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ABSTRACT  
 
Agile methodologies have transformed organizational management by prioritizing team autonomy and 

iterative learning cycles. However, these approaches often lack structured mechanisms for knowledge 

retention and interoperability, leading to fragmented decision-making, information silos, and strategic 

misalignment. This study proposes an alternative approach to knowledge management in Agile 

environments by integrating Ikujiro Nonaka and Hirotaka Takeuchi’s theory of knowledge creation—
specifically the concept of Ba, a shared space where knowledge is created and validated—with Jürgen 

Habermas’s Theory of Communicative Action, which emphasizes deliberation as the foundation for trust 

and legitimacy in organizational decision-making. To operationalize this integration, we propose the 

Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM), a diagnostic tool that evaluates knowledge flow and the 

deliberative foundation of organizational decisions, and the Communicative Rationality Cycle (CRC), a 

structured feedback model that extends the DPM, ensuring long-term adaptability and data governance. 

This model was applied at Livelo, a Brazilian loyalty program company, demonstrating that structured 

deliberation improves operational efficiency and reduces knowledge fragmentation. The findings indicate 

that institutionalizing deliberative processes strengthens knowledge interoperability, fostering a more 

resilient and adaptive approach to data governance in complex organizations.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  
 
Knowledge management in Agile environments faces significant structural challenges, 

particularly regarding data interoperability, knowledge retention, and decision-making reliability. 

The rapid evolution of Agile projects and the decentralization of teams often lead to fragmented 

information, making knowledge governance difficult and compromising the efficient retrieval of 
critical data. While Agile methodologies have transformed organizational management by 

emphasizing team autonomy, iterative cycles, and continuous collaboration, their large-scale 

application exposes significant gaps in knowledge structuring and validation. These gaps hinder 
the integration of dispersed databases, the traceability of decisions, and the consolidation of 

critical knowledge, ultimately limiting organizational learning and strategic adaptability.  
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Although the knowledge management literature offers several approaches to addressing these 
challenges, Agile methodologies—particularly Scrum—are primarily rooted in the Theory of 

Organizational Knowledge Creation by Ikujiro Nonaka and Hirotaka Takeuchi (1997), which 

introduces the SECI model (Socialization, Externalization, Combination, and Internalization) as a 

method for knowledge extraction and conversion. However, Agile practices have not fully 
incorporated the later developments of this theory. Nonaka et al. (2000) expanded this framework 

by introducing Ba, a shared cognitive space that enables the dynamic transformation of 

knowledge within organizations. Yet, Agile ceremonies remain far from the Ba ideal, as they 
often fail to establish the necessary deliberative depth for effective knowledge validation.  

 

Jürgen Habermas's Theory of Communicative Action (TCA) provides a more structured 
foundation for deliberative knowledge management. This theory emphasizes rational discourse 

and deliberative validation as essential mechanisms for ensuring trust and legitimacy in decision-

making processes. It provides a systematic approach to knowledge validation, ensuring that 

organizational decisions are based on collaborative reasoning rather than strategic distortions or 
power asymmetries. 

 

This article presents the integration of Nonaka’s deliberative Ba model with Habermas’s Theory 
of Communicative Action into a structured governance framework for knowledge management. 

The proposed framework enables data interoperability and decision-making reliability in Agile 

environments through the Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM), an instrument designed to 
evaluate an organization’s ability to ensure rational communication. This process is further 

reinforced by the Communicative Rationality Cycle (CRC), a continuous process of 

organizational knowledge refinement, in which decisions are reviewed and validated in a 

collaborative and deliberative environment. These mechanisms ensure that information remains 
accessible, well-structured, and traceable within data systems, reducing fragmentation and 

promoting better knowledge integration.  

 
This framework was applied to the Agile transformation process of the Brazilian startup Livelo.  

According to Exame magazine, this structured knowledge governance approach contributed to 

Livelo's becoming the third-most profitable company in Brazil and the 11th fastest-growing 

company in 2018 (Editora Abril, 2018). The collected data suggest that continuous deliberation 
and knowledge traceability are critical factors for the long-term effectiveness of Agile.  

