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Abstract 
Agility is in a growing demand across fields and regardless of operation size. Organizational transfor-
mation from traditional project-based model to agile method and culture happens gradually through 
making practical and structural changes, adjusting to the changes, and internalizing the new values and 
culture. The new normal is created through change management, changes in the actions and thinking 
of individuals, and sensemaking in everyday interactions. There has been a fair amount of research of 
large-scale agile transformations. However, less attention has been paid to the impacts, challenges, and 
experiences of change management by those impacted by the transformation. 
     This thesis aims to bridge the gap by studying the impacts and challenges of the ongoing large-scale 
transformation in working practices, work order management and leadership. Additionally, this thesis 
portrays the experiences of change management from employee, leader, and stakeholder perspectives. 
The thesis is a qualitative case study of an automation unit of a large technology company. Data was 
collected through 21 theme interviews, which were analyzed following the hermeneutic phenomeno-
logical tradition. 

The results of the study include the impacts and challenges of the transformation and experiences 
of change management from multiple perspectives. Working practices have been impacted by self-
organizing teams and growing transparency in the case unit. High turnover and unit-level cooperation 
create challenges currently. In work order management, the greatest impacts have been the changes 
made in order intake and prioritization. Challenges include a large backlog and applying the high-level 
priorities into practice. Management has been impacted by the changed management roles and clearer 
communication about goals and vision. Understanding the limits of self-management and lack of indi-
vidual human relations management bring challenges. All the informant groups found the change man-
agement to be successful. However, for the employees, the vagueness of the trajectory of the change, 
sudden changes in direction, and large turnover have been negatively experienced. The leaders acknowl-
edged that mistakes have been made along the way, and for them the most challenging aspects of 
change management have been change-resistance and the slow pace of cultural change. From the stake-
holder perspective, the change has been implemented based on the demands of the case organization, 
without paying attention to the needs of other units in collaboration with the case unit.  

This thesis brings multiple perspectives and change management theory to large-scale agile trans-
formation research. The case study broadens the understanding of impacts and challenges of agile 
transformation in product development and provides an experiential view of change management. To 
the case company the thesis provides suggestions on improving operations and change management. 
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Tiivistelmä  
Ketterät menetelmät ovat kasvavassa suosiossa organisaation toimialasta ja koosta riippumatta. Organ-
isaation siirtyminen perinteisestä hierarkkisesta toimintamallista ketteriin menetelmiin tapahtuu 
vähitellen muuttamalla käytäntöjä ja rakenteita, sopeutumalla tehtyihin muutoksiin ja sisäistämällä uudet 
arvot ja kulttuurin. Uusi toimintatapa syntyy muutoksen johtamisen, yksilöiden toiminnan ja ajattelun 
muutoksen, sekä jokapäiväisissä vuorovaikutustilanteissa tapahtuvan merkityksellistämisen kautta. Laa-
jan mittakaavan ketterien muutosten läpivientiä on tutkittu kohtuullisesti, mutta vähemmän on 
keskitytty muutoksen vaikutuksiin, nykyisiin haasteisiin ja muutosjohtamisen kokemuksiin osallistuvien 
ryhmien näkökulmista.  

Tämä diplomityö pyrkii tutkimaan ketterän muutoksen vaikutuksia ja haasteita automaatioyksikön 
työskentelytavassa, työtilausten hallinnassa ja johtamisessa. Lisäksi tutkimuksen tavoite on kuvata 
muutosjohtamisen kokemuksia työntekijöiden, johtajien, sekä sidosryhmien näkökulmista. Diplomityö 
on laadullinen tapaustutkimus suuren teknologiayrityksen tuotekehitysohjelman automaatioyksikössä. 
Tutkimuksessa toteutettiin 21 teemahaastattelua, jotka analysoitiin iteratiivisesti. Kaikki haastateltavat 
ovat olleet osana muutosta ja edustavat kolmea eri näkökulmaa: työntekijät, johtajat tai sidosryhmät.  

