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Abstract: Tasks that involve creative problem-solving are especially challenging in distributed teams since virtual
communication doesn’t stimulate the human senses the same as face-to-face interaction. Culture as category of
influencing factors on creativity is therefore the focus of this contribution. A questionnaire is used to see if the need for
supporting specifically cultural aspects of creativity is confirmed by the 101 participants. Two expert surveys follow to
understand if models describing culture can be used to support creativity and to find potential starting points for such
an integration.
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1 Introduction

For product development teams it has become increasingly common to work in a distributed setting (Kern, 2016).
Distributed not only due to New Work practices and home office rules (Helmold, 2022) but also due to the need to get
talents from all over the world on the team because of a shortage of skilled workers especially within Europe (Kern, 2016;
Peichl et al., 2022). This leads to teams often being composed of product developers from different cultural backgrounds.
Distributed development brings its challenges and advantages, as well as multicultural team compositions (Duehr et al.,
2020). To be able to use the advantages arising and overcome the difficulties their origin has to be understood. Especially
tasks involving creativity when solving problems are seen to be difficult in distributed settings (Alahuhta et al., 2014;
Brucks and Levav, 2022). But exactly on the aspect of creativity, culture has an influence as well (Bastian et al., 2023b).
When addressing culture, respect to each person’s individual understanding of culture is given and therefore these
contributions understanding of culture is not based on a definition from literature. The understanding us as authors were
able to agree on is the following. Culture is people's different implicit assumptions about what they take for granted.
Culture is expressed in the way people act and interact. Furthermore, culture encompasses all collectively shared beliefs,
lifestyles and knowledge acquired through socialization and serves as the basis for the distinct identity of a society. With
this understanding given, the reader own understanding is directed but not absolutely limited, since doing so simply not
possible and ones understanding will always be defined by what is already there.

This contribution aims at finding models describing culture, proving that the cultural aspects of creativity need support,
and finding starting points on how to integrate those models in the context of creativity in distributed product development.

1.1 The role of humans in product development

Product development based on the understanding of the system theory by Ropohl (1975) can be seen as the continuous
and iterative development of three subsystems: The system of objectives, the operation system, and the system of objects.
Figure 1 shows the subsystems and their interconnections.
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Figure 1. The extended system triple of product engineering in Albers et al. (2011)

The objectives, requirements, boundary conditions, and their interrelations are defined within the system of objectives.
The system of objects is developed to achieve those objectives. All results are part of the system of objects. These results
can be for example early prototypes or the final result itself. Both of these subsystems are continuously developed further
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by the operation system. The operation system performs all analysis and synthesis steps and contains all resources required
to do so. Part of those resources are not only product development, engineering skills and creativity methods but
computers, financial resources as well as the engineers themselves. This development of the subsystems continues
throughout the entire engineering process. The connection between the system of objects and the system of objectives is
made through the operation system. (Albers et al., 2011)

Understanding the cultural influences on creativity within this perception of the product development process requires a
closer look at the subsystems. When developers from different cultures come together to creatively solve a problem within
the development process, be it the product development itself as the major goal or small problems to be solved to get there,
different understandings of the goal can be problematic. Being from different cultures can for example lead to setting
different priorities when looking at the same goal within the system of objectives. When looking at the operation system
and understanding the developers themselves as resources with their different competencies, experiences and perspectives
we see a second part of the development process that is influenced by cultural differences. The way developers solve
problems, the creativity techniques they apply and the ones they are open to are also influenced by what they know, what
they are comfortable with, what they’ve experienced and therefore by their culture.

It is crucial for enabling efficient engineering processes to understand how cultural influences work. Understanding the
influence of culture on creativity when problem-solving helps when designing targeted support for the operation system
and therefore improves the product development process.