 

Thus, this article contributes to the knowledge management literature by proposing a structured 
model that integrates knowledge creation spaces (Ba) and deliberative validation. Furthermore, it 

demonstrates how the Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM) and the Communicative 

Rationality Cycle (CRC) improve data interoperability, reduce fragmentation in Agile data 
architectures, and enhance the retrieval of strategic knowledge for structured decision-making.  

 

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  
 

2.1. The Challenge of Knowledge Management in Agile Organizations  
 

Agile methodologies have transformed organizational structures by emphasizing team autonomy, 

iterative learning cycles, and decentralized decision-making. However, despite enhancing 
flexibility and adaptability, they lack structured mechanisms for long-term knowledge retention, 

interoperability, and strategic alignment (Bjørnson & Dingsøyr, 2008).  
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Studies indicate that in complex and large-scale systems, Agile practices often fail to efficiently 
capture, validate, and disseminate knowledge (Dingsøyr et al., 2012). These challenges result in 

three critical issues:  

 

1. Fragmented decision-making – Teams operate independently without structured 
mechanisms to align decisions with broader organizational goals.  

2. Loss of strategic coherence – Without a clear deliberative structure, knowledge remains 

localized and fails to evolve into sustainable organizational learning.  
3. Limited interoperability – The absence of formal structures for knowledge sharing leads to 

the creation of informational silos.  

 
These limitations become particularly evident when analyzing Scrum, the most widely adopted 

Agile framework. The following sections present alternative approaches based on Ba, a unified 

model of dynamic knowledge creation, and Habermas’ Theory of Communicative Action (1981). 

They demonstrate how integrating these models can enhance deliberation, trust, and sustainable 
knowledge management.  

 

2.2. Scrum as a Paradigm of Agile Limitations: The Absence of Knowledge 

InteroperabilityAutonomy without Deliberation  
 
Scrum, often considered synonymous with Agile (Hohl et al., 2018), assumes that team autonomy 

and self-organization are sufficient to ensure effective knowledge management. However, the 

model lacks structured mechanisms to validate and align knowledge across teams and 
organizational levels.  

 

Scrum emphasizes collective intelligence, assuming that continuous interaction among team 

members is enough to foster knowledge creation and dissemination (Lévy, 1997). However, this 
approach overlooks social intelligence, which, according to Goleman (2006), is essential for 

building trust, empathy, and strategic communication within organizations. As stated in The 

Scrum Book:  
 

The team is autonomous: self-selected, self-organized, and self-managed [...] It is not about 

maximizing individual potential to increase productivity to a certain output level but about 

shifting the development paradigm to a collective mind.(Sutherland and Coplien, 2019, p. 80)  
 

Although Scrum enhances team-level autonomy, it does not guarantee scalability. Each new 

member reduces the effectiveness of all other team members by approximately 25% for about six 
months (Sutherland and Coplien, 2019, p. 78), as teams struggle with knowledge transfer. 

Furthermore, Scrum lacks structured mechanisms for deliberation and consensus-building. The 

same source states that "too many cooks spoil the broth" (Sutherland and Coplien, 2019, p. 80), 
which limits knowledge alignment, decision validation, and long-term organizational learning.  

As a result, teams operate independently, without mechanisms to integrate knowledge across the 

organization. Informational silos emerge when teams fail to share insights beyond their 

immediate scope, leading to limited knowledge interoperability.  
 

2.3. Nonaka’s Ba: A Shared Space to Facilitate Knowledge Management  
 

The limitations of Scrum in fostering knowledge interoperability and deliberative alignment 

highlight the need for a structured approach to knowledge creation and validation. While Scrum 

emphasizes team autonomy, it lacks a common space where tacit knowledge can be collectively 
refined and transformed into explicit knowledge. Without such a structured deliberative 

environment, organizations struggle with fragmented knowledge retention, siloed decision-
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making, and loss of strategic vision. To address these gaps, Nonaka et al. (2000) introduce the 
concept of Ba, a shared cognitive and social space that enables dynamic knowledge creation 

through interaction and collaboration.  

 

The concept of Ba can be understood as a dynamic context where knowledge creation occurs 
interactively and collaboratively. It is " a shared space for emerging relationships that serves as a 

foundation for knowledge creation" (Nonaka et al., 2000, p. 40). The theory further emphasizes 

that "Knowledge is not merely transferred but actively created through socialization and 
dialogue" (Nonaka & von Krogh, 2009, p. 635). 