Diplomityön tulokset osoittaa muutoksen tuomat vaikutukset ja haasteet ja kokemukset 
muutosjohtamisesta useasta näkokulmasta. Työskentelytavassa huomattavia muutoksen vaikutuksia 
ovat tiimityöskentelyn itseohjautuvuus ja työnteon läpinäkyvyys yksikössä. Haasteita on tuottanut 
korkea vaihtuvuus ja yksikön tason yhteistyö. Työtilausten hallinnassa suurimmat vaikutukset liittyvät 
työpyyntöjen sisäänottoon ja priorisointiin. Haasteita saa aikaan suuri tilauskanta ja korkean tason pri-
oriteettien vieminen käytäntöön. Johtamisen vaikutuksiin kuuluu johdon roolien huomattava muutos ja 
sujuvampi kommunikaatio tavoitteista. Haasteita tuottaa itseohjautuvuuden rajojen ymmärtäminen ja 
yksilötason ihmisjohtaminen. Kaikki ryhmät kokivat muutosjohtamisen pääosin onnistuneeksi. Kuiten-
kin, työntekijöille hämmennystä on tuonut epäselvyys muutoksen kulusta, äkilliset johtajavetoiset suun-
nanvaihdokset ilman riittäviä perusteita, sekä suuri vaihtuvuus. Johtajat kokivat, että virheitä on tehty 
muutosjohtamisessa matkan varrella. Muutosjohtamisessa haasteellisinta on ollut muutosvastarinta ja 
kulttuurinmuutos. Koettiin, että muutosta on johdettu yksikön tarpeisiin perustuen, huomioimatta 
yhteistyön vaatimuksia ja muiden toimintamalleja. Sidosryhmiä ei ole osallistu muutoksen suunnitteluun 
riittävästi. 

Tämä diplomityö tuo suurien ketterien muutoksien tutkimukseen moninäkökulmaisuutta ja 
hyödyntää muutosjohtamisen teoriaa ketterien menetelmien kontekstissa. Tapaustutkimus laajentaa 
ymmärrystä ketterän muutoksen vaikutuksista ja haasteista teollisuuden tuotekehitysohjelmissa, sekä 
tarjoaa kokemuksellisen näkökulman muutosjohtamisen ymmärtämiseen. Kohdeyritykselle työ tarjoaa 
ehdotuksia, miten toimintaa tulisi kehittää ja muutosta johtaa jatkossa.   
Avainsanat  ketterä muutos, ketterät menetelmät, muutosjohtaminen 
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1 Introduction 
 
This chapter introduces the thesis by first, presenting the background and motivations for the 
study. Then, the theoretical and practical research objectives and research questions for the study 
are presented. Finally, this chapter specifies the research scope and presents the structure of the 
thesis. 
 

1.1 Background and motivation 
 
Agility and collaboration are seen by most companies as critical for success (Denning, 2019a). 
This is understandable as companies and units implementing agile are more successful financially 
than those who don’t. Moreover, agility is a growing trend across fields and regardless of opera-
tion sizes (Dikert et al., 2016). Agile practices have become attractive for companies aiming to 
improve their performance. There are a great deal of methods, practices, and frameworks availa-
ble for scaling agile to large operations (Kalenda et al., 2018). The most popular of which is Scaled 
Agile Framework (SAFe) (15th State of Agile Report: Agile Adoption Accelerates across the Enterprise, 
2021), which is built on lean product development, agile development and systems thinking 
(Knaster, 2020). However, agile methodology itself is not the goal, rather, the goal is to create an 
organization, which produces fast, incremental, and risk-free value, and gain collect the financial 
rewards that follow (Denning, 2019a).  
 
“Most traditional industries have accepted, in theory at least, that they must either change or die”, 
Beer and Nohria (2000, p. 133) declare. Unfortunately, around two thirds of change initiatives 
fail, so the changes for success are slim. Organizational change from traditional project-based 
model to agile method and culture happens gradually through first, making practical and structural 
changes, then personally adjusting to the changes, and finally internalizing the new values that 
form the new organizational culture (Denning, 2019a). Change is created through personal tran-
sitions and meaning making in everyday interactions (Balogun, 2006; Balogun & Johnson, 2005). 
Beer and Nohria (2000) suggest that to improve the chances of success, and reduce the damage 
along the way, the nature and process of change should be better understood by managers.  
 