1.2 Distributed product development settings

In this contribution, distributed product development is understood as follows: “Distributed product development describes
the form of product development in which collaboration in the activities is characterized by at least one individual being
spatially separated from the other individuals. The geographic separation can be extended to organizational and temporal
separation. Information and communication technologies (ICT) have to be used for collaboration. Collaboration can take
place both synchronously and asynchronously.” (Albers et al., 2022). Distributed settings for product development tasks
give the flexibility to source knowledge from all over the world but pose challenges that can occur in multiple dimensions.
These dimensions are technology, as well as organization, and the people with their interpersonal relationships. In all the
dimensions negative effects on the efficiency and effectiveness of product development activities can arise. (Duehr et al.,
2020)

Collaboration and creativity are part of the main factors for teams to solve their development problems successfully
(Stempfle and Badke-Schaub, 2002). But especially the tasks that involve creativity are seen as challenging in distributed
settings (Alahuhta et al., 2014). Whether communication takes place virtually versus in person is proven to influence
human creativity and personal contact can lead to a better problem-solving process. Furthermore, the setting in which a
team collaborates, either virtual or in person, can also influence the quality of ideas generated in creativity processes. The
reason for this effect is seen in the higher amount of information transmitted through personal contact. (Brucks and Levav,
2022)

The creative creation of ideas in distributed product development teams needs to be supported to ensure that the specific
requirements in the distributed setting are met so that the quality and quantity of results produced by distributed teams can
compare with the ones of in-person teams, making tasks involving creativity critical activities in distributed product
development (Albers et al., 2022).

1.3 The influence of culture on creativity

Supporting creativity in distributed settings requires a thorough understanding of the influencing factors of creativity.
Bastian et al. (2023b) found through a comprehensive systematic literature review seven categories of influencing factors
an creativity: Team, Individual, Organization, Culture, Technology, Leadership, and Time. Within the categories, further
barriers to creativity have been added leading to a total of 72 success factors and 47 barriers to creativity in distributed
product development. The influencing factors are interconnected on the individual level as well as on the level of the
categories. To show these complex interconnections an impact model has been created, that depicts the factors and their
interconnections on both levels. (Bastian et al., 2023a) With the focus of taking a closer look at the operation system
combined with the need to support creativity in increasingly multicultural distributed teams, the category culture is
explained in more detail. Heterogeneity, cultural difference, different background, diversity, organizational culture,
geographical distance, social dispersion, and psychological dispersion are the success factors within this category (Bastian
etal., 2023b). Again Cultural differences, language differences, different expectations and conflict-solving are the barriers
(Bastian et al., 2023a). The category culture is interconnected as a whole with the categories Organization, Leadership,
Team, and Individual. When looking at the factors on the individual level, interconnections have been found to the
categories Organization and Team. The model with the interconnections between the categories can be seen in Figure 2
with a focus on the category culture. (Bastian et al., 2023a; Bastian et al., 2023b)
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Figure 2. Success Factors and Barriers to Creativity and Interconnections between Categories with focus on the category culturebased
on (Bastian et al., 2023a; Bastian et al., 2023b)

The influencing factors originate form a variety of contributions as well as the interconnections on both levels and are
marked within the model. According to Shao et al. (2019) there are three different ways in which culture can impact
creativity. Firstly, because people from different cultures have different conceptions of creativity. The second aspect is
that individuals from different cultural backgrounds prefer different creativity processes and modes (especially if
individuals from individualist cultures come together with individuals from collectivist cultures). Lastly, the way creativity
is assessed can vary between cultures. (Shao et al., 2019)

To broaden the understanding of the influence of culture on creativity this contribution looks at different models that

describe culture and includes an empirical data collection to add to previous findings to overcome barriers and enhance
success factors of the cultural influence of creativity in distributed product development.

2 Research Profile

2.1 Research Goal and Questions
The overall goal of this contribution is to gain an understanding of different models to describe culture, proving that the

cultural aspects of creativity need support and finding starting points on how to integrate those models in the context of
creativity in distributed product development.

RQ1: Which models capture and describe the concept of culture?

RQ2: What are the differences and similarities between these models?

