the conditions and resources that enable resilient

organizations to develop as needed. Researchers have also made a distinction be-

tween foreseeing unfavorable outcomes or avoiding and recovering from failure

(Dumrak et al., 2020; Cameron & Dutton, 2003).

According to the existing literature, researchers suggest that traditional project

management practices no longer operate in today’s project environment (Hertogh

& Westerveld, 2010). As such, agile project management methodologies have been

extensively developed in recent years (Serrador & Turner, 2015). Although the

majority of software firms are embracing agile methodologies, there are still many

agile’s unexplored hidden features that need to be addressed, which contributes

to the high failure rate of IT projects. The use of agile approaches and prac-

tices resulted in extremely effective and enhanced project quality, primarily in the

software development phase of the projects.

The project managers can work to fix the project’s flaws by evaluating it repeatedly

during the project with the use of agile approaches. It helps in focusing on the

project’s core goals and requirements. It is very crucial to follow up customers
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requirements to provide the right and appropriate quality items for future projects

and project success.

In the new economy, which is characterized by more complex and uncertain project

scenarios, new project management techniques have shown to be profitable. Com-

plex projects need an extraordinary degree of project management, and standard

techniques are no longer enough for the complexity of today’s projects. Williams

(1999) believes that having a project complexity definition is essential for deal-

ing with project management problems. Although the word “project complexity”

is often used, it lacks a defined meaning. According to Baccarini (1996) project

complexity may be defined as anything marked by difficulty.

Four major factors that affect the difficulty of project management are listed in a

white paper released by (Weaver, 2010):

1. The size assessed in terms of value.

2. The degree of technical complexity in producing the output due to project

work and deliverable features, as evaluated by the time required to supply

the deliverables.

3. The project’s level of uncertainty.

4. The complexities of the connections within and beyond the project team.

While all four elements influence the degree of project complexity, the project

manager can only control the final two, lowering uncertainty and enhancing stake-

holder relationships, including the project team. The size and level of technical

complexity are fixed and cannot be changed by the project manager.

Despite the fact that project size affects how challenging it is to reach project goals,

large projects are not always challenging or complex. The term “mega-projects”

has gained increased traction in the literature during the past ten years; it refers

to initiatives that are big, complex, and valuable financially even if they are not

always enormous enterprises. Due to their intricacy, they are usually split up into

a number of smaller projects (e.g., politics and stakeholder participation). The

technical complexity of a project is defined as the interaction between the work
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needed to achieve project goals and the characteristics of the output (product,

service, or outcome) being produced. Schedule restrictions and project duration

are both important signs of technological challenges (Bergmann & Karwowski,

2018).

Every endeavour involves some level of uncertainty. What important in project

management is the knowledge and control of uncertainty. An appropriate project

delivery strategy, often known as a project plan, would either aim to avoid un-

needed uncertainty or will embrace uncertainty by seeking for possibilities that

come with it. Last but not least, the complexity factor also focuses on how suc-

cessfully the project team communicates with other internal and external stake-

holders. The size of the team, the location of the team, and the number of project

sponsors all have an impact on how difficult the project.

The performance of a project may be negatively impacted by complexity, while on

the other side, complexity may have a beneficial impact on project outcomes (due

to additional qualities that may present new possibilities) (Vidal & Marle, 2008).

Agile approach was demonstrated to have a considerable influence on project suc-

cess in many earlier studies. The agile scaling method defines the path that is

necessary for the many issues that developers confront; hence, our study use agile

methodologies to accomplish project success (Ambler, 2009). Projects have their

own standards and complications that must be reduced in order to accomplish the

type of project requested by the clients. Working on the reasons of project com-

plexity boosts the project’s chances of success (Gidado, 1996). One technique for

reducing project complexity is to employ agile methodologies, which demonstrate

one-on-one communication with clients.

In the past, project management has been linked to the engineering and con-

struction industries, where the project success criteria are often measured by the

traditional triangle criterion of time, money, and fulfillment to the customer’s

specifications, or quality. on the other hand, Project management is becoming

increasingly popular in the service industry, as well as in disciplines such as capac-

ity building and social work programmes (Diallo & Thuillier, 2005). According to

the Project Management Institute (PMI), managing competing demands for the

project’s quality, scope, time, and money as well as taking into consideration the
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diverse concerns and expectations of project stakeholders is necessary for project

success.

According to Ika (2015) while the ’iron triangle’ (money, time, and quality) de-

fined the concept of project success criteria from the 1960s through the 1980s,

many other criteria were later added. These include corporate benefits, customer

satisfaction, stakeholder benefits, project staff benefits, organizational strategic

goals advantages, and business success benefits. Despite the fact that there is no

agreement on project success criteria in the project management literature, the

studies by (Ika, 2015), are extensive and relevant for development projects. Im-

pact, relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability are among the criteria

used by these writers. Relevance refers to how well the project corresponds with

the aims of the recipient, giver, and target audience.

The extent to which a project uses the least expensive resources required to achieve

its objectives is referred to as efficiency. The degree to which a project achieves

its goals is referred to as its efficacy. The term impact refers to the positive

and negative changes brought about by the project, whether they are direct or

indirect, planned or unplanned. The word ”sustainability” refers to whether the

project’s benefits are likely to persist if donor money is removed. The definition of

project success is up for controversy, and there is no well-established method for

quantifying it in the project management literature (Ika, 2009; Joslin & Müller,

2015; Ngacho & Das, 2014).

As an example, some studies Kissi, Dainty, and Tuuli (2013) utilize composite

measures of project success criteria, whereas (Diallo & Thuillier, 2004; Dvir, Raz,

& Shenhar, 2003), use disaggregated measures of project success criteria. This

study offers a composite measure of a multi-dimensional construct of project suc-

cess based on project managers’ assessments of certain criteria. This strategy is

consistent with earlier research (Bryde, 2008; Mir & Pinnington, 2014; Pinto &

Pinto, 1990; Suprapto, Bakker, & Mooi, 2015). There are 14 components in this

project success metric, including time, cost, performance, client use, satisfaction,

and effectiveness.

The literature contains contentious discussions on project success. Some indi-

viduals who adhere to the conventional methodology view it as a one-dimensional
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construct focused on satisfying budget, schedule, and quality requirements (Brown

& Adams, 2000; Müller & Turner, 2007) and Others (Atkinson, 1999; Mir & Pin-

nington, 2014) view it as a multifaceted, complicated concept with many more

characteristics than just budget, time, and quality. There is evidence that ini-

tiatives fail to achieve their goals, hence it is important to pinpoint the variables

that contribute to a project’s success. Few problems in the world of project man-

agement are as frequently debated and yet as infrequently agreed upon as that of

the idea of project success, according to (Pinto & Slevin, 1988). In the subject of

project management, Schultz, Slevin, and Pinto (1987) developed the first system-

atic classification of critical success elements. They separated project performance

elements into two categories: strategic considerations and tactical aspects. Project

mission, top management support, and project schedule were classified as strate-

gic variables, whereas client consulting, staff selection, and training are included

in the tactical group. According to research, the effect of success variables might

change depending on where a project is in its lifespan (Alexandrova & Ivanova,

2012). Additional study added three additional aspects to the first three (time,

cost, and quality): Achieving the client organization’s strategic goals:

1. End-user satisfaction

2. Meeting the needs of all other stakeholders (Baccarini, 1999; Shenhar, Dvir,

Levy, & Maltz, 2001)

Finally, in order for a project to succeed, all stakeholders must be completely

happy (Baker, Murphy, & Fisher, 1997; Bakhshi, Ireland, & Gorod, 2016). It

is acknowledged that this is dependent on the viewpoint of each stakeholder.

Another technique is that of who changed the initial dimensions by integrating

scope changes without affecting workflow, without having a negative influence on

company culture, and having the client completely embrace the project results

(Kerzner, 2017). The degree to which a project achieves its goals is referred to as

its efficacy. The term impact refers to the positive and negative changes brought

about by the project, whether they are direct or indirect, planned or unplanned.

The word ”sustainability” refers to whether the project’s benefits are likely to

persist if donor money is removed.
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1.2 Research Gap

The effect of agile methodologies on project success has been empirically inves-

tigated in numerous studies using a variety of factors. Recently Nguyen and

Mohamed (2020) have experimentally investigated the effect of agile response to

change on project performance, but there is still a need to empirically investigate

the relationship between agile response to change and Agile Project Success in

the software development/IT sector, particularly in the context of Pakistan. This

study’s key factors include team fortitude, agile reaction to change, and Agile

Success.

There have been few studies that investigate the effect of Team Resilience on Agile

Project Success with the mitigating function of project complexity. In general,

project complexity is regarded as one of the main variables that have a detrimental

impact on project outcomes (Butler, Vijayasarathy, & Roberts, 2020).

However, some researchers contend that project complexity is an essential element

for any project and has a beneficial impact on it (Ruoslahti, 2020). In order to

determine whether project complexity influences agile response to change, team

resilience, and agile success in project-based organisations from the software and

IT sector in Pakistan, this research will also investigate whether it does. This re-

search also suggests that project complexity is a key moderator of the relationship

between team resiliency and agile performance.

1.3 Problem Statement

In the amid of challenging demands and market dynamics organizations are shift-

ing their focus on the project based work as project based organizations yield

better results. However, the project environment is complex and project teams

are facing unprecedented challenges, especially in IT organizations, where due to

technological advancement and rapid transformation, project team members are

dealing with more challenges. They are working in stressful environment. This

results in a decrease in their power to combat the stressors they face, which causes

them to fall behind in terms of their performance and hence affecting the overall
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project success. The performance of the team is dependent on how they deal with

the problems in a better way; hence resilience is one of the most important assets.

If not being created will lead to poor project health and organizations overall will

not maintain the competitive advantage.

While team resilience and agile response to change can have many benefits for

project success in IT companies, there are also several challenges that teams may

face when trying to implement these strategies. Some of these challenges include:

• Resistance to change: Not all team members may be open to adopting agile

methodologies, which can create friction and slow down the adoption process.

• Lack of clarity and communication: Agile methodologies rely heavily on com-

munication and collaboration, which can be challenging when team members

are distributed across different locations or time zones. It’s important to en-

sure that everyone on the team is on the same page and that communication

channels are open and effective.

• Unrealistic expectations: Agile methodologies require teams to work quickly

and iteratively, but this can sometimes lead to unrealistic expectations about

how much work can be completed in a given time frame. It’s important to set

realistic goals and timelines, and to communicate openly with stakeholders

about what is achievable.

• Limited resources: Agile methodologies often require additional resources,

such as specialized tools or training, which can be costly and time-consuming

to implement.