Scaling agile practices and applying them to large operations is a challenge, because the agile 
methodology was designed for small and individual teams. There has been a fair amount of re-
search on large-scale transformation challenges and recommendations for successful transfor-
mations (Conboy & Carroll, 2019; Denning, 2019b; Dikert et al., 2016; Kalenda et al., 2018; 
Naslund & Kale, 2020; Paasivaara et al., 2018). However, less attention has been paid to the 
perceptions and experiences of the those impacted by the transformation. From the change man-
agement perspective, it is relevant to study the transformation from change recipient perspectives 
to understand change implementation more in depth, because even though mangers set the 
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intentions for the change effort, the change outcomes are created by change recipients through 
their daily interactions (Balogun, 2006; Balogun & Johnson, 2005). 
 
This thesis will contribute to the knowledge gap by studying the ongoing large-scale transfor-
mation in the case organization from expert, leadership, and stakeholder perspectives. The thesis 
combines the research on agile organizing, change management and large-scale agile transfor-
mation to create a theoretical framework upon which the empirical case study is conducted. The 
thesis synthesizes experiences from the three viewpoints of enquiry and makes recommendations 
for the future of the ongoing transformation and build understanding of agile transformations in 
product development.  
 

1.2 Research objective, questions, and scope 
 
The objective for the thesis is to understand the implications and challenges of a large-scale agile transfor-
mation and experiences of change management in a product development unit of a large technology company. Spe-
cifically, the study focuses on the circumstances of the case organization, aiming to find out what 
has been challenging and what has gone well during the transformation from the perspective of 
those involved in the transformation. There is a lack of case studies within the context of large 
technology company and the three perspectives of interest; therefore, the thesis fills a valuable 
knowledge gap on agile transformation research. Additionally, the thesis will shed more light on 
the experiences and perceptions of the various perspectives during organizational change.  
 
The practical motive for conducting this study is to enable the product development unit of the 
case company to learn about the positive aspects of the ongoing agile transformation and the 
opportunities to improve upon. Another motive is to understand experiences of change manage-
ment from multiple perspectives. Additionally, this thesis provides reference of agile transfor-
mation for the other parts of the case company.  
 
The thesis observes the organizational change from three perspectives: experts, leaders, and stake-
holder, to gather a multifaceted view of the changes and their impact on the groups. Additionally, 
the study aims to discover how the impacts of the changes have been received, what factors of 
the change are challenging currently and how the process of managing the change was perceived. 
The aim is to create a snapshot of the current understanding around the transformation, rather 
than a comparison of views before and after the implemented change.  
 
From the research objective and motives, the following research questions are constructed: 
 

RQ1: What are the impacts and challenges of the transformation? 
 

RQ2: How have employees, leaders and stakeholders experienced the change man-
agement? 
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The first research question, what are the impacts and challenges of the transformation, explores the con-
crete impacts that the transformation had regarding work practices, work order management and 
management and the challenges that are currently faced. The second research question, how have 
employees, leaders and stakeholders experienced the change management, investigates the experiences of 
change management during the transformation process from the three perspectives. The practical 
implications of the thesis will gather lessons learned and suggest practices for continuing the 
transformation within the case unit or other transformations in similar contexts.  
 
In the center of the study lies the product development unit of a multinational technology com-
pany. The case context of the empirical study is introduced more in depth in Section 3.1. This 
study focuses on the case unit’s agile transformation, which effects the case organization and 
collaboration more broadly. The empirical focus is on the impacts and challenges of the imple-
mented changes in the case unit and the experiences of change management of the people in-
volved in the agile transformation. 
 
Large-scale agile transformation is a broad research area that offers a wide spectrum of possible 
research goals. The research context consists of three main domains. First, the theory on agile 
principles, methodologies, and frameworks provides methodological options for organizations. 
Second, organizational change is a broad field of study with many perspectives and schools of 
thought. Third, the research area on large-scale agile transformations focuses on the applying the 
agile practices to a large operation. Therefore, to keep the research within the limitations of the 
context of master’s thesis, the thesis focuses on the intersection of these aspects in the context 
of the case unit and particularly on how the agile transformation is experienced by the people 
involved. All other aspects are mostly scoped out of the study. The research will explore the 
theory of agile organizing, organizational change, and large-scale agile transformation broadly to 
create a wide understanding for the empirical study, without going into too deep enquiries. This 
broad understanding is then applied to the specific context of the case unit and the agile trans-
formation. 
 