RQ3: Is there a need for supporting cultural aspects of creativity in distributed product development teams?

RQ4: Can the models be used to support culture in the context of creativity in distributed product development?
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2.2 Research Approach

This research follows the stages of the Design Research Methodology (DRM) by Blessing and Chakrabarti (2009). To
gain an understanding of the different models that describe culture, a literature review (chapter 3) has been carried out
following the snowballing procedure (Wohlin, 2014) to gain an initial understanding of the existing model as Research
Clarification (RC). The start set of the search was Dubina and Carayannis (2016) and Tang and Werner (2017). To also
include research from more recent years, the database of the Design Society was searched for additional results with the
search string “+culture +creativity” from the years 2017 to 2023.

With the three main models for understanding culture at hand, a survey (chapter 4) was designed and distributed. The
questionnaire was developed to reach two goals: understanding how the participants feel about the cultural influence on
creativity in teams and if there is room for improvement concerning this factor. This quantitative research method was
chosen to get a broad perspective when gaining an initial understanding of the need for support for cultural aspects of
creativity within the Descriptive Study I. The survey contains 18 questions starting with questions on the participant’s
cultural background through the languages spoken and the team settings in which the participant has experience. The
following questions were to be answered on a scale from one to five following the MECE (mutually exclusive, collectively
exhaustive) rule. LimeSurvey (LimeSurvey: Free Online Survey Tool, 2024) was used as the survey tool and the survey
was distributed over the LinkedIn network of the researchers. 315 participants answered the survey, from which 101
answers were complete and therefore used for the evaluation.

With the initial understanding gained through the survey, the potential of using the models describing culture to support
creativity in distributed product development was evaluated through two structured interviews with product development
experts in international teams (Expert survey chapter 5). A structured interview was chosen to make the two individual
experiences as comparable as possible as part of an initial Prescriptive Study. The stages and their results are presented in
Figure 3. The blue arrows pointing back from descriptive and prescriptive studies represent that the learnings within later
stages improved the understanding for the earlier stages as well.
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Figure 3. Research approach broken down into the research questions and expected results within the framework of the Design
Research Methodology
With the given degree of detail within the different stages of the DRM this research is classified as type two: review-based
research clarification, comprehensive descriptive study I, and initial prescriptive study (Blessing and Chakrabarti, 2009).

3 Literature review: Models describing culture

The results of the literature review gave three main models to answer the first research question: The Hofstede Model,
Edward T. Hall’s theory of culture, and the MIPO Model. With the models at hand, their potential for helping in supporting
cultural influences on creativity in distributed product development can be analyzed.

The Hofstede model is based on the most comprehensive study of cultural differences from an organizational theory
perspective that has been conducted up until today. He defined five dimensions with which culture can be described:
Power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism-collectivism, masculinity-femininity, and short-vs. long-term
orientation. The model’s goal is to give a framework for understanding cultural differences across countries. (Hofstede,
2011)



In the 2000s, Minkov developed the model further and added a sixth dimension to Hofstede's model: Indulgence vs.
restraint (Hofstede et al., 2010). Edward T. Hall’s theory of culture is used to explain cultural differences in communication
and the understanding of messages (Hall and Hall, 1994; LAVRITS, 2022). The third model is the MIPO model by Petra
Koppel. It facilitates process management by identifying potential conflicts and synergies (Bolten and Barmeyer, 2020;
Koppel, 2007).

The three cultural models of Hofstede, Hall, and the MIPO model offer different perspectives on cultural differences.

Hofstede's model focuses on identifying and measuring the five cultural dimensions and was initially developed in a
worldwide survey with the employees of IBM between 1967 and 1973. The model is often used in the fields of international
management, organizational culture, and cross-cultural research. (Hofstede, 2011)

Hall's model focuses on communication and interaction between people from different cultures (Hall, 1976; Hall and Hall,
1994). The model distinguishes between four dimensions: Proxemics, kinematics, paralinguistics, and time perception.
The model is particularly important for intercultural communication and the understanding of social interactions in
different cultural contexts (LAVRITS, 2022).