• Resistance to failure: While failure is a natural part of the agile process,

some team members may struggle to accept failure and learn from it. It’s

important to create a culture where failure is seen as an opportunity for

learning and growth, rather than something to be avoided at all costs.

• Overall, while team resilience and agile methodologies can have many bene-

fits for project success in IT companies, it’s important to be aware of these

challenges and to proactively address them to ensure that teams are able to

work effectively and efficiently.
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1.4 Research Questions

On the basis of the stated problems, the present study is indented to find answers

for some questions, brief summary of the questions are as follows:

1. Does the relationship exist between Team Resilience and Agile Project Suc-

cess?

2. Does the relationship exist between Team Resilience and Agile Response to

Change?

3. Does the relationship exist between Agile Response to Change and Agile

Project Success?

4. What is role of Agile Response to Change, and the between Team Resilience

and Agile Project Success?

5. What is impact of Project Complexity on the relationship between Team

Resilience and Agile Response to Change?

1.5 Research Objective

The overall objective of the study is to examine the team resilience on Project

success with Mediating Role of agile response to change and Moderating Role of

project complexity.

The specific objectives of the study are stated below:

1. To examine the impact of Team Resilience on project success.

2. To explore the relationship between Team Resilience and Agile Response to

Change.

3. To explore the relationship between Agile Response to Change and Agile

Project Success?

4. To explore the mediating effect of Agile Response to Change between Team

Resilience and Agile Project Success.
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5. To examine the moderating effect of Project Complexity on the relationship

of Team Resilience and Agile Response to Change.

1.6 Significance of the Study

The atmosphere is getting more active and difficult as the world keeps chang-

ing. Therefore, organisations are putting a lot of effort into getting and keeping a

competitive edge by strengthening team resilience, reducing complexity, and en-

couraging team members to adapt to change. This research study will be helpful

in adding to the body of knowledge about project management, but it will also

be useful in demonstrating how team resilience and agile response to change in

project-based organisations in the software industry/IT industry can be crucial

in enhancing project success. The current study helps fill a theoretical gap that

exists in the previous literature. Research on the impact of team resilience on the

success of agile projects by teaching agile responses to change and reduced project

complexity is focused on the domain of project management. The current frame-

work also provides a detailed analysis of existing empirical gaps and the basis for

suggestions for future research directions.

1.7 Supporting Theory

Several basic ideas underpin the model in this study. Agile Governance Theory,

which encompasses all of the factors analyzed in this research article, is the best

fit for this study model.

1.7.1 Agile Governance Theory

Agile governance is a newer field of IT projects that focuses on organizational per-

formance. Luna, Kruchten, and de Moura (2015) expressed the theory by offer-

ing constructs, laws of interaction, boundary-determining conditions, and system
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states. Agile governance is described as “the ’means’ by which strategic compet-

itive advantages should be established and enhanced on the organizational envi-

ronment, using an agile methodology to offer quicker, better, and cheaper value

to the business.”

Better governance system leads to more favorable economic outcomes (Porter &

Advantage, 1985). The majority of businesses are using agile approaches under

the control of agile governance theory in order to avoid problems (Barton, 2013).

According to agile governance theory, the systems must be properly planned and

integrated in order to satisfy the demanding requirements of today. Because cus-

tomer needs change so quickly, it is hard to satisfy them without utilizing agile

methodologies. The six Meta principles put forward in the theory state that

the degree of governance is chosen in accordance with the organizational context,

demonstrating how organizational performance influences a project’s potential to

be agile.

Organizations are becoming more and more conscious of the necessity of coordinat-

ing all of their business divisions and components as they attempt to implement

large-scale agile techniques to their operations. It is crucial to make sure that

governance systems, such as regulatory compliance and business operations align-

ment, adapt in order to enable organizations to respond to continuous difficulties,

such as the requirement to react more swiftly and sustainably to changes. New

knowledge and methods are needed to address emerging circumstances. Gover-

nance has shown to be a cornerstone that supports organizational effectiveness in

a number of situations (Janssen & Shu, 2008).

In keeping with this business requirement, we use the definition of agility offered

by Kruchten (2013) “the capacity of an organization to adapt to changes in its

environment at a pace quicker than the rate of these changes.” We acknowledge

that whereas agility focuses on responding quickly to changes, lean focuses on

reducing waste, despite the fact that both are integrally linked to creating value.

A sensible balance between these techniques, in accordance with (Wang, Con-

boy, & Cawley, 2012), can produce a cohesive “agile strategy that can generate

greater outcomes than if they are used independently, despite the fact that these

approaches occasionally appear to clash.
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In reality, according to Luna et al. (2015) governance is a collection of guiding

abilities based on three dimensions:

• Strategic planning: having a long-term perspective, strategic planning, and

overall alignment.

• Control: create methods to guarantee that the strategy plan is carried out.

• Multi skilling: enhance your ability to recognize and respond to change.

Without neglecting the previous two dimensions, agile governance appears to be

more focused on the third: the ability to respond to changes in the organization’s

environment so that coordinated steering activities may occur quicker than the

rate of change. Once the fundamentals of the agile governance phenomena are

better understood, it will be possible to map their constructs, mediators, moder-

ators, and disturbing factors to assist organizations in improving the outcomes of

their application, including lowering costs and time and raising the standard and

success rate of their work. In the context of IT Governance, this study focuses on

companies that must function (sense and respond) in challenging and/or compet-

itive situations, as well as those that must sustainably expand, respond as a unit,

achieve higher enterprise agility, and support their overall strategy.

Methodology

This study is part of a larger collection of research that aims to understand the

nature of agile governance phenomena. It incorporates theory-building research

with the objective of constructing a theory to analyze and characterize these phe-

nomena using a multi method or mixed methodology. The research framework

depicts the steps of this larger study. This part is organized as follows: it includes

an overview of the theory-building techniques comparison that lead the authors

to select Dubin’s method, as well as the changes and clarifications made to this

approach to address deficiencies identified by other writers.

1.7.1.1 The Theory Emergence

At step 1, we add two additional theoretical sample sources to complement data

from the systematic literature review presented by (Luna et al., 2015), two more
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theoretical sampling sources are added: an ensemble of social networks comprised

of governance, management, and agile methodologies scholars and practitioners,

containing 12 governance-related professional and research organizations (Müller

& Turner, 2007; Wood & Ashton, 2010).

We add two additional theoretical sample sources to the insights of the compre-

hensive literature review presented by (Luna et al., 2015). The first source is

an ensemble of social networks comprised of governance, management, and agile

methodologies researchers and practitioners which contains 12 professional and

research organizations related to governance.

The Theory Assessment

We carried out the conceptual development of the theory in Stage 2, following the

first four phases of Dubin’s methodology for theory-building research (Dubey, Jain,

& Mantri, 2015), identifying and defining the main components of the emergent

conceptual theoretical framework:

i. Units (constructs)

ii. Laws of interaction

iii. Boundaries and

iv. System states

Organizational competitiveness can only be satisfied through strong governance.

There are just a few firms that have successfully implemented the agile approaches

that have been proven by several theories (Qumer et al., 2009). However, agile

governance techniques are becoming increasingly important. Many firms have

achieved success by implementing agile governance practices.

Foundational Premises of the Theory

The agile governance phenomenon, which is eight years old and arises in the set-

ting of organizational environments, encourages employees to integrate governance

skills with agile skills in order to create business agility (Luna et al., 2015).

Their main priority is to provide the business with value in cycles that are quicker,

better, and less expensive. In the framework of the organization, governance is
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the cornerstone for achieving the necessary participation of all organizational units

achieve increased business agility, and promoting its overall plan.

Premise 1

As a result, our approach defines agile governance as the application of agility

to the system in charge of sensing, responding, and coordinating the whole or-

ganizational body: the governance or steering) system. Unlike specialized agile

approaches widely held on businesses such as agile software development or agile

manufacturing, where the impact is restricted to a localized outcome, generally

few stages of the organization’s chain value (Porter & Advantage, 1985; Luna et

al., 2015).

Premise 2

We may characterize agile governance as socio-technical a phenomenon that occurs

in a chaordic spectrum between the innovation and emergent practises of agile

(and lean) philosophy and the status quo of best practices imposed and required

by governance difficulties. Our understanding of the interconnections between

technical and social factors supports the socio-technical nature of agile governance:

perceiving people as change agents in enterprises in situations where technology

is a critical component (Luna et al., 2015).

Premise 3

The third and final premise is the description of agile governance as a broad concept

and its recommended meta-principles, meta-values, and (Luna et al., 2015).

Meta Principles

We suggested the six meta-principles for agile governance below to guide future

research and, more importantly, to drive practices (Luna et al., 2015).

i. Good enough governance: Depending on the organizational situation, the

amount of governance must always be adjusted.

ii.Business driven: Every choice and activity must be motivated by the business.

iii. Human focused: People must feel respected and rewarded for participating

creatively.

iv. Based on quick wins: Fast victories must be recognized in order to enhance
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motivation and outcomes.

v. Systematic and Adaptive approach: Teams need to learn how to handle

change methodically from inside.

vi. Simple design and continuous refinement: Teams must deliver quickly

and continually improve.

Competitiveness in the organization can only be met by good governance. There

are a rare number of organizations who have yet succeeded to deploy the ag-

ile methodologies proved by many theories (Qumer & Henderson-Sellers, 2008,

2008). But it’s the need of the hour to apply agile governance strategies. This

study adds further that necessary to make stronger the relationship between team

resilience and agile response to change when there is project complexity. Moreover,

this study was conducted within the framework of IT Companies and therefore

contributed in the context of Pakistan as well.

Laws of Interaction

1st Law Agile of Governance:

When agile capabilities [A] are incorporated and linked with governance capa-

bilities [G], an increase in the degree of business operations [B] is activated or

intensified, which in turn enhances the value delivery [R]”

2nd Law Specific Agile Approach:

”A particular agile strategy develops when agile capabilities [A] which are not

governance capabilities [G] are applied to various corporate contexts, triggering

or enhancing an increase in business operations [B], which in turn enhances the

value delivery [R].

3rd Law of Moderator Factors Effects:

There are internal moderator variables whose impacts [M] can restrict or impede

agile capabilities [A] and governance capabilities [G], or even lower business oper-

ations [B], which in turn reduces the delivery of value [R].

4th Law of Environmental Factors Effects:

There are environmental variables that have effects [E] can disrupt the corporate

context, affecting things like agile capabilities [A], governance capabilities [G], and

operations [B], which in turn influence value delivery [R] to some extent.
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5th Law of Sustainability and Competitiveness:

6th Law of Value Delivery:

Influence on business operations [B] will generate directly proportional effects on

value delivery [R].