 

In the Agile context, the absence of a structured Ba can result in:  
 

● Fragmented Knowledge Retention: Tacit knowledge remains dispersed among individuals, 

failing to become a collective asset.  

● Siloed Decision-Making: Teams lack a common space for deliberation, limiting cross-

functional learning.  

● Loss of Strategic Vision: Decisions are made at the team level without organizational 
mechanisms for validation and integration.  

 

Creating an effective Ba requires knowledge facilitators responsible for connecting teams, 
structuring deliberation processes, and ensuring the continuous flow of information. These 

facilitators may include:  

 

● Knowledge Leaders: Individuals responsible for ensuring that knowledge is collected, 
validated, and disseminated within the organization.  

● Agile Facilitators: Scrum Masters and Agile Coaches who play a critical role in mediating 

the transition between tacit and explicit knowledge.  

● Deliberative Platforms:  Structured spaces of openness that enable continuous knowledge 

exchange and integration across teams.  
 

A fundamental gap in traditional Agile methodologies is that they lack a structured social context 

for knowledge creation, where facilitators actively support the transition between different types 
of knowledge. Without such a structure, Agile organizations risk continuous knowledge 

fragmentation, weakening long-term adaptability and innovation.  

 

While Ba provides a shared space for knowledge creation, it does not inherently ensure that 
knowledge is validated, aligned, and retained at an organizational level. Its effectiveness relies on 

the quality of the deliberative processes occurring within it—a factor that cannot be assumed but 

must be actively structured and safeguarded. Without a deliberative foundation, Ba risks 
becoming a repository of fragmented knowledge, where tacit information is exchanged but not 

critically validated, strategically integrated, or sustained over time.  

 
This is where Habermas’s theory of communicative rationality becomes essential. If knowledge 

creation is to be sustainable, organizations must ensure that deliberative structures prevent 

fragmentation, power asymmetries, and instrumental distortions—all of which can undermine 

decision-making. The next section explores how the Theory of Communicative Action provides a 
framework for integrating trust, deliberation, and communicative rationality into Agile 

knowledge management, ensuring that Ba remains an adaptive and knowledge-rich environment 

rather than a superficial exchange of information.  
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2.4. Deliberation, Trust, and the Role of Communicative Rationality in Agile 

Knowledge Management  
 
One of the main challenges of Agile knowledge management is that knowledge is often treated as 

a decentralized and emergent phenomenon that lacks structured mechanisms for validation and 

integration. Agile methodologies assume that continuous interactions and iterative processes are 

sufficient to align knowledge across teams. However, as organizations grow in complexity, this 
assumption becomes problematic.  

 

Jürgen Habermas provides a theoretical lens to understand this issue by distinguishing knowledge 
as an accumulated resource from rationality as the structured application of knowledge through 

discourse. According to Habermas (2012a, p. 31): "Rationality is not merely about possessing 

knowledge, but about how speaking and acting subjects employ it through communicative 
processes."  

 

To analyze why Agile struggles with knowledge retention and interoperability, it is useful to 

differentiate between two types of rationality (Habermas, 2012a, p. 533):  
 

● Strategic Rationality → Focuses on efficiency, control, and instrumental success, often 

prioritizing immediate results over long-term knowledge validation.  

● Communicative Rationality → Focuses on deliberation, mutual understanding, and 
consensus-building, ensuring that knowledge is socially validated through rational 

discourse.  

 

Although Agile promotes team autonomy and decentralized decision-making, structured 
communicative spaces where teams can deliberate, validate knowledge across all organizational 

levels, and build strategic alignment based on trust are often lacking. In this sense, knowledge 

fragmentation occurs not only due to organizational complexity but because communicative 
structures fail to sustain rational deliberation throughout decision-making processes. Similar to 

how Nonaka’s Ba requires facilitators to sustain knowledge creation, Habermas’ framework 

demands communicative rationality facilitators—individuals who ensure that deliberation occurs 

under fair conditions, preventing distorted communication, power asymmetries, and the 
instrumentalization of discourse.  