The Multicultural Input-Process-Output model (MIPO model) provides a comprehensive and detailed description of
intercultural and virtual processes in multicultural working groups and their impact on team effectiveness. It serves as a
basis for embedding the intercultural and virtual problems (Koppel, 2007). It is a framework that describes the interactions
between the input factors (e.g. team, individual, organization), the process factors (e.g. intercultural conflicts, intercultural
synergies, virtual conflicts and virtual synergies) and the output factors (e.g. performance, satisfaction) in multicultural
teams. The three building blocks of the MIPO model are interlinked and influence each other (Koppel, 2010). For example,
conflicts in team dynamics can lead to reduced group effectiveness Képpel uses Steiner's formula (1972) to record the
effects of culture and virtual collaboration on effectiveness. This formula has already been applied to multicultural groups
by Adler (2002). It states that the actual effectiveness of a group results from its potential, minus the conflicts, plus the
synergies. Group effectiveness = potential - conflicts + synergies. (Adler, 2001; Koéppel, 2010; Steiner, 1972)

Although the three cultural models of Hofstede, Hall, and the MIPO model are different, they also have overlapping
characteristics. All three models are interdisciplinary and draw on concepts and findings from different scientific
disciplines. They all emphasize the importance of culture in the interaction between people in teams and society in general
and focus on identifying and dealing with cultural differences.

All three models can be used to gain understanding and manage intercultural challenges and communication between
people from different cultural backgrounds and overcome misunderstandings and conflicts, answering research question
two.

4 Survey: Relevance of cultural aspects

As detailed in Chapter 2.2, a questionnaire was developed to understand how participants evaluate the cultural influence
on creativity in distributed teams and to find out whether it is necessary to support specifically the factor culture when
supporting creativity to answer research question three. For the following data, 101 complete answers are analyzed. The
participants speak English (85 participants), French (9 participants), German (48 participants), Turkish (63 participants)
and/ or Spanish (6 participants) at a professional level and ten participants have answered, that they even speak further
languages at a professional level. This shows that the participants are qualified to participate in teams with different cultural
backgrounds. Even though not every participant can speak English at a professional level, only one considered it not
important at all and one a little important. 81% of the participants have people from different countries in their team or
environment, making the participants relevant respondents on the questionnaire. They are from different backgrounds,
consider being able to have English as a common language as relevant and most of them have currently a team member
from a different country in their team. For better readability percentages are mathematically rounded (humber behind
decimal point < 5 round down, number behind decimal pint > 5 round up) in the following evaluation.

Misunderstandings in the communication of group members can hinder information exchange and thus task completion.
This applies to all phases of the work process, from problem discussion to idea generation to implementation (Kdppel,
2007). Communication styles can vary significantly depending on culture, according to Hofstede. In individualistic
societies (e.g., the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, France, the Netherlands, Italy, and Germany), a direct and
factual communication style is preferred. In collectivist societies (e.g., Turkey, Russia, and China), a more indirect and
context-dependent communication style is preferred (Hofstede et al., 2010). Hall also distinguishes between high-context
and low-context cultures. In high-context cultures, communication is indirect and relies on context and nonverbal cues. In
low-context cultures, communication is direct and relies on explicit words (Hall, 1976). According to Hall, communication
is also very important and is one of the key pillars of his model. Such culturally determined communication differences
can make it difficult to understand colleagues from other cultures and lead to misunderstandings. To avoid bias, a
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preliminary question was asked to assess whether participants felt comfortable communicating with colleagues from
different cultures. Prejudices can elicit negative feelings in the holder, which can manifest themselves in the form of
avoidance, irritation, or other behaviors (Képpel, 2007). These can also affect communication, which is why the question
was asked to clarify the existence of prejudice before getting to the questions that focus on the different types of
communication. The questions thereafter focus on the communication differences and can be seen including their results
in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Questions for understanding intercultural communication within the survey

The answers to the first question show that bias towards colleagues from different cultural backgrounds does not play a
big role for the participants. The results of the following questions suggest that a majority of participants find it at least in
some instances more difficult to understand colleagues from other cultures. This suggests that the different communication
styles described by Hofstede and Hall may be a fundamental cause of misunderstandings in these groups.