Boundaries

The Open Boundary

Insofar as it pertains to a team, project, business unit, company, or a multi-

organizational setting, this theory only encompasses those units and rules of in-

teraction that are relevant to the organizational settings of the Agile Governance

in IT collaboration viewpoint.

The Closed Boundary

Only corporate strategies that come under the category of IT Governance are

covered by this theory.
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Literature Review

2.1 Team Resilience

Researchers and practitioners have used the term “resilience” to describe rela-

tively routine adaptive processes in the context of organizations and management

when confronted with unexpected, unfavorable circumstances brought on by either

major disturbances or the accumulation of numerous minor disruptions (Sutcliffe,

2003). It is possible to think about resilience as both an individual trait and a

social factor for groups and organizations. This study expands our knowledge of

resilience, as well as its causes and effects at the team level. Individuals identify

with and internalize team ideals and standards, which results in uniformity of at-

titudes and behavior and is consistent with social identity theory (Hogg & Turner,

1985). There is evidence that individuals acting as a team are likely to exhibit

regular patterns of behavior and processes, as are individuals acting alone.

Totterdell (2000) made the claim that “team members might behave similarly

to shared occurrences and consequently wind up feeling the same way” in our

example, sharing the same degree of team resilience in order to offer a potential

explanation for this. As a result, the emphasis of our study is on team resilience,

which is described as “the ability to recover from failure, setbacks, disputes, or any

other danger to their welfare that they may suffer” (West et al., 2009). It should

be emphasized that team resilience differs from other similar components such as

team potency and team efficiency because these building blocks can be viewed as

18
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precursors or indicators of a team’s resilience. It is intended to help teams face

adversity” (Gully et al., 2002).

Team resilience was considered in terms of progression or capacity, depending on

the nature of the problem under investigation. Based on the team effectiveness

theory Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, and Gilson (2008) the perspective of the team’s

resilience process is consistent with work on the team’s process (Marks, Mathieu,

& Zaccaro, 2001). This includes an interactive, collaborative, synergistic team

interaction process that describes the team’s actual behavior in dealing with ad-

versity (Hartmann et al., 2020). On the other hand, in terms of capacity, team

resilience is conceptualized as a new state in which the availability and mobiliza-

tion of the resources that make up resilience are important as the team’s potential

ability to deal with adversity and recession (Chapman et al., 2020; Stoverink et

al., 2020). Therefore, the resilience of team is defined as “the ability of the team

to recover from process losses caused by adversity” (Stoverink et al., 2020).

According to an empirical study, the process and capacity perspectives were hardly

combined in the same study due to the differences between the team process and

the emergency, as well as the different research methodologies utilized to address

both phenomena (Mathieu et al., 2008). Depending on the goals of their study

and the theoretical contributions they want to make, researchers choose a certain

strategy (Hartmann et al., 2020). In order to develop a useful theory at the

appropriate depth, this study uses a capacity viewpoint (which sees team resilience

as a new condition). We contend that the complexity and ambiguity of the project

environment are the root causes of the adversities and challenges faced by project

teams (Kutsch & Hall, 2016). Therefore, we define the resilience of a project team

as the ability to anticipate, contain, and recover from adversity and failure caused

by the uncertainty and complexity of the project environment.

2.2 Project Success

As Pinto and Slevin (1988) pointed out a few years ago, “There are few issues in

project management that are often debated but seldom agreed upon as a concept

of project success.” Traditional Measures of Project Success we focused on creating
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projects of sufficient quality (functionality) while meeting the twin constraints of

project time and budget goals: the so-called triple constraint (Atkinson, 1999).

However, project success is often broader Munns and Bjeirmi (1996) found that

much of the contemporary literature “ends when the project is handed over to

the customer criteria”. Jugdev and Müller (2005) examined the project success

literature over the last 40 years and discovered that a more holistic approach to

assessing success has grown more prevalent. Researchers have come to measure

success in terms of organizational impact beyond meeting the three constraints.

Müller and Turner (2007) identified ten aspects of project success as part of a se-

ries of studies on project manager skills and project success. However, Dvir et al.

(2003) also found that “four measures of success (achievement of plan objectives,

benefits to end users, benefits to contractors, and overall project success) are seen

as successful and highly connected.” It means that a project that is involved is

successful in all respects to its stakeholders”. According to Prabhakar (2008) this

is presented in a different way: “There is also a common consensus that although

schedule and budget performance alone are deemed inadequate as indicators of

project success, they are also important components of the entire construct. Tech-

nical performance, specifications, and the achievement of functional objectives are

all related to quality, and it is the fulfillment of these criteria that will be most

susceptible to differences in perception by a variety of project stakeholders.”

A similar point was made by repeated Kloppenborg, Manolis, and Tesch (2009) he

found that all measures of project success include the traditional success factors

of time, cost, and performance. Serrador and Turner (2015) found a significant

correlation between project efficiency and overall project success, suggesting that

efficiency should be the ultimate measure of success and should not be ignored.

2.3 Agile Response to Change

Agile technique was proposed by 17 specialists in the Agile Manifesto (Beck & Bee-

dle, 2001), comprising of 12 principles and core values (Ćirić & Gračanin, 2017).

Agile is a flexible and suitable method that is frequently used to complete software
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tasks (Dumrak et al., 2020). Agile methodologies are typically used in technol-

ogy initiatives (Lindvall et al., 2002) because they can handle the difficulties and

challenges posed by big, dynamic initiatives in constantly changing and evolving

environments. (Serrador & Turner, 2015). The four agile principles outlined in

the Agile Manifesto are:

i. People and their interactions with systems and technologies.

ii. Software Acting as a Replacement for Detailed Documentation.

iii. Cooperation from the customer before contract discussions.

iv. Reacting to change instead than adhering to a plan. (Beck et al., 2001).

Agile approaches are frequently used in technology projects because they directly

address the difficulties that come with dynamic projects in quickly changing en-

vironment (Lindvall et al., 2002; Serrador & Turner, 2015). The project manage-

ment team’s capacity to address these challenges determines whether the project

will succeed or fail. One of the crucial elements of the framework for managing

stakeholders in large building projects is AR (Park, Kim, Kim, & Kim, 2017).

According to Serrador and Turner (2015) projects perform better the more agile

methods are implemented.

2.4 Project Complexity

The team member’s awareness of the task and circumstances in which they meet

the scoped definition, project objectives, and deadlines all contribute to the com-

plexity. Project complexity defines as “the number of various parts, e.g. tasks,

specialists, components; and interdependence or connectivity the degree of con-

nectivity between these elements (Baccarini, 1996). One of the crucial elements

of every project is its complexity (Baccarini, 1996).

According to Geraldi, Maylor, and Williams (2011); Hanisch and Wald (2014)

complexity in a project is seen as a rich construct that is connected to the many

project components (Lessard, Sakhrani, & Miller, 2014).The term project com-

plexity has categorized into two broad aspects, the first one is taxonomy i.e. the

number of interconnected parts or elements in a project and their interdependency
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on each other, and the second one is uncertainty involved in a project (Williams,

1999).

Complexity is defined as “the property of a project that makes it difficult to

comprehend, forecast, and maintain control over its overall behavior, even when

given acceptable detailed information about the project system” in the context of

complicated projects (Vidal & Marle, 2008). Theoretically, the complexity of a

project depends on both its unique traits and the ability of its project management

teams to address the variety of elements that affect project outcomes (Nguyen &

Mohamed, 2020).

Since complexity is an intrinsic quality of projects, researchers have tried to mea-

sure and quantify it (Vidal & Marle, 2008); studies on project complexity have

been carried out for years (Aitken & Crawford, 2007; Dao, Kermanshachi, Shane,

Anderson, & Hare, 2017; Vidal & Marle, 2008; Dao et al., 2017).

TOE framework has been proposed in by Bosch, Jongkind, Mooi, Bakker, and

Verbraeck (2011) consisting of technical, organizational, and environmental factors

to measure the complexity in a project. The term is further defined by Vidal and

Marle (2008) “Even with sufficiently full knowledge on the project system, the

nature of the project makes it difficult to analyze, anticipate, and regulate the

overall behavior of the project.

2.5 Hypothesis of Study

2.5.1 Team Resilience and Project Success

As Pinto and Slevin (1988) pointed out a few years ago, There are few issues in

project management that are often debated but seldom agreed upon as a concept

of project success. Traditional Measures of Project Success we focused on creating

projects of sufficient quality (functionality) while meeting the twin constraints of

project time and budget goals: the so-called triple constraint (Atkinson, 1999).

However, project success is frequently measured in a broader context. Munns

and Bjeirmi (1996) discovered that most of the current literature “ends when

the project is handed over to the customer” (Jugdev & Müller, 2005) examined
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the project success literature over the last 40 years and discovered that a more

holistic approach to assessing success has grown increasingly widespread. Beyond

achieving the three limitations, researchers have come to define success in terms

of organizational impact.

This includes staying within budget and time constraints, as well as the level of

workmanship, stakeholder satisfaction, technology transfer, and health and safety.

Many projects are innovative in nature, necessitating a high level of team tenacity

to keep working toward their objectives despite obstacles. Many initiatives are

inventive in nature, requiring a high level of team tenacity to keep working toward

their objectives despite obstacles. However, for a number of reasons, resilient

teams are capable of producing greater project results. First of all, resilient teams

are better able to handle the pressure of unforeseen difficulties, bounce back and

carry on as usual after them, as well as gain knowledge and experience from them

(Cameron & Dutton, 2003).

Additionally, resilient teams are more likely to create a variety of responses as

well as recognize and take advantage of extra opportunities to succeed in chal-

lenging circumstances (Carmeli, Friedman, & Tishler, 2013). In the other claims,

resilient teams show a greater ability for improvisation as well as greater adapt-

ability and flexibility in the face of danger, allowing them to perform at a higher

level (Meneghel et al., 2016; West et al., 2009). Based on these logics, we claim

that team resilience promotes project success.

H1: Team resilience is positively and associated with project success.

2.5.2 Agile Response to Change and Agile Project Success

The term project is referred as a distinctive and short-term undertaking carried out

individually or on organizational level that lead towards a new product, service,

or outcome (PMI, 2013). According to Collins and Baccarini (2004) project per-

formance success is often defined as project success, product success, and overall

project management success. Over time, approaches to evaluating project per-

formance, referred as project success”. Project performance is evaluated using

a variety of factors. Effectiveness, effects on project teams and clients, business
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success, etc (Tam, Shen, & Kong, 2011; Turner & Zolin, 2012). Researchers have

discovered a significant link between project efficiency and overall success of the

project. (Chow & Cao, 2008), defined project success in software development

projects using four attributes:

Scope: Achieving all project objectives

i. Time: Completion of the task on time.

ii. Cost: Completion of project within budget.

iii. Quality: (Delivery of high quality and superior product or project outcomes

to client).