 

2.4.1. The Risk of Instrumentalizing Agile: Strategic Rationality in Practice  
 

In large organizations, Agile frameworks risk being reduced to instruments of strategic 

rationality, where efficiency, performance metrics, and control mechanisms dominate decision-
making. This transformation aligns with what Habermas (2012a, p. 671) describes as the 

colonization of social practices by instrumental logic, where systems prioritize optimization and 

control rather than deliberative engagement.  

 
This shift can be observed in Agile through:  

 

● Superficial Transparency: While Agile promotes visibility through artifacts (e.g., backlogs, 

burndown charts), transparency without deliberation leads to knowledge being observable 
but not critically assessed or aligned (Habermas, 2022b, p. 506).  

● Inspection Without Inclusivity: Agile ceremonies (e.g., retrospectives) encourage feedback, 

yet they often fail due to implicit power dynamics and unspoken hierarchies (Habermas, 

2007, p. 8).  
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● Adaptation Without Trust: Continuous improvement requires psychological safety, but 

without structured trust-building mechanisms, adaptation often becomes superficial and 
reactive (Habermas, 1997b, p. 91).  

 

Without deliberative communication facilitators, teams cannot structure a continuous learning 
process. Decisions become localized and fragmented, lacking connection to organizational 

governance.  

 

2.4.2. Facilitators of Communicative Rationality: A Parallel to Nonaka’s Knowledge 

Facilitators  

 

Just as Nonaka’s Ba requires knowledge facilitators to bridge the gap between tacit and explicit 
knowledge, Habermas’s Theory of Communicative Action requires communicative rationality 

facilitators to safeguard the integrity of deliberative processes. In Agile environments, Scrum 

Masters, Agile Coaches, and Knowledge Managers can foster deliberation, but their 
responsibilities must go beyond process optimization to actively support communicative 

rationality.  

 

These facilitators play three key roles:  
 

1. Ensuring Coercion-Free Communication  

 

○ Trust requires spaces where individuals can speak openly, without fear of retaliation or 
external pressure (Habermas, 1997b, pp. 91–92).  

○ Agile teams can integrate anonymous feedback mechanisms and structured dialogue formats 

to enable genuine deliberation.  

 
2. Promoting Communicative Equality  

 

○ Every team member must have an equal opportunity to contribute to decision-making, 

ensuring that knowledge flows without hierarchical distortions (Habermas, 2007, pp. 82–
83).  

○ Deliberative forums should be structured to include diverse perspectives from all 

organizational levels.  

 
3. Enforcing the Universal Validity of Arguments  

 

○ Decisions should be based on the quality of arguments, rather than positional authority 

(Habermas, 2022a, p. 506).  

○ Facilitators should ensure that discussions remain evidence-based, rather than driven by 
strategic self-interest.  

 

By embedding these communicative principles into Agile governance, organizations can enhance 
data traceability and knowledge interoperability. A deliberative approach to knowledge 

management fosters richer decision-making processes, prevents knowledge fragmentation, and 

enhances long-term adaptability.  
 

3. METHODOLOGY  
 

Traditional Agile frameworks often prioritize efficiency and rapid iteration over structured 

knowledge governance, resulting in fragmented decision-making and inconsistent knowledge 
retention. While Agile promotes team autonomy and adaptability, it lacks mechanisms to ensure 
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that both individuals and teams experience autonomy, mastery, and purpose as collective and 
deliberative principles rather than mere performance drivers. To bridge this gap, this research 

introduces a methodological approach rooted in communicative rationality (Habermas, 1981), 

ensuring that knowledge governance is not only an organizational function but also an intrinsic 

experience at the individual and team levels.  
 

This methodological framework is structured around two complementary mechanisms:  

 

● Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM) – A diagnostic instrument that evaluates whether 
autonomy, mastery, and purpose are genuinely experienced by individuals and their teams 

as communicative rationality principles rather than isolated motivational factors (Deci & 

Ryan, 1985; Pink, 2009; Habermas, 2006).  

● Communicative Rationality Cycle (CRC) – An iterative process that translates DPM 
insights into continuous deliberation, enabling individuals and teams to refine their 

knowledge practices, validate decisions collectively, and sustain a culture of shared 

learning.  
 

By embedding these mechanisms into Agile governance, this approach shifts knowledge 

management from a top-down process to a participatory, person-centered experience that 
strengthens individual agency, team cohesion, and long-term adaptability.  