According to Steiner's formula (Steiner, 1972), which is also used by Kdppel (Képpel, 2007), it is important to increase
synergies and reduce conflicts to increase group effectiveness. Conflicts arise from three main reasons: misunderstandings,
prejudices, and ethnocentrism (Koppel, 2010; Képpel, 2007). The participants were therefore asked about communication
issues when not speaking their native language and their relationships with their leaders and colleagues. They were also
asked whether internationalization can have a positive impact on creativity, to focus on the synergies part of the equation
(Figure 5). To eliminate disruptive factors such as ethnocentrism, the question on native language was asked first.

Most of the participants do not see a problem when communicating with colleagues who do not speak their native language
which makes it possible to assume that ethnocentrism is not a major problem, but since some participants decided to rather
not answer this question it should not be completely ignored. Although most participants indicated that they have good
relationships with both their colleagues and their leaders, which can have a positive impact on collaboration and synergies,
it is important to note that approximately 23 % of participants did not answer this question or indicated that they do not
have good relationships with their colleagues and their leaders. This confirms the suspicion that there is room to improve
intercultural teamwork. The final question in this section on the other hand shows, that the participants see the potential
of interculturality especially when solving problems creatively, showing that improving the influencing factor of culture
on creativity is worth working on.
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Figure 5. Questions for understanding intercultural conflicts and synergies

The final part of the survey asked about the positive and negative effects of intercultural teamwork to ensure the necessity
of supporting the cultural aspect within teams and to understand the effect seen by the participants. The participants were
asked whether cultural differences can lead to more successful outcomes. Half of the respondents believe there will be a
positive impact. However, half of the respondents believe that there will be neutral or no positive effects. When asked if
group effectiveness increases in diverse teams, a little over half of the participants stated that this is the case, whilst 28%
do not see a difference and 17% see little to no positive effects. The question, of whether diversity reduces intercultural
conflicts, was answered with yes by more than half of the respondents, whilst 31% see no effect and 16% answered no. A
large majority of respondents (more than 70%) also believe that cultural differences can lead to more innovative ideas or
products and that intercultural teams develop cultural synergies. Around 18% consider this impact to be neutral or could
not decide. Answers in this section state that participants see potential for intercultural teams, but give away, that there is
room for improvement and for supporting the positive effects of intercultural teamwork.

5 Expert survey: Possibilities to use models describing culture for supporting problem-solving
processes in distributed product development

Based on the results of the questionnaire described in Chapter 4, two experts working in intercultural teams were
interviewed to assess how cultural models and the impact of culture on creativity can best be applied in product
development. The requirements where at least 20 years of experience in product development and experience in leadership
of intercultural teams. The experts were interviewed with open-ended questions. The first expert, who was a product
developer at Siemens in Turkey for five years and has been a project manager for 25 years, reported on a ten-year stint at
an electronics company in the USA. Interviewee one speaks English and Turkish. The second expert has been working in
product development in his own company in Turkey for 33 years. He has worked in various teams for more than 25 years
and speaks English, German, and Turkish.

The survey was divided into introductory questions and understanding diversity, Hofstedes model, Halls model, and MIPO
model.

5.1 Introductory questions and understanding diversity

In the survey described in Chapter 4, most respondents believed that cultural differences can lead to more successful
outcomes. However, about half of the respondents considered this to be neutral or not true. Therefore, experts were asked
to evaluate this statement based on their practical experience. The first expert said quite succinctly that different cultures
lead to more diverse ideas. He added that language was not a problem and that there would be no language conflicts in the
workplace if everyone accepted English as a common language.
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The second expert, on the other hand, concluded that it "cannot be generalized" that diverse teams can achieve more
successful results. He based his statement on three examples from his practical experience. In two cases, collaboration
with teams from other countries led to a doubling of the project duration. In a third case, however, it led to a huge success.