Delivery of high quality and superior product or project results to customer. Ac-

cording to Popaitoon and Siengthai (2014) Project performance is defined by how

successfully project outputs and deliverables fulfill schedule and budget goals, op-

erational and technical standards, and client business demands.

In this age of increased competition, rapid technological advancement, and diversi-

fying market demands, agility is essential (Conforto, Amaral, da Silva, Di Felippo,

& Kamikawachi, 2016; Lee & Xia, 2010). Agility is thus essential for maintain-

ing originality and achieving competitive performance in the dynamic and unpre-

dictable world of today (Denning, 2013). It’s been noticed that innovation and

organizational performance require agility (Sambamurthy, Bharadwaj, & Grover,

2003). Balocco, Cavallo, Ghezzi, and Berbegal-Mirabent (2019) has stated that the

agility concept has been emerged from the software-based development projects,

but slowly moved to the multifaceted business models development and complex

services. The positive effect of agile methods has been observed particularly for

managing the processes that are said to be innovative (Meyer & Marion, 2010).

Agility plays a critical role in enhancing project performance in situations where

business conditions are dynamic and changing fast (Haider & Kayani, 2020).

Agile methodologies positively impact project performance and avoid schedule de-

lays and budget overruns (Nguyen & Mohamed, 2020). Agile principles emphasize

adaptable planning, continuous improvement, progress, and project completion

as soon as possible (Mendez, 2018). Agile approaches are demonstrated through

communication with people, targeted customer participation, using software, and

adapting to change (Papadopoulos, 2015). The agile methodology of the software
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industry is to deliver the project quickly, take customer feedback, use it to im-

prove the project, and improve the project, rather than risking complete failure we

provide a better version (Beck & Beedle, 2001). Agility allows projects to achieve

high quality, novelty, flexibility, ability to quickly respond to changes and to meet

customers’ needs and desires in a change market (Ravichandran, 2018).

Agility is essentially the best possible compromise between the necessity for sta-

bility and a sufficient degree of flexibility (Ciric et al., 2019). Agile approaches

promise range of benefits like; on-time project delivery, stakeholder satisfaction

and delivering other business values with quick iterations (Papadopoulos, 2015).

However, commitment, collaborative communication, and a culture willing to take

new challenges is required while adapting agile methodologies (Marks et al., 2001).

According to agile approaches are expected to reflect today’s business instability

and technology changes. The constantly changing demands from customers and

strong industrial competition have forced organizations to look for innovative al-

ternates and approaches (Young, Ganguly, & Farr, 2012). Being Agile is one of

the creative techniques to project management that recognizes changes, deals with

uncertainty, and capitalizes on new or emerging possibilities (Ćirić & Gračanin,

2017).

A significant change has been observed by the researchers, when organizations are

adapting agile approaches to manage, organize and execute their projects (Stettina

& Hörz, 2015).

H2: there is positive association between agile response to change and agile success

2.5.3 Team Resilience and Agile Response to Change

The idea of agile methodology was projected in Agile Manifesto by 17 experts

(Beck & Beedle, 2001), comprising of 12 principles and core values (Ćirić &

Gračanin, 2017). Agile is a responsive and adequate approach which is widely

used in delivering software projects (Dumrak et al., 2020).

In technology projects agile methods are generally applied Lindvall et al. (2002)

because they have the ability to tackle the problems and challenges associated
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with the large scale and dynamic projects in continuously evolving and changing

environment (Serrador & Turner, 2015).

In the 21st century, the agile philosophy is a best fit with the business reality

(Denning, 2015), since agile approaches directly address the issues associated with

projects in rapidly changing contexts. The success or failure of a project is heavily

influenced by the project management team members’ capacity to adapt to issues

and challenges (Serrador & Turner, 2015). However, for a number of reasons,

resilient teams are proficient at producing greater project results. First of all,

resilient teams are better able to handle the pressure of unforeseen difficulties,

bounce back and carry on as usual after them, as well as gain knowledge and

experience from them (Cameron & Dutton, 2003).

Additionally, resilient teams are more likely to create a variety of responses as well

as recognize and take advantage of extra opportunities to succeed in challenging

circumstances (Carmeli et al., 2013). Other claims indicate that resilient teams

have a larger capacity for improvisation, as well as more adaptability and flexibility

in the face of risk, allowing them to execute at a higher level (Meneghel et al.,

2016; West et al., 2009). Based on these logics, we claim that team resilience

improves team performance.

H3: team resilience is positively and significantly associated with agile response

to change

2.5.4 Agile Response to Change Mediate the Relation

between Team Resilience and Agile Success

The term project is referred as a distinctive and short-term undertaking carried out

individually or on organizational level that lead towards a new product, service,

or outcome (PMI, 2013). According to Collins and Baccarini (2004) project per-

formance success is often defined as project success, product success, and overall

project management success. Over time, approaches to evaluating project per-

formance, referred as project success” and how to accomplish the project success

have gradually evolved (Tam, Oliveira, & Varajão, 2020).



Literature Review 27

Chow and Cao (2008) defined project success in software development projects are

measure by using four attributes:

Scope: Achieving all project objectives

Time: Completion of the task on time

Cost: Completion of project within budget

Quality: Delivery of high quality and superior product or project outcomes to

client.

Agile concepts emphasis adaptive planning, continuous improvement, evolution,

and project delivery as early as possible (Mendez, 2018). Agile methodologies are

manifested through interaction with individuals, focused collaboration with cus-

tomers, working with software, and responding to change (Papadakis & Tsironis,

2018). The agile methodology of the software industry is to deliver the project

quickly, take customer feedback, use it to improve the project, and not risk com-

plete failure. We provide a better version (Beck et al., 2001).

According to Beck et al. (2001) agile approaches are expected to reflect today’s

business instability and technological changes. Customers’ ever-changing needs

and severe industrial rivalry have compelled firms to seek out creative alternatives

and approaches (Young et al., 2012). Being Agile is one of the creative techniques

to project management that recognizes changes, deals with uncertainty, and capi-

talizes on new or emerging possibilities (Ćirić & Gračanin, 2017).

H4: agile response to change plays a mediating role between team resilience and

agile success

2.5.5 Project Complexity Moderates the Relation Between

Agile Response to Change and Agile Success

Complexity is the most crucial subject in the context of project management, but

it is also very debatable (Bakhshi et al., 2016). When a project is complex, it has

”characteristics that make its overall behaviour difficult to assess, forecast, and

manage, even when given generally appropriate knowledge about the project sys-

tem (Vidal & Marle, 2008). Complex projects, specifically, are more likely to have
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schedule. According to Chapman et al. (2020), a project is deemed complex when

it is highly dependent on its environment (political, economic, or legal), when

stakeholder demands and requirements are constantly changing, when stakeholder

interests are at odds, and when there is a lack of adequate information and too

many variables are present at once. The key element affecting project performance

has been identified as project complexity (Floricel, Michela, & Piperca, 2016). A

project’s complexity is also a result of the interactions between the various organi-

zations that make up the project organization, the cooperation and interaction of

the various components within the same organization, the necessity of coordination

between various project components, and the wide variety of project management

techniques that are employed. Understanding project complexity is crucial for the

project manager and team members.

A complexity is determined by how challenging it is and how much time, effort,

and expertise are needed to do it (Kermanshachi, Dao, Shane, & Anderson, 2016).

Complexity in a project can have a detrimental impact on project performance,

but it can also have a beneficial impact on project results/outcomes (due to emer-

gent qualities that can generate new possibilities) (Vidal & Marle, 2008).As a

result, rather than focusing on how to reduce or prevent project complexity en-

tirely, the primary focus should be on how to manage it constructively. Only those

project-based businesses in the software development industry that can cope with

project complexity and increase project performance will prosper in today’s dy-

namic climate. A high percentage of project failure is a characteristic shared by

both advanced and emerging countries, particularly in the software sector (Ebad,

2016).

Four dimensions of agility are described by (Goldman, Nagel, & Preiss, 1995):

i. Customer enrichment

ii. Collaborating to improve competitiveness

iii. Organizational capacity to manage change and uncertainty

iv. Maximizing the impact of individuals and information.

Agile methodologies were developed to improve project performance; it can be

more flexible and responsive to changing project conditions (Beck et al., 2001).
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H5: project complexity moderates the relationship between Team resilience and

agile response to change in such a way that this relationship will be stronger when

project complexity is high.

2.6 Research Model

Figure 2.1: Research Model

2.7 Hypothesis of the Study

In the light of literature review, five hypotheses are developed to study:

H1: Team Resilience is positively and significantly associated with Agile Project

Success.

H2: There is a positive association between agile response to change and agile

success.

H3: Team Resilience is positively and significantly associated with agile response

to change.

H4: Agile Response to Change plays a mediating role between team resilience and

agile success.

H5: Project Complexity will moderate the relationship between Team Resilience
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and Agile Response to Change in such a way that this relationship will be stronger

when Project Complexity is high.



Chapter 3

Research Methodology

This chapter describes the methodology used to determine the relationship be-

tween team resilience and project success, with the mediating role of agile response

to change and moderating role of project complexity.

3.1 Research Design

A research design is a framework for the conduct of research describes research

design as a plan of the scholar that defines the procedure and method for gathering

and analyzing the necessary information.

3.1.1 Types of Study

This study is an explanatory research type, as the main purpose is to find out the

causal relationship between project team resilience and project success via agile

response to change in IT sector.

3.1.2 Study Setting

The project team members that work for an IT company are the contributors of

this research. They received the forms to fill. They received assurances that the

31
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information they provided would be kept private, enabling them to share it without

hesitation. In order to get replies from the respondents, 450 questionnaires were

primarily distributed; but, 387 genuine responses were received.

3.1.3 Time Horizon

On the basis of time span, there are two kinds of research: longitudinal and cross

sectional. A longitudinal research is one in which changes are monitored over time.

Cross sectional study is used to investigate a specific phenomenon in a specific time

period, i.e. one shot study. A cross sectional study collects data from respondents

only once to address the research queries.Given time and funding constraints, a

cross-sectional study was used to gather data. Within two and a half months, the

intended data was gathered.

3.1.4 Unit of Analysis

For this study my unit of analysis is project team members working in IT industry,

all these project team members were requested to participate in this study. All

those project team members that are involved in any kind of projects in IT industry

were included in this study. IT industry were selected because these industries are

involved in different projects and for these projects, they have different project

team members who are assigned with different responsibilities.