 

3.1. Convergence Between Intrinsic Motivation and Knowledge Governance  
 

The relationship between autonomy, mastery, and purpose and the challenges of Agile knowledge 

management manifests not only at the organizational level but also in how individuals and teams 
experience and sustain these principles in practice. The Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM) 

evaluates this convergence through three dimensions.  

 

a) Individual and Team Autonomy and Communicative Rationality  
 

 Autonomy must be experienced as both an individual and team-based principle, ensuring that 

deliberations are genuine, participatory, and free from coercion. Decision-making should not be 
merely procedural but structured in communicative spaces where individuals and teams can 

collectively validate knowledge.  

 

b) Individual and Team Mastery and the Validation of Knowledge  
 

 Mastery is not only about individual competence but must also be socially validated within teams 

to prevent fragmentation and the formation of informational silos. Knowledge should flow both 
horizontally across teams and vertically across hierarchy levels to sustain coherent learning and 

integration.  

 
c) Individual and Team Purpose and Strategic Coherence  
 

 Purpose should not be externally imposed but co-constructed within teams, ensuring that 

individuals see their contributions as meaningful and aligned with organizational goals. Decision-
making processes should be transparent and deliberative, reinforcing trust and legitimacy across 

all levels.  

 
Thus, DPM and CRC converge to structure organizational learning in Agile environments, 

ensuring that knowledge decentralization is accompanied by continuous validation, strategic 
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alignment, and an authentic sense of autonomy, mastery, and purpose at both the individual and 
team levels.  

 

3.2. The Communicative Rationality Cycle (CRC): Integrating Knowledge and 

Governance  
 

While the Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM) provides diagnostics on the presence of 
autonomy, mastery, and purpose at the individual and team levels, the Communicative Rationality 

Cycle (CRC) translates these diagnostics into a continuous cycle of deliberation and knowledge 

validation. This process ensures that organizational learning is sustained without succumbing to 
strategic rationality or hierarchical distortions. The CRC operates in five interconnected phases, 

continuously refining and institutionalizing knowledge without fragmentation. As shown in 

Figure 01, the DPM directly influences the first phase of the cycle (Anonymous Feedback 
Collection), feeding insights into the broader communicative process.  

 

 
 

Figure 01 - The CRC cycle - elaborated by the authors. 

 
Figure 01 - The Communicative Rationality Cycle (CRC) and the Role of DPM  

 

The Communicative Rationality Cycle (CRC) operates as an iterative process that ensures 
organizational learning is continuously refined and validated. While Nonaka’s theory of 

knowledge creation provides the foundation for Ba—a shared space where tacit and explicit 

knowledge are dynamically transformed—this space alone does not guarantee the legitimacy and 

coherence of decision-making. This is where Habermas’s Theory of Communicative Action 
becomes essential, ensuring that knowledge is not only created but also deliberated and validated 

through rational discourse. The integration of these perspectives prevents fragmentation, power 

asymmetries, and the instrumentalization of knowledge within Agile environments.  
 

Phase 1: Anonymous Feedback Collection  

 

The cycle begins by identifying barriers to deliberation and assessing whether autonomy, 
mastery, and purpose are structured as communicative principles rather than individualized 

incentives. Anonymous feedback mechanisms enable employees to share concerns without fear of 

coercion, ensuring that knowledge emerges within a safe deliberative space (Habermas, 1997). In 
this phase, Ba acts as a container for these insights, capturing the tacit tensions within the 

organization that might otherwise remain unspoken (Nonaka & Konno, 1998).  
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Phase 2: Translation of Qualitative Feedback into Quantitative Data  
 

Qualitative insights must be converted into structured formats to sustain deliberation, ensuring 

that knowledge is not subject to distortion by power hierarchies. Ba provides the cognitive space 

where ideas are externalized and combined, while Habermas’s communicative rationality ensures 
that this transformation occurs through a deliberative process rather than strategic manipulation 

(Habermas, 2012a; Nonaka & von Krogh, 2009).  

 
Phase 3: Deliberation and Decision Validation  

 

In this phase, structured deliberative forums bring teams and leadership together to evaluate 
knowledge insights. Nonaka’s model highlights the importance of knowledge being validated 

through interaction, while Habermas reinforces that this validation must occur through rational 

discourse rather than hierarchical mandates (Habermas, 2007). Deliberative equality is essential 

to ensure that all perspectives are considered, avoiding distortions in knowledge governance.  
 