5.2 Hofstedes model

Hofstede's model describes cultural differences in different societies using six dimensions. These dimensions are explained
in more detail in Chapter 3. To examine the application of the model in practice, the experts were asked about the four
different dimensions of the model in detail. The dimension masculinity vs. femininity cannot be taken into consideration
here, since the introduction to the dimension’s aspects have been explained faulty.

Individualism vs. collectivism: The experts were asked whether product development differs according to individual and
collective wishes and how much influence creativity has on product development. The first expert pointed out that product
development must adapt to the cultural differences of the target groups. Creativity is essential to develop products that
take these differences into account and can assert themselves on the market. The second expert emphasized that this is one
of the most important factors.

Power distance: In societies with high power distance, children are taught hard work and subordination as important
characteristics. For example, people from high power distance countries tend to agree with the statement that employees
lose respect for their manager if they are asked for advice before making a decision. (Hofstede, 2001) This example was
presented to the experts. They recommended that such findings should be taken into account more often in companies, as
they could significantly increase team success.

Uncertainty avoidance: In cultures with low uncertainty avoidance, people are more willing to take risks and try new
things. In cultures with high uncertainty avoidance, people are more concerned with avoiding risk and sticking to best
practices. How does this cultural difference affect the creativity of product developers? To this question, the first expert
responded that having individuals on the team with cultural differences concerning uncertainty avoidance and risk-taking
can increase the creativity of product developers. He argued that product developers who have to adapt to the needs of
people from different cultures need to be more creative to develop products with a structure and diversity that fulfill these
needs. The second expert emphasized as well that cultural differences on this dimension and supporting teams on the
knowledge concerning it can lead to positive results.

5.3 Halls model

Communication and the associated misunderstandings are an important issue in intercultural teams that can limit the
efficiency of the teams (Hall and Hall, 1994; lvanaj and Bozon, 2016). Hall's model, which is described in Chapter 3,
emphasizes the importance of these aspects. Therefore, the two experts were asked about the role of language in
collaboration in intercultural teams and whether misunderstandings occur in such teams. The first expert concluded that
language is not an obstacle to creativity. Language barriers can even help teams to become more creative. They can
strengthen team cohesion. However, the expert also recognizes that English plays an important role as a global language.
The second expert also noted the importance of English and believed: "That the team should speak the same language
fluently to overcome cultural barriers and misunderstandings".

5.4 MIPO model

The experts were then asked various questions about the interpretation of the MIPO model. The first question related to
their relationship with colleagues from different cultural backgrounds and the impact of this relationship on the quality of
work and company synergy. The first expert thought that this leads to an improvement in the quality of work and said:
"The team spirit is strengthened by the realization that our differences make up our value". The second expert, on the other
hand, claimed that cultural differences do not necessarily lead to a change in the quality of work; in his opinion, this is
more down to the manager and how they deal with conflicts that arise.

The MIPO model was then explained to the experts and the formula: group effectiveness = potential - conflicts + synergies
(Steiner, 1972) was shown. According to the knowledge of the first expert, the potential of intercultural teams is already
higher and the synergy is also greater in these teams. Concerning conflicts, he said: "Conflicts, on the other hand, decrease
as the level of education of the team members increases, in proportion to the number of those who are free of prejudice.”
In contrast to the first expert, the second expert found that cultural differences do indeed cause problems in the problem-
solving process and impair team synergy. He also emphasized the importance of consistent and work-oriented leadership
in line with the organizational culture.

However, both experts found that there is a need to use virtual teams in product development.