3.2 Population and Sample

A population is any complete group from which a researcher wishes to make in-

ferences. A sample is an identifiable person from whom data will be gathered. In

other terms, the sample is the subset of the population. This study’s population

consisted of all project team members working in IT companies.

The sample was collected from IT Companies who’s where project team members

are actively involved in project activities. Survey method was adopted to collect

the data as it is an easy practice for data collecting from the number of individuals
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at the same time. The questionnaires were distributed in English. 450 project

team members were approached for data collection, however 387 responses were

received.

3.3 Sample and Sampling Techniques

Population is being defined as the entire group that is being targetedto obtain

information and for which conclusion is inferred. Sample is the reprehensive

part of the population. Employees in project-based organisations provided the

data,related to IT sector, operating in twin cities.

3.4 Procedure for Data Collection

For calculating data from respondents self-administered questionnaires were devel-

oped in Google forms and then they were distributed among project team members

of different IT Companies. Respondents filled these questionnaires and returned

them without worrying about their confidential information. They were told that

this data is for academic research only and it will be kept confidential. Survey

method was adopted to collect the data as it is an easy practice for data collect-

ing from the number of individuals at the same time. The questionnaires were

distributed in English. 450 project team members were approached for data col-

lection, however 387 responses were received.

3.5 Contribution of Study

Only effective governance can ensure organisational competitiveness. Few firms, as

evidenced by several theories, have yet to be successful in implementing agile ap-

proaches (Qumer & Henderson-Sellers, 2008).But implementing agile governance

methods is urgently needed. Agile governance solutions have been used by several

businesses with success. Agile governance, a more recent area of IT projects, is

concerned with improving organizational performance. Luna et al. (2015) provided
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constructs, rules of interaction, boundary-defining conditions, and system states

to illustrate the theory.

In light of the theory’s highlighted elements, governance is a crucial component of

any agile project and is composed of three primary elements. This study adds fur-

ther that necessary to make stronger the relationship between team resilience and

agile response to change when there is project complexity. Moreover, this study

was conducted within the framework of IT Companies and therefore contributed

in the context of Pakistan as well. This study will be useful because the impact

of team resilience on project success directly with mediating role of agile response

to change and moderating role of project complexity contributes towards higher

project success rate and will be beneficial for project team members as well as for

companies. According to the theory’s points that were emphasized, governance

is an essential component of agile projects and primarily has three dimensions.

Better system governance leads to more favorable economic outcomes (Porter &

Advantage, 1985).

The majority of businesses are using agile approaches under the control of agile

governance theory in order to avoid problems (Barton, 2013). According to agile

governance theory, the systems must be properly planned and integrated in order

to satisfy the demanding requirements of today. Organizations are becoming more

and more conscious of the necessity of coordinating all of their business divisions

and components as they attempt to implement large-scale agile techniques to their

operations. It is crucial to make sure that governance system, such as regulatory

compliance and business operations alignment, adapt in order to enable. Orga-

nizations to respond to continuous difficulties, such as the requirement to react

more swiftly and sustainably to changes. New knowledge and methods are needed

to address emerging circumstances.

Once the fundamentals of the agile governance phenomena are better understood,

it will be possible to map their constructs, mediators, moderators, and disturbing

factors to assist organizations in improving the outcomes of their application,

including lowering costs and time and raising the standard and success rate of

their work. In the context of IT Governance, this study focuses on companies that

must function (sense and respond) in challenging and/or competitive situations,
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as well as those that must sustainably expand, respond as a unit, achieve higher

enterprise agility, and support their overall strategy.

The secret to sustained development is competitiveness, which calls for agility at

the organizational and business levels. To offer value to the business more quickly,

more effectively, and more affordably, this environment must be adaptable and

adjustable in terms of IT. This study adds further that necessary to make stronger

the relationship between team resilience and agile project to change when there

is a high project complexity. Moreover, this study was conducted within the

framework of IT Companies and therefore contributed in the context of Pakistan

as well.

3.6 Research Instrument

In this quantitative study for gathering data, I will be using close ended ques-

tionnaires. These questionnaires will contain close ended questions that will ask

participants to choose from some pre-defined responses. Questionnaire will con-

tain five sections and participant will be required to fill out all the questions in

these sections. Sections will include;

• Demographic Variables (Gender, Age, Qualification and Experience)

• Team Resilience

• Agile Response to change

• Project Complexity

• Project Success

Scales for measuring these variables were adopted from existing literature. All four

constructs are rated on five point Likert scale type scale which ranges between 1

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Description about the scales used for

each variable in this study is given below:
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3.6.1 Project Success

This will be measured through 14 items scale which was developed by (Aga, No-

orderhaven, & Vallejo, 2016). A five-point Likert scales, with 1 indicating strongly

disagree to 5 indicating strongly agree.

3.6.2 Project Complexity

A seven-item questionnaire was adapted for Project Complexity is constructed by

(Nguyen & Mohamed, 2020). Each item was rated on a five-point Likert scale,

with 1 indicating strongly disagree to 5 indicating strongly agree

3.6.3 Agile Response to Change

A six-item questionnaire was adapted for Agile Response to Change constructed by

(Nguyen & Mohamed, 2020). A five-point Likert scales, with 1 indicating strongly

disagree to 5 indicating strongly agree.

3.6.4 Project Team Resilience

A Four items were adapted from (Sinclair & Wallston, 2004), a five-point Likert

scale, with 1 indicating strongly disagree to 5 indicating strongly agree.

3.7 Scale Summary

The summary of the scale used in the present study is given below and question-

naire:
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Table 3.1: Summary of Scale

Variables Source Items

Team Resilience Sinclair and Wallston (2004) 4

Agile Response to change Nguyen & Mohamed( 2020) 5

Project Complexity Nguyen & Mohamed( 2020) 6

Project Success Aga and Vallejo (2016) 14

3.8 Method of Analysis

Data was collected using survey questionnaires. After collection of data it was

entered, cleaned and processed by using Software Package for Social Science-20

(SPSS-20). For analyzing this data in SPSS-20 PROCESS macro by Andrew

and Hayes (2021) was used. PROCESS macro was used because many types

of models can be analyzed by using PROCESS macro like: Mediation, multi-

mediation, mediation-moderation, and moderation-mediation. List of tests that

were conducted using SPSS are given below:

• Test of descriptive statistics for finding Frequencies of demographic variable.

• Test of descriptive statistics for finding mean, and standard deviation.

• Correlation Analysis and Reliability Analysis
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• Regression, moderation (Model 1) and mediation (Model 4) were tested using

PROCESS macro version 4.0 by Andrew F Hayes.

3.9 Characteristics of Sample

3.9.1 Gender

The Table 3.2 given below out of 387 respondents, 240 respondents was male and

147 were females. According to this data 62% respondents were male and 38%

were female. According to the results of these tests, number of male respondents

are higher in number than female respondents.

Table 3.2: Frequency by Gender

Gender Frequency Percentage

Male 240 0.62

Female 147 0.38

Total 387 1

3.9.2 Education

By looking at the Table 3.3 we can see that 9 respondents were qualified from

school which is2.3% percent of total number of respondents. 14 responses were

from respondents who have a college level qualification which 3.8 percent. The

highest numbers of responses 198 were from individuals who had a bachelor’s

degree their percentage is 51.2% out of total respondents. 39% respondents had

a master’s degree with a frequency of 153. And total 13 respondents were PHDs

and their percentage was 3.4%.
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Figure 3.1: Gender of Respondents

Table 3.3: Frequency by Education

Education Frequency Percentage

School 9 0.023

College 14 0.036

Bachelors 198 0.512

Masters 86 0.222

MS / M.Phil 67 0.173

PhD 13 0.034

Total 387 1

3.9.3 Age

The table 3.4 given below illustrates those 148 respondents out of 387 were between

ages 18-25. This is 38.2 % of the total number of respondents. The highest

number of respondents that is 148 was between an ages 18-25 that is 38.2%. 116

respondents were of ages 26-33 that are about 30%. 51 respondents were of ages

35-41 that is 13.2 % .35 respondents were of ages 42-49 that is 9.6 %and 37

respondents were of ages 55-above that is 9.6 %
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Figure 3.2: Education of Respondents

Table 3.4: Frequency by Age

Age Frequency Percentage

18-25 148 0.382

26-33 116 0.3

34-41 51 0.132

42-49 35 0.09

55 - above 37 0.096

Total 387 1

3.9.4 Experience

Respondents with experience of 0-5 years were highest in number that is 222 which

is 57.4 %. Respondents with experience of 6-10 years were 63 which is 13.7%. 53

respondents have experience of 11-16 years that is 13.7%. 25 respondents had

an experience of 17-22 years which is 6.5%. 12 respondents had an experience of

23-28 years which is 3.1% and 12 respondents had an experience of 29 and above

years which is 3.1%
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Figure 3.3: Age of Respondents

Table 3.5: Frequency by Experience

Experience Frequency Percentage

0-5 222 0.574

44840 63 0.163

42675 53 0.137

17-22 25 0.065

23-28 12 0.031

29 and above 12 0.031

Total 387 1

3.10 Pilot Testing

An initial study of small scale that is carried out to examine a planned research

study before a complete analysis is preformed is called a pilot study. This study

typically trails the precise similar procedures and methods that are used in the
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Figure 3.4: Experience of Respondents

full-scale data analysis of original study. Pilot study can help in examining the

validity of the variables (Van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001). It is carried out before

gathering the actual data, to see the respondent’s opinion and to check if the items

of scale are easily understood by respondents or not.

According to the previous literature pilot testing is done on 10 % of the total

sample size it is mostly more than 40 respondents and of these responses’ reliability

is checked. According to (Haider & Kayani, 2020), Cronbach’s Alpha’s value above

0.7 is acceptable. After performing the pilot study, I was able to identify that

reliability of the scales was in acceptable range. Results of this pilot study gave

indication that I can continue with my research study.

Table 3.6: Reliability of Pilot Testing

Variables No. of items Cronbach’s Alpha

Team Resilience 4 0.8

Agile Response to change 5 0.9

Project Complexity 6 0.9

Project Success 14 0.9

N = 40
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3.11 Reliability of Scales

The purpose of reliability analysis is to check the internal consistent the items of a

variable are. It explains about how items of different variables are closely related.

According to past research a scale is accepted as a reliable scale if Cronbach’s

alpha’s value is above 0.7.