Phase 4: Implementation and Monitoring  

 
Once validated, knowledge is institutionalized and continuously monitored to ensure its 

alignment with deliberative principles. While Nonaka emphasizes the dynamic nature of 

knowledge transformation, Habermas highlights the need for continuous discourse to prevent 
reversion to instrumental rationality (Habermas, 2006). This phase ensures that knowledge 

remains a communicative asset rather than an operational byproduct.  

 

Phase 5: Resocialization and Cycle Restart  
 

The final phase reinforces the continuous nature of deliberative knowledge governance. Nonaka’s 

concept of resocialization ensures that knowledge is reabsorbed into the organization’s cognitive 
framework, while Habermas’s deliberative model guarantees that this process is sustained by 

communicative rationality rather than uncritical assimilation (Habermas, 2022; Nonaka et al., 

2000).  

 
Integrating these perspectives ensures that organizational learning remains iterative, adaptive, and 

structurally sound. 

 

4. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS  
 

The implementation of the Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM) and the Communicative 

Rationality Cycle (CRC) in Livelo’s Agile transformation provides empirical evidence on how 

structured deliberation strengthens organizational autonomy, purpose, and mastery, ensuring 
knowledge interoperability and strategic adaptability.  

 

Previous studies on Agile adoption, such as Coplien’s (2004) model, indicate that as Agile teams 
grow, their effectiveness tends to decline by approximately 25%, primarily due to knowledge 

fragmentation and the limitations of decentralized decision-making without structured alignment. 

By contrast, the model applied at Livelo demonstrated that structured deliberation and 
communicative rationality not only mitigated these losses but also reinforced team cohesion, 

participation, and knowledge flow at an organizational level.  

 

This section examines how the methodological framework was applied, evaluates its impacts 
through quantitative and qualitative indicators, and demonstrates how deliberative mechanisms 
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prevented the efficiency decline predicted by Coplien, yielding significantly better results in 
autonomy, purpose, and mastery metrics.  

 

4.1. Case Study: Implementation of DPM and CRC at Livelo  
 

Livelo, founded in 2014 as a joint venture between Banco do Brasil and Bradesco, quickly 

established itself as a leader in Brazil’s loyalty programs market. However, its rapid growth 
required an Agile transformation model capable of sustaining continuous organizational 

adaptation while mitigating the challenges of scalability, knowledge fragmentation, and decision-

making misalignment.  

 
Between 2016 and 2019, this transformation was structured using the Ba principles of Nonaka 

and Habermas’s Theory of Communicative Action. It shifted from a traditional Agile 

framework—often limited by fragmented knowledge governance—to a deliberative model based 
on communicative rationality, transparency, and organizational trust.  

 

The implementation followed the AICMA model (Awareness, Integration, Collaboration, 
Maturity, and Authentic Autonomy), gradually replacing the conventional Agile approach with 

structured deliberative mechanisms. At the core of this transition were two interdependent 

instruments:  

 
● The Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM), which measured the real experience of 

autonomy, mastery, and purpose at the individual and team levels, ensuring that these 

principles were structurally embedded rather than superficially promoted.  

● The Communicative Rationality Cycle (CRC), which translated these insights into 
structured deliberative processes, ensuring that decision-making remained coherent, 

participatory, and aligned with long-term organizational learning.  

 

The initial stages of implementation focused on establishing Agile fundamentals, including 
leadership alignment and employee experience (EX) metrics. As teams gained cross-functional 

autonomy, new challenges emerged—particularly the risk of decentralization leading to 

fragmentation. To address this, the Maturity Phase marked the full deployment of the CRC, 
introducing deliberative feedback loops, structured knowledge validation, and strengthened team 

autonomy.  

 

By late 2019, the transformation reached Authentic Autonomy, characterized by the 
establishment of deliberative guilds, decentralized decision-making, and mentorship programs 

designed to sustain an Agile culture beyond initial implementation. At this stage, communicative 

rationality had become the foundation of Livelo’s adaptive strategy, ensuring that organizational 
growth did not compromise knowledge governance and decision-making integrity.  