The expert survey shows, that cultural differences can be advantageous when handled mindfully. Knowledge of differences
and an understanding of the differences is crucial to use them as advantages. The answer to research question four was



given in this section: The differences that can be displayed over the dimensions in Hofstede’s model are seen by the experts
making the dimensions an option for integration in a support for intercultural creative teamwork. Furthermore, the MIPO-
model was understood as a potential basis for making similarities and differences visible. When considering Halls model,
communication was declared important but the model has not been discussed on a level that gives away if the model
directly can be used to support intercultural teamwork.

6 Conclusion and Outlook

Cultural values and norms influence how people solve product development problems creatively (Dubina and Carayannis,
2016; Tang and Werner, 2017). Understanding the cultural influence on creativity comprehensively is therefore an
important concern in intercultural cooperation. Understanding which models can be used to describe culture resulted in
three main models that are broadly used, and have been developed further over the years but continue to build the basis
for describing culture: Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, Halls’ model for cultural communication, and the MIPO-model
(RQ1). All three models are based on interdisciplinary findings and draw on concepts from different scientific disciplines.
They all stress the importance of culture in the interaction between people in teams and society in general and focus on
identifying and dealing with cultural differences. When the goal is to understand individuals from different cultures better
and manage challenges arising from intercultural difficulties’ all of the models can be used in their individual expression.
Supporting communication between individuals from different backgrounds and overcoming misunderstandings and
conflicts are common goals as well. The models differ in the fields they are usually applied in, they are based on different
amounts of research and have different levels of detail (RQ2).

The 101 participants see mainly potential in intercultural teams, but potential challenges are seen as well. Communication
can be more difficult when individuals from different cultures interact and the potential to support intercultural teamwork
on this matter became clear. Furthermore, intercultural teams are seen to be capable of performing well but these positive
aspects need to be supported as well to ensure that a team’s potential can be used to its maximum extent (RQ3). The
importance of reducing conflicts and increasing synergies was confirmed by the participants.

The aspects that are tackled within the three different models are aspects that are seen as relevant by the experts.
Concerning Hall’s model, the evaluation did not get as detailed as with the other two models. Communication as the main
aspect within the model is still seen as one of the major factors for successful intercultural teams. Malfunctions in
communication can lead to decreasing efficiency of the team. When evaluating the potential of the MIPO model another
important aspect has been discussed. Both of the experts see distributed teams as the future and therefore focus research
on those team settings as specifically relevant. Concerning the models’ characteristics, the experts the formula group
effectiveness = potential - conflicts + synergies as valid and increasing the information flow on these matters as a way to
increase effectiveness, emphasizing again, that communication is key. The realization that differences make up a team’s
value was also mentioned as a positive aspect that could be achieved through the integration of the MIPO model. When
talking about Hofstede’s Model only three of the four dimensions that were discussed in the interview were evaluated
since one was introduced falsely by the interviewer. The effects of having team members that differ within the dimension
of individualism vs. collectivism, power distance, and uncertainty avoidance were seen by the experts. The first dimension
was evaluated as one of the most relevant dimensions, whilst for the power distance dimension it was also mentioned that
this category is not taken into account enough and should be in companies focus more often. For the dimension of
uncertainty avoidance, it was seen as an advantage when having team members with different characterization on this
dimension. Therefore, Hofstede’s model has also the potential when implemented to support intercultural teams’ creativity.
The results are based on the evaluation of two experts only, which is an additional limitation for the results. A broader
study to prove the findings is a relevant next step.

As a next step, the potential of Hall's model and the missing dimensions of Hofstede's model should be investigated in
more detail. A follow-up study should focus on how one or more models or their features can be used to support creative
problem-solving in intercultural teams. Furthermore, Hofstede's study is the most comprehensive study of cultural
dimensions to date. However, it “only” covers 72 countries and has therefore been criticized by several authors as it may
show variations in other circumstances and with other participants. It is therefore important to emphasize that the study
described in Chapter 4 could also show certain deviations, as most of the participants came from Europe and Turkey.
Therefore, an assessment of the relevance of supporting intercultural aspects should also be given to Asian cultures to
cover as broad and diverse cultural groups as possible.
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