Table 3.7: Reliability Analysis

Variables No. of Items Cronbach’s Alpha

Team Resilience 4 0.8
Agile Response to change 5 0.9
Project Complexity 6 0.9
Project Success 14 0.9

N = 387

According to the table 3.7 given below Cronbach’s alpha is more then 0.7 for each

variable. Cronbach’s alpha value Team Resilience for is 0.8 with 4 items. Cron-

bach’s alpha’s value for Agile Response to change is 0.9 with 5 items. Cronbach’s

alpha’s value for Project Complexity is 0.9 with 6 items. Cronbach’s alpha’s value

for Project Success is 0.9 with 14 items. According to this data all the values are

in acceptable range (i.e., above 0.7) which Means that we can continue further

with our analysis.
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Results and Analysis

4.1 Descriptive and Normality Analysis

Descriptive analysis gives a conclusion of the dissemination of data; it helps in

detecting mistakes and outliers, and allows recognizing resemblances among vari-

ables, which helps in finding out whether the data is good enough for conducting

further statistical analyses. Descriptive Analysis helps in explaining and summa-

rizing data points in a helpful way such that patterns might appear that justify

every condition of the data. The mean values enlighten about the inclination of

the data. It gives a clear understanding about the responses, that where most of

the responses lie. In the table 4.1 given below it is clearly visible that the mean

values of each variable are in range of 4, clarifying that large numbers of respon-

dents were Agree. Similarly, according to the table mean value Team Resilience

is 4.26, Agile Response to change is 4.21, Project Complexity is 4.30 and Project

Success is 4.33 meaning that most of the respondents agree with questions.

Table 4.1 the next column is of Standard deviation it talks about the shape of our

distribution, how near the specific data values are from the mean value. Standard

deviation explains about how near our sample mean is to the true mean of the

general population. Both of them can help in providing a clearer picture than the

mean alone. The purpose of measuring Standard deviation is to check the range

or spreading around the mean of a data set. Negative standard deviation never

occurs. Standard deviation is high when there is presence of outliers. A solitary
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outlier can increase standard deviation and in turn, misrepresent the data. The

value of standard deviation must be lesser then 1. From table number 4.1 it is

clear that all the values of standard deviation are in range of 0.8to 0.9.

Table 4.1: Descriptive and Normality Analysis

Variables Mean Std. Deviation

Team Resilience 4.26 0.896

Agile Response to change 4.21 0.928

Project Complexity 4.3 0.848

Project Success 4.33 0.83

4.2 Correlation Analysis

I have used Pearson correlation test it basically describes about the association

between the variables. It is a single number which describes relationship, from this

test I am able to explain that how strongly variables are related to each other. The

satisfactory value for correlation is in range of -1 to +1. Values that range from

0.10 to 0.29 shows that there is a weak or smaller correlation between variables

but there is association between variables. Values that range from 0.30 to 0.49

shows that there is a moderate correlation and values that range from 0.5 to 0.8

explain that there is a strong correlation (P. Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2014). Values

that are above 0.8 shows that the variables are highly correlated this mean that

the relationship between variables is so strong that they can be represented as a

single variable. This means that there is an error of multicollinearity. Therefore

this error must be dealt accordingly by running different tests so that it can be

minimized. Otherwise, error of multicollinearity can affect the correlation of other

variables.
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Table 4.2: Correlation Analysis

Variable Team Resilience Agile Response to Change Project Complexity Project Success

Team Resilience 1

Agile Response to change .795** 1

Project Complexity .791** .875** 1

Project Success .788** .868** .916** 1

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

According to the table given below the relationship between Team resilience and agile response to change is 0.795 that is significant because

it lies in range of 0.5 to 0.8 which mean that there is a strong correlation between these variables. It is a positive value which means that

increasing Team resilience will increase agile response to change. The correlation between team resilience and project complexity is 0.791

which means that there is a strong correlation between these variables. This means that increase in Team resilience will increase project

complexity. The correlation between Team resilience and project success is 0.788 which means that there is a Strong relationship between

these variables.
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The correlation between agile response to change and project complexity is 0.875

which means that they are highly correlated, this mean that the relationship be-

tween variables is so strong that they can be represented as a single variable. The

positive value indicates that increase in ARC will increase project complexity.

The relationship between ARC and PS is 0.868 indicating they are highly corre-

lated, relationship exists between these variables. The relationship between project

complexity and project success is a strong relationship. The positive value indi-

cates that increase in project complexity will increase project success. P value

indicates the significance value, and it demonstrates about chance of error that

might occur in data. If P value is lesser the 0.01 its means that there is a 1%

chance of error in data. In the table given above values with less than 1% error

are symbolized with “**”. These values are representing that the correlation is

99% significant if values are less the 0.01.

4.3 Testing Theoretical Relationships

For testing the theoretical relationship between variables, I have used PROCESS

Macro by Andrew F. Hayes 2021. This tool uses the technique of bootstrapping,

in this technique random sample are made from data for calculation of anticipated

statistics in each sample (Preacher & Hayes, 2008; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). For

testing the link among team resilience and project success, for testing the relation

among team resilience and agile response to change, for testing the effect of me-

diator on the relationship between team resilience and agile response to change ,

process macro’s model number 4 is used, and for testing effect of moderator on

the link among TR and PS and for testing if moderated mediation exists in the

model I have used model 7 of process macro.

4.3.1 Direct Effect of TR on PS

In the first step the relationship between the team resilience variable and depen-

dent variable project success is considered, this is known as the path “c” in my

case this is the direct effect of team resilience on project success. According to



Results and Analysis 48

Table 4.3 given below the variable of team resilience is denoted by alphabet “X”

and project success is denoted by alphabet “Y”.

Table 4.3: Direct Effect of X on Y

Predictor Effect SE t p LLCI ULCI

X to Y 0.2475 0.366 6.7596 0.000 0.1755 0.3194

N=387 Confidence Interval = CI, UL= Upper limit, LL= Lower Limit

According to the Table 4.3 and Figure 4.1 the p value is 0.00 which is less

than 0.05 represents that the relationship between the values is significant. And

similarly there is a zero between values of LLCI i.e., 0.1755 and ULCI i.e., 0.3194

which mean that direct effect of team resilience is not significant on project success.

This means that our first hypothesis that “team resilience is positively related to

project success” is supported.

Figure 4.1: Direct effect of X on Y

4.3.2 Mediation Analysis

In the second step the association between team resilience and agile response to

change is considered also known as path “a”. According to the Table 4.4 and

Figure 4.2 given below the p value is lesser then 0.01 and there is zero between

the values of LLCI and ULCI which means that the relationship between these

variables is in-significant. The value of SE i.e., 0.0320 suggests that the team

resilience will bring a change of 3.2 units in agile response to change. It means

that with every one unit increase in team resilience, project success will increase by

3.2 units. Positive value of SE indicates that if team resilience will increase, agile

response to change will also increase. This means that our second hypothesis that

“team resilience is positively related to agile response to change” is supported.
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Table 4.4: Direct Effect

Predictor Coeff SE t p LLCI ULCI

X to M 0.8236 0.320 25.732 0.000 0.7607 0.8865

M to Y 0.5858 0.0353 16.573 0 0.5163 0.6553

X=Team Resilience, Y= Project Success M= Agile Response to Change, N=387, Confidence

Interval = CI, UL = Upper Limit, LL = Lower Limit

Figure 4.2: Direct Effect of X on M

In the third step also known as path “b” is considered. According to Table 4.4

and Figure 4.3 given below the p value is 0.00 which is less than 0.001 and

accordingly if we look at the values of LLCI and ULCI there is no zero between

the 2 values i.e., 0.516 and 0.655 which means that the relationship is significant

and the value of SE 0.035 suggests that agile response to change will bring a 3.5

unit change in project success. It means that with every 1 unit increase in agile

response to change the project success will increase by 3.5 units. The positive

value indicates that with increase in agile response to change, project success will

also increase. This means that our third hypothesis that “agile response to change

is positively related to project success” is supported.

Figure 4.3: Direct Effect of M on Y

The indirect effect of team resilience on project success through agile response to

change also known as path “c” is significant as bootstrapping values (i.e., BOOT
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LLCI = 0.3841 and BOOTULCI = 0.5815) of indirect effect doesn’t have a zero

between them. Accordingly, both values are positive which confirm that there is

mediation in model. Total effect is calculated by adding direct effect and indirect

effect. In my case the value (i.e., .4825) of indirect effect is positive which means

that with the presence of mediator the values of total effect will increase.

Table 4.5: Indirect Effect

Predictors Coeff SE LLCI ULCI

Agile Response to Change 0.4825 0.495 0.3841 0.5815

X=Team Resilience, Y= Project Success M= Agile Response to Change, N=387, Confidence

Interval = CI, UL = Upper Limit, LL = Lower Limit.

Hence according to Table 4.5 and Figure 4.4 given above the values of indirect

effect are significant hence my fourth hypothesis that agile response to change

mediates the relationship between team resilience and success e is supported.

Figure 4.4: Direct Effect of X on Y

4.3.3 Moderation Analysis

For testing project complexity as a moderator, I have used model 7 in process

macro. If we look at Table 4.6 that is given below, we will come to know that the

values of LLCI and ULCI are (-.0673) and (.0264) respectively that there is zero

exists between these two values. Along with that p value show the insignificance
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of moderator because in my case the p value is .3915 that is greater than 0.01.

This means that my fifth hypothesis is not supported.

Table 4.6: Moderation Analyses

Coeff SE t p LLCI ULCI

Constant -0.374 0.349 -1.074 0.283 -1.061 0.311

Int-term -0.205 0.238 -0.857 0.391 -0.673 0.026

N = 387, Int- term = Team resilience x Project complexity

Furthermore, according to Table 4.7 which demonstrates the index of moderated

mediation suggests that moderated mediation is not exist in the model. Along

with that p value show the insignificance of moderator because in my case the p

value is 0.3915 that is greater than 0.01. This means that my fifth hypothesis is

insignificant not supported.

Table 4.7: Index of Moderated Mediation

Index Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

Project complexity -0.0120 0.0141 -0.0408 0.0149

N= 387, Confidence Interval = CI, Upper Limit = UL, Lower Limit = L.

Figure 4.5: Research model with results
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4.4 Hypothesis Results Summary

Table 4.8: Summary of Hypothesis Results

Hypothesis Statement Status

H1 Team resilience is positively and signifi-
cantly associated with agile project suc-
cess.

Supported

H2 There is a positive association between
agile response to change and agile suc-
cess

Supported

H3 Team resilience is positively and signifi-
cantly associated with agile response to
change.

Supported

H4 Agile response to change plays a medi-
ating role between team resilience and
agile success

Supported

H5 Project complexity will moderate the
relationship between Team resilience
and agile response to change in such
a way that this relationship will be
stronger when project complexity is
high.