 

4.2. Results Obtained 
 

The application of the Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM) and the Communicative 

Rationality Cycle (CRC) provided empirical validation of how structured deliberation influences 
organizational effectiveness in Agile environments. The collected data indicate positive trends in 

autonomy, purpose, and mastery, alongside a significant increase in participation, which emerged 

as a critical indicator of organizational trust and systemic alignment.  
 

Data collection occurred between mid-2018 and mid-2019, evaluating the effectiveness of the 

proposed model in mitigating the 25% efficiency loss predicted in prior Agile studies (Stuerland 

& Coplien, 2019). The results demonstrated that structured deliberation counteracts efficiency 
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declines by reinforcing team autonomy, strategic coherence, and continuous learning 
mechanisms.  

 

 
 

Figure 2 - Measurement Intrinsic motivators - elaborated by the authors. 

 

Figure 2 illustrates the evolution of autonomy, purpose, mastery, and participation, comparing the 

results obtained at Livelo with the expected decline in a traditional Agile organization without 
deliberative structures.  

 

a) Autonomy: Strengthening Decentralized Decision-Making  
 

The autonomy indicator started at 78% in July 2018, peaked at 81% in August 2018, declined to 

72% in May 2019, and stabilized at 73% in June 2019. Despite these fluctuations, autonomy 

consistently remained 17 points above the benchmark (55%), surpassing the expected 25% 
decline predicted by Coplien (2004).  

 

Several structured interventions were implemented to sustain decentralized decision-making, 
including:  

 

● Deliberative training sessions to enhance collective decision-making processes.  

● Collaborative governance mechanisms, such as deliberative guilds, to support continuous 
adjustments.  

● Agile Coaches as facilitators to ensure that team autonomy remained aligned with 

organizational objectives, avoiding fragmentation.  

 

b) Purpose: Aligning Individual Contributions with Strategic Goals  

 

The purpose indicator started at 79% in July 2018, reached 82% in August 2018, and stabilized at 
78% in June 2019. The observed five-percentage-point decline was significantly lower than the 

25% drop typically reported in Agile environments without structured deliberation.  

 

Key interventions introduced through the CRC to maintain strategic alignment included:  
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● Role realignment initiatives, clarifying responsibilities and enhancing employee 

engagement.  

● Optimization of communication channels via a centralized feedback platform, ensuring 

transparent decision-making.  

● Workplace design modifications, strategically fostering collaboration and reinforcing 

shared goals.  
 

c) Mastery: Sustaining Continuous Learning and Development  

 
The mastery indicator began at 76% in July 2018, peaked at 81% in November 2018, and 

stabilized at 76% in June 2019. This five-point fluctuation remained within an acceptable range, 

maintaining a 21-point advantage over the benchmark of 55%.  
 

To enhance continuous learning and knowledge retention, the CRC introduced:  

 

● Development programs tailored to Agile methodologies.  

● Knowledge-sharing sessions, promoting cross-functional learning.  

● Institutional learning frameworks, such as monthly forums, fostering structured expertise 

exchange across teams.  

 

d) Participation: Trust as an Organizational Stabilizer  

 

Although participation is not traditionally considered an intrinsic motivator like autonomy, 

mastery, and purpose, the data suggest that it played a fundamental role in sustaining 
communicative rationality and organizational coherence. High participation levels correlated with 

improved decision-making quality, enhanced transparency, and increased knowledge retention, 

reinforcing its significance as a stabilizing factor in Agile governance.  
 

Participation levels increased from 38% in June 2018 to 92% in November 2018. Due to team 

expansion, they dropped to 45% in December 2018 but recovered to 92% by June 2019. This 
fluctuation demonstrates the effectiveness of CRC’s trust-building mechanisms in restoring 

alignment following organizational disruptions.  

 

Key measures implemented to reinforce participation as a stabilizing factor included:  
 

● Transparent deliberation processes, ensuring that decision-making criteria were clearly 

communicated.  

● Inclusive feedback mechanisms, enabling equitable participation across all organizational 
levels.  

● Strategic adaptation frameworks, preventing disengagement and ensuring sustained 

alignment with organizational goals.  

 

5. Discussion  
 

5.1. The Impact of Structured Deliberation on Knowledge Interoperability  
 
The implementation of the Deliberative Permeability Metric (DPM) and the Communicative 

Rationality Cycle (CRC) restructured the way knowledge circulates among individuals, teams, 

and organizational levels. Traditional Agile methodologies often emphasize emergent and 

decentralized learning, but without deliberative mechanisms, knowledge can remain localized, 
limiting its broader impact.  
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By embedding structured deliberation into Agile governance, three key improvements were 

observed. First, decision-making fragmentation was reduced, as deliberative spaces allowed for 

collective validation, improving alignment across teams and minimizing redundancy. Second, 

trust and participation were strengthened, as the CRC fostered a communicative environment in 
which employees felt safe to express concerns and actively contribute to knowledge-sharing 

processes. Finally, knowledge flow was sustained, as deliberative forums and communities of 

practice facilitated the institutionalization of emergent learnings, preventing knowledge silos.  
 

5.2. Bridging Nonaka and Habermas: A Holistic Approach to Agile Governance  
 
The findings highlight that challenges in Agile knowledge management are not solely operational 

but also epistemological. The way knowledge is created, validated, and integrated determines 

whether it remains fragmented or contributes to long-term organizational adaptability.  
 

Nonaka’s concept of Ba provides a social space for tacit-to-explicit knowledge conversion, yet it 

lacks formal mechanisms for deliberative validation. In contrast, Habermas’s Theory of 
Communicative Action offers a framework in which knowledge is socially validated through 

rational discourse, ensuring transparency and preventing distortions caused by power 

asymmetries.  

 
The integration of these two theoretical models resulted in the development of a deliberative 

governance structure, operationalized through two complementary mechanisms. The Deliberative 

Permeability Metric (DPM) functions as a diagnostic tool that assesses whether organizational 
decision-making is structured under communicative rationality or strategic rationality. The 

Communicative Rationality Cycle (CRC) translates these insights into structured deliberation, 

ensuring that Agile facilitators act as mediators of an organizational public sphere where 
decisions are transparently validated.  

 

This approach moves beyond conventional Agile frameworks, which rely on autonomy and 

iteration but often fail to incorporate deliberation as a core mechanism for sustaining adaptability. 
Combining Nonaka’s Ba with Habermasian deliberation enables knowledge to be continuously 

refined, validated, and integrated at all organizational levels.  

 

6. CONCLUSION  
 
This study provides empirical evidence that Agile organizations must integrate structured 

deliberation to achieve long-term knowledge interoperability and organizational adaptability. The 

findings confirm that relying solely on operational autonomy and iterative cycles is insufficient—
sustainable Agile governance requires mechanisms for deliberation, trust-building, and collective 

validation.  

 

6.1. Key Contributions  
 

The research advances the understanding of Agile knowledge governance by demonstrating that 
structured deliberation mitigates decision-making fragmentation, enabling greater alignment 

across teams and strategic levels. Trust-based participation plays a fundamental role in sustaining 

communicative rationality, ensuring that knowledge is not only shared but also socially validated. 
Moreover, Agile effectiveness is not determined solely by speed and adaptability but also by the 

ability to structure knowledge governance transparently.  
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6.2. Directions for Future Research  
 

The findings of this study suggest several avenues for further exploration. The role of automation 

in deliberative processes should be examined, particularly in how artificial intelligence and 
decision-support systems can facilitate structured deliberation while preserving human agency. 

Additionally, further research is needed to assess the scalability of the DPM-CRC model in large 

multinational enterprises, where deliberation occurs across multiple organizational levels. Finally, 
longitudinal studies could explore the long-term effects of deliberative governance on employee 

engagement, innovation, and competitive advantage.  

 

6.3. Final Considerations  
 

The integration of Nonaka’s Ba and Habermas’s deliberative framework offers a new paradigm 
for Agile governance—one that balances decentralization with structured deliberation, ensuring 

that knowledge flows seamlessly across the organization. The study demonstrates that 

deliberation is not an obstacle to Agile autonomy but a critical enabler of knowledge 

interoperability and strategic alignment.  
 

As Agile methodologies continue to evolve, structured deliberation will be essential for ensuring 

adaptability, transparency, and long-term sustainability in complex organizational environments. 
By embedding communicative rationality into Agile governance, organizations can move beyond 

fragmented decision-making processes and toward a model that sustains both individual 

autonomy and collective intelligence. 
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