Insigificant/Not
Supported



Chapter 5

Discussion and Conclusion

5.1 Discussion

In this chapter, I will explain importance and relevance of research to existing

literature. This chapter will explain that what we have found from the results,

how this study contributes to existing literature, and how it contradicts existing

literature. The research study was conducted with an aim, to test the hypothe-

ses that were based on theoretical background. Main reason of my study was to

look into the link between team resilience and project success. In this study agile

response to change was considered as the mediator and project complexity was

taken as a moderator. This chapter basically debates the results and findings that

were displayed in the previous chapter. If we read chapter 4 of this thesis we will

come to know that relationship between team resilience and project success is not

significant, relationship between team resilience and project success is significant,

relationship between agile response to change and project success is significant,

agile response to change as mediator is significant, and project success as a mod-

erator is not significant. In this chapter discussion are made on these results in

light of existing literature.

Accordingly, this chapter will discuss in detail the relationship that were found

and the result that were created after the analysis of data. As a hole this chapter

will link my study with the previous studies that are undertaken and will help

us in knowing that how much the findings of our study are similar to the finding

53
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of previous study and if the result deviate what can be the reason. At the end

previously discussed objectives with tested for giving direction to our discussion

so that theoretical contributions and practical implications can be drawn.

5.1.1 Does the Relationship exist between Team Resilience

and Agile Project Success?

The first hypothesis proposed for study states that “team resilience is positively

related to project success” it is not supported according to the finding of stud-

ies. Individually, resilient team members are able to deal with challenging sit-

uations, and their performance is rarely negatively impacted. This gives teams

more chances to work together effectively on activities that need a focus on coop-

eration as well as during challenging situations. We also agree that unfavorable

occurrences might interfere with team operations and force teams to change their

methods in order to accomplish their objectives. However, resilient teams argue

that they are able to withstand the negative effects of adverse events with min-

imal impact on performance can be made unnecessary. According to (Vogus &

Sutcliffe, 2007), “Resilience is the maintenance of positive coordination in difficult

circumstances.”

In the additional statements, resilience is a critical instrument for project groups

working in high environments fraught with risk and uncertainty. Teams that are

less resilient in such challenging situations are even less able to think creatively

about long term problems and challenges, lowering their ultimate likelihood of

succeeding. We define combined cognition more generally as “connecting individ-

ual thoughts and experiences in ways that both redefine and address the needs

of developing conditions” (Hargadon & Bechky, 2006). This occurs as a result of

members interacting mindfully (directing attention and exerting effort) in ways

that allow them to reflect on and perceive continuing perspectives in order to

formulate effective responses (Roberts & Weick, 1993).
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5.1.2 Does the Relationship exist between Team Resilience

and Agile Response to Change?

Our second hypothesis that “team resilience is positively related to agile response

to change” is supported.

The Agile concept is the best fit with business realities in the twenty-first century

(Denning, 2015), since agile methodologies directly address the issues associated

with projects in fast changing contexts The capacity of project management team

members to adapt to project challenges and obstacles is essential to the project’s

success or failure (Serrador & Pinto, 2015). On the other hand, for a number of

reasons, resilient teams can produce better project results. First off, resilient teams

are better able to handle the pressure of unforeseen problems, bounce back and

go on as normal after them, and learn and develop as a result of them (Vogus &

Sutcliffe, 2007). In the other statements, resilient teams show a greater capacity for

improvisation as well as greater adaptability and flexibility in the face of danger,

allowing them to perform at a higher level (Meneghel et al., 2016; West et al.,

2009).

Team resilience competencies can be developed over period and 40 team-level be-

haviors’ were identified and classified into three major strategies (Alliger et al.,

2015):

i.Reduce - actions that deal with pre-crisis circumstances and serve as a form of

anticipatory control.

ii.Regulate- the responses employed to cope with the situation as it arises.

iii.Restore- the actions that were employed to recover team morale and resources

during a crisis.

More especially Morgan, Fletcher, and Sarkar (2013) investigated the psychosocial

enabling factors and methods for team resilience development and identified five

major themes:

i. Motivate, empower, and encourage team members to achieve continual improve-

ment.

ii. Establish an ownership- and accountability-based framework for team regular-

ity.
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iii. Create a team identity and sense of belonging based on a ”selfless” culture.

iv. Make it known that the team is attempting to overcome training and unfore-

seen events; and Encourage satisfaction and a positive mindset during times of

stress.

Capacity to deal effectively with unforeseen events by concentrating on a series

of actions designed to mitigate the persistence of adverse situation, necessarily

requires a distinct set of abilities, experiences, and attitude (Vogus & Sutcliffe,

2007). Thus, resilience reduces the time required for individuals to recover and

ensures a strengthened will, as well as a more expansive repository of useful in-

formation for future situations (Lauer, Lauer, & Kerr, 1990), which is crucial for

human working and organizational reliability.

When we begin concentrating on team resilience, this situation changes rather

than solely on single resilience. In general, the mechanisms that contribute to a

team’s resilience are similar to those that contribute to an individual’s resilience.

However, the collaborative aspect of the organization and the interactions among

its members introduce new variables that must be adequately considered when

calculating the team’s dependencies and impacts on performance (Klein et al.,

2009).

5.1.3 Does the Telationship exist between Agile Response

to Change and Agile Project Success?

Our third hypothesis that “agile response to change is positively related to project

success” is supported.

In today’s world, when competition is high, technology innovation is quick, and

market needs are diverse, adaptability is critical, as a result, unpredictable world,

agility is one of the pillars of continuous originality. Noticed necessary for or-

ganizational performance competitiveness and innovation (Sambamurthy et al.,

2003).

In dynamic and frequently changing corporate environments, agility plays a critical

role in optimizing project success (Haider & Kayani, 2020). Agile approaches

improve project performance by reducing overruns (Nguyen & Mohamed, 2020).
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5.1.4 Does Agile Response to Change Mediating to the

Relationship between Team Resilience and Project

Success?

My fourth hypothesis of study states that agile response to change mediates the

relationship between team resilience and project success. This hypothesis is sup-

ported, Agile methodologies in the software industry provide a project, get cus-

tomer feedback, and use it to improve the project to produce a better version rather

than finishing and delivering the project all at once and risking catastrophic failure

(Beck et al., 2001).

5.1.5 Does Project Complexity Moderate Relationship

between Team Resilience and Agile Response to

Change?

My fifth hypothesis of study states that “PC moderate the relationship between

TR and agile ARC such PC support will strengthen the relationship this hypothesis

is not supported.

The results of the current research it is consistent with earlier findings that some

independent and dependent variables’ relationships are mediated by project com-

plexity. According to (Vidal & Marle, 2008), complexity in a project has a neg-

ative effect on overall project performance but a positive influence on project

results/outcomes (as a consequence of emergent qualities that might generate new

chances for a project).

5.2 Theoretical Implications

This study has facilitated the present evolving field called project management

recently getting popularity as the projects requirement is increasing day by day.

This research contributed crucial factors: Firstly, this study hypothesizes the as-

sociation between TR and PS, and the relationship was supported by the results.

Secondly, the relationship between team resilience and agile response to change
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was also supported by the results. Thirdly the relationship between agile responses

to change on project success is supported. Fourth, is an understanding of the ef-

fect of team resilience on project success through the agile response to change was

developed that was also supported by the results. Therefore last, moderating role

of project complexity has also been checked. As per my knowledge team resilience

was examined against project success in the previous research only. Therefore, the

impact of team resilience on PS with the mediating role of ARC and moderating

role of project success. The outcomes of this research have practical consequences

about the world of business and may contribute in the expansion of theory at

workplace.

Previous research indicated that a team may possess these characteristics regard-

less of whether it is confronted with a challenge (Hartmann et al., 2020; Stoverink

et al., 2020). The results of present study are partially supporting the previ-

ous theoretical research where main focus is team resilience and project success

via ARC with the moderating effect of PC. Thus these results participate in the

expansion of theory.

Present research responded a call for experimental study from those persons who

has discussed that more experiential studies require to be carried out on the rela-

tionship between team resilience and behaviors of the team as well as attitudes.

Therefore, from a theoretical viewpoint, the current study is innovative and par-

ticipating to the in-depth knowledge of the psychosocial mechanisms that will

provide opportunity to the team to comprehend the importance regarding team

resilient that affect team outcomes as well as project success in the setting of busi-

ness. Present study also extended the thoughtful about agile response to change

through the Agile Governance Theory.

5.3 Practical Implications

My study can help companies in different ways. As I have already mentioned

that IT Companies need to focus on their project team members so that they can

develop them effectively. Our research is focused on social aspects of project team

resilience , with help of this research companies can understand development of
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team members of project, their attitude towards project success and in getting

them more engaged in their work which ultimately leads to successful of project

teams in IT Companies.

Every project is different from other projects, meaning that every project has

its own project team requirements because of which in every project different,

strategies policies and procedures are used for managing project team. This study

can help in development of such policies and procedures that can help in better

resilience of team in a project. In this fast moving world there is a need to hire

such workers that are qualified and have required skills to complete projects on

time.

Organization now days are putting a lot of their focus towards successful man-

agement of project teams. Accordingly a lot of research is now focused on team

resilience in projects. Similarly this research is also focused on behavioral and

social aspects of project team development.

We have discussed earlier that team resilience are more involved in agile response

to change which leads to increased project success. Along with that companies

should focus on recruiting teams who high level of resilience. Companies should

make a comfortable environment and develop a culture that promotes project

team resilience this can be done by increasing the number of project resources

for project team. Furthermore, companies should evaluate teams and they should

give them constructive criticism in this way teams will feel motivated and will

be more engaged in their work. In projects when agile methodology is used, the

importance of team resilience increases success rates. Agile is a methodology that

has been proven to minimize project complexity since, practically speaking, every

project is complicated in its own right. By implementing the agile approach in

complicated projects, the team will be better able to concentrate on the reasons

that contribute to the projects’ increased complexity, and by removing or reducing

those aspects; the team will be able to complete the project successfully. By using

agile approach in a complicated setting or complex project, the team would be

given the opportunity to become more accountable and more cooperative, which

would ultimately make the atmosphere more conducive to work.
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Companies can communicate with teams regarding the issues and challenges they

are facing in projects and should encourage them to make physical and cognitive

alterations which can lead to project team resilience and agile response to change.

Companies should tell teams about the characteristics of project which will help

them in getting motivated for their work and can lead to project success. IT

Companies can implement similar activities which will help them in getting project

team more engaged which will lead to success in projects. By doing this company

can increase their productivity which can ultimately lead to profit maximization.

5.4 Future Directions

The research was conducted to determine the relationship between team resilience

and project success with a mediating role of agile response to change and moder-

ating role of interpersonal trust.

• In future a study can be conducted with a different independent variable like

team work or team training.

• Future research studies can be conducted with a different unit of analysis.

• Future studies should consider a larger sample size for more accurate results

• While the current study collected data in a cross-sectional method, longitu-

dinal studies should be conducted in the future.

• Future study can be conducted to check why impact of moderation in not

significant.

5.5 Limitations

Every study has some limitations because it is not possible to cover every aspect

and same is the case with my research study. My research study has filled a

research gap by making contribution to existing literature. Some limitations asso-

ciated with this study are related to the time and resource constraint. The goal of
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study was to examine the association between variables in project team members

of in IT Companies but because of the time constraint we only managed to gather

data of some companies operating in Pakistan. It was difficult to capture target

population in recent times because of security reasons.

Some of the results of our study were not according to what we anticipated, if we

look at previous literature the results were different. It is also important to add

that the current study used the convenience sampling method because of limited

time and resources. We used convenience sampling because it was less costly and

can be done in lesser time. I calculated data with help of Google forms randomly

from different IT Companies.

Furthermore, most of the project team members were busy with their project

activities and because of which they were not ready to give data properly, most

of the team responded to questions without reading the statements, resulting in

low generalizability of the study as response rate was very low. In future studies

can consider the time-lag method to collect data instead of conducting a cross

sectional study. Time-lag method can give improved results by reducing common

method biasness. Lastly, we analyzed our data using SPSS tool, in future research

study can be conducted by using advanced tools for analysis like M Plus or Smart

PLS which are used for analyzing complex models in detail.

5.6 Conclusion

The present study is the first to acknowledge team resilience and project success

through agile response to change in the IT companies. The data was collected from

the individuals (project team members) working in an IT companies. 450 project

team members were approached. Previous research supports the fact that team

resilience has too much important for the organizations to enhance the project

performance. The proposed assumptions include that team resilience positively

affects the project success and our results support it and it is significance. And

the proposed assumptions include that resilience positively affects the agile re-

sponse to change and this hypothesis was supported. And also agile response to

change is positively linked to project success and this hypothesis was supported.



Discussion and Conclusion 62

When agile response is integrated as the mediating variable and this hypothesis

are significant. Oppositely, the effect was very insignificant with the moderating

variable that is project complexity. In this study, first second third four hypothe-

ses are acknowledged in the Pakistani framework and four are supported, with the

help of past findings and theory while fifth hypothesis is not supported.

Based on the current state of research and industry practices, there is evidence to

suggest that team resilience and agile response to change are positively correlated

with project success in IT companies.

Team resilience refers to a team’s ability to bounce back from setbacks and chal-

lenges, and to adapt and learn from these experiences. When teams are resilient,

they are better equipped to handle unexpected changes and challenges that arise

during a project, which can help to prevent delays and mitigate risks.

Agile methodologies, such as Agile Scrum, are designed to promote flexibility,

collaboration, and rapid iteration in software development projects. By embrac-

ing change and responding quickly to new information, teams can deliver higher-

quality products that better meet the needs of stakeholders.

Together, team resilience and agile methodologies can help IT companies to nav-

igate the fast-paced and constantly evolving landscape of software development.

By building teams that are able to adapt and respond to change, companies can

improve their chances of project success and stay competitive in an increasingly

crowded marketplace.
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Appendix-A

Questionnaire

Dear Respondent

My name is Maira Afzaal, as a MS research student at Capital University of

Sciences and Technology, Islamabad; I am collecting data for my research paper

titled as “Impact of Team Resilience on Project Success with Mediating

Role of Agile Response to Change and Moderating Role of Project

Complexity”. It will take your 10-15 minutes to answer the questions and to

providing the valuable information. I assure you that data will be kept confidential

and will only be used for academic purposes.

Sincerely,

Maira Afzaal,

MS Research Scholar,

Faculty of Management and Social Sciences,

Capital University Science and Technology, Islamabad.

Section 1: Demographics

Gender 1- Male 2- Female
Age(years) 1 (18-25), 2 (26-33), 3 (34-41), 4 (42-49), 5 (50-

above)
Qualification 1 (Matric), 2 (Inter), 3 (Bachelor), 4 (Master), 5

(MS/M.Phil.), 6 (PhD), 7(Post PhD)
Experience(years) 1 (0–5), 2 (6–10), 3 (11-16), 4 (17-22), 5 (23-28)

78



Bibliography 79

Section 2: Team Resilience

Please tick the relevant choices: 1= strongly disagree, 2= Disagree, 3

= Neutral, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly Agree.

Sr. No Statement

1 We look for creative ways to alter difficult situa-

tions.

1 2 3 4 5

2 Regardless of what happens to us, we can control

our reaction to it.

1 2 3 4 5

3 We can grow in positive ways by dealing with dif-

ficult situations.

1 2 3 4 5

4 We actively look for ways to overcome the chal-

lenges we encounter.

1 2 3 4 5

Section 3: Project Success

Please tick the relevant choices: 1= strongly disagree, 2= Disagree, 3

= Neutral, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly Agree.

Sr.

No

Statement

1 The project was completed on time. 1 2 3 4 5

2 The project was completed according to the budget

allocated.

1 2 3 4 5

3 The outcomes of the project are used by its in-

tended end users.

1 2 3 4 5

4 The outcomes of the project are likely to be sus-

tained.

1 2 3 4 5

5 The outcomes of the project have directly benefited

the intended end users, either through increasing

efficiency or effectiveness.

1 2 3 4 5
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6 Given the problem for which it was developed, the

project seems to do the best job of solving that

problem.

1 2 3 4 5

7 I was satisfied with the process by which the project

was implemented.

1 2 4 4 5

8 Project team members were satisfied with the pro-

cess by which the project was implemented.

1 2 3 4 5

9 The project had no or minimal start-up problems

because it was readily accepted by its end users.

1 2 3 4 5

10 The project has directly led to improved perfor-

mance for the end users/target beneficiaries.

1 2 3 4 5

11 The project has made a visible positive impact on

the target beneficiaries.

1 2 3 4 5

12 Project specifications were met by the time of han-

dover to the target beneficiaries.

1 2 3 4 5

13 The target beneficiaries were satisfied with the out-

comes of the project.

1 2 3 4 5

14 Our principal donors were satisfied with the out-

comes of the project implementation.

1 2 3 4 5

Section 4: Project Complexity

Please tick the relevant choices: 1= strongly disagree, 2= Disagree, 3

= Neutral, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly Agree.

Sr.

No

Statement

1 The number of different organizations involved in

the project

1 2 3 4 5

2 The number of distinct disciplines, methods, or ap-

proaches involved in project execution

1 2 3 4 5
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3 Level of stakeholder agreement about the project

outcomes

1 2 3 4 5

4 Level of importance of legal, social, or environmen-

tal implications on project execution

1 2 3 4 5

5 Overall financial impact (positive or negative) on

the projects and stakeholders.

1 2 3 4 5

6 Level of importance of the project to my organiza-

tion

1 2 3 4 5

Section 5: Agile Response to Change

Please tick the relevant choices: 1= strongly disagree, 2= Disagree, 3

= Neutral, 4= Agree, 5= Strongly Agree.

Sr.

No

Statement

1 The project management team had the abilities

to respond to political changes that affected the

project

1 2 3 4 5

2 The project management team had the abilities

to respond to economic changes that affected the

project

1 2 3 4 5

3 The project management team had the abilities to

respond to policy changes that affected the project

1 2 3 4 5

4 The Project management team had the abilities to

respond to social value changes (e.g. awareness of

environmental issues, safety standard and climate

change) that affected the project)

1 2 3 4 5

5 The Project management team had the abilities

to respond to technology changes that affected the

project

1 2 3 4 5
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6 The Project management team had the abilities

to respond to technology changes that affected the

project

1 2 3 4 5


	Author's Declaration
	Plagiarism Undertaking
	Acknowledgement
	Abstract
	List of Figures
	List of Tables
	Abbreviations
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Theoretical Background
	1.2 Research Gap
	1.3 Problem Statement
	1.4 Research Questions
	1.5 Research Objective
	1.6 Significance of the Study
	1.7 Supporting Theory
	1.7.1 Agile Governance Theory
	1.7.1.1 The Theory Emergence



	2 Literature Review
	2.1 Team Resilience
	2.2 Project Success
	2.3 Agile Response to Change
	2.4 Project Complexity
	2.5 Hypothesis of Study
	2.5.1 Team Resilience and Project Success
	2.5.2 Agile Response to Change and Agile Project Success
	2.5.3 Team Resilience and Agile Response to Change
	2.5.4 Agile Response to Change Mediate the Relation  between Team Resilience and Agile Success
	2.5.5 Project Complexity Moderates the Relation Between Agile Response to Change and Agile Success

	2.6 Research Model
	2.7 Hypothesis of the Study

	3 Research Methodology
	3.1 Research Design
	3.1.1 Types of Study
	3.1.2 Study Setting
	3.1.3 Time Horizon
	3.1.4 Unit of Analysis

	3.2 Population and Sample
	3.3 Sample and Sampling Techniques
	3.4 Procedure for Data Collection
	3.5 Contribution of Study
	3.6 Research Instrument
	3.6.1 Project Success
	3.6.2 Project Complexity
	3.6.3 Agile Response to Change
	3.6.4 Project Team Resilience

	3.7 Scale Summary
	3.8 Method of Analysis
	3.9 Characteristics of Sample
	3.9.1 Gender
	3.9.2 Education
	3.9.3 Age
	3.9.4 Experience

	3.10 Pilot Testing
	3.11 Reliability of Scales

	4 Results and Analysis
	4.1 Descriptive and Normality Analysis
	4.2 Correlation Analysis
	4.3 Testing Theoretical Relationships 
	4.3.1 Direct Effect of TR on PS
	4.3.2 Mediation Analysis
	4.3.3 Moderation Analysis

	4.4 Hypothesis Results Summary

	5 Discussion and Conclusion
	5.1 Discussion
	5.1.1 Does the Relationship exist between Team Resilience and Agile Project Success?
	5.1.2 Does the Relationship exist between Team Resilience and Agile Response to Change?
	5.1.3 Does the Telationship exist between Agile Response to Change and Agile Project Success?
	5.1.4 Does Agile Response to Change Mediating to the  Relationship between Team Resilience and Project Success?
	5.1.5 Does Project Complexity Moderate Relationship  between Team Resilience and Agile Response to  Change?

	5.2 Theoretical Implications
	5.3 Practical Implications
	5.4 Future Directions
	5.5 Limitations 
	5.6 Conclusion

	Bibliography
	Appendix-A