1.3 Structure of the thesis 
 
This thesis consists of six chapters. Chapter 1 outlines the background and motivation for the 
study. Also, research objectives and research questions are presented. Chapter 2 presents the the-
oretical framework of the thesis. The literature is introduced in three sections: agile organizing, 
organizational change, and large-scale agile transformation. Chapter 3 discusses the methodolog-
ical choices for the empirical study. Chapter 4 presents the results of the study. Chapter 5 dis-
cusses the findings and presents conclusions of the thesis research.  
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2 Theoretical framework 
 
The theoretical framework provides the foundation of knowledge for the empirical study. The 
literature is discussed in three sections. First, theory on agile organization is discussed. Second, 
organizational change theory is reviewed to establish a background on interpreting the organiza-
tional change experiences in the case company. Third, large-scale agile transformation challenges 
and success factors are discussed. The theoretical framework is compared to the case study of the 
agile transformation in the Discussion Chapter, based on which practical implications are formed. 
 

2.1 Agile organizing 
 
The agile methodologies are in a growing demand across fields and regardless of operation size 
(Denning, 2019a). Great deal of innovations happens through combining software with new tech-
nologies, creating new opportunities in a fast pace and demand for companies to respond quickly 
to market needs (Hohl et al., 2018). Thus, developing and distributing quality software in a high 
pace is a competitive advantage. Agile methodologies are a promising answer for keeping up with 
the pace of development. The 15th State of Agile Study (2021) found that agile practices and 
process are adopted in an increasing rate across fields and functions within the enterprises. This 
includes IT-development units as well as units such as finance, human resources, and marketing.  
 
In this chapter, lean and agile principles are first presented and discussed. Then, agile frameworks 
are explored and the framework relevant to the case study, Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe), is 
introduced, and key aspects of the framework are examined. Finally, agile management is dis-
cussed, and the applicability of hierarchic management and self-managing way of organizing are 
outlined to create understanding of the managerial facet of the transformation. 
 
2.1.1 Lean & agile principles 
 
Both lean and agile principles are relevant to discuss as agile methods and frameworks build on 
the principles and philosophy of both(SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). The 
term “Lean” was publicly applied in production management when MIT researchers generalized 
Toyota’s management approach in the 1980’s (Poppendieck & Cusumano, 2012). Toyota’s meth-
odology dramatically decreased in-process and final inventories, while extending the responsibility 
of workers in operating the machines and enabling them to build in quality. The key benefit of 
Toyota’s lean management philosophy was the reversed flow of information signals controlling 
production operations, which gave them the benefit of making small batches of components “just 
in time” for final assembly. The philosophy was to “pull” materials and components in a contin-
uous manner rather than “push” them through based on predetermined plans. Lean practices 
have later been applied to software product development, where the emphasis has been on 
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reducing waste and bureaucracy, creating value for the customer, and applying a more flexible, 
iterative, and lightweight development process.  
 
There are seven principles of lean software development (Poppendieck & Cusumano, 2012). 
First, optimize the whole, is achieved through deeply understanding the customer need and how the 
value is created throughout the entire design and development process. Second, eliminate waste, 
means reducing everything that doesn’t add to customer value or efficiency. Third, build quality in, 
suggests that small units of software should be continuously integrated to the larger system. 
Fourth, learn constantly, which is managed through either first considering options for an expensive 
change, or by building on minimum set of capabilities and constantly learning based on feedback. 
Fifth, deliver fast, requires a mindset switch from project-based software development to thinking 
of software development as a constant flow of small changes. Sixth, engage everyone, is crucial as the 
responsibility of creating value falls to the entire value stream. The final principle, keep getting better 
is critical to keep in mind, as lean thinking regards s practices as starting points that should be 
improved and adapted over time. 
 
The term “Agile” originates from the 1990’s when it was used to refer to flexible production 
systems (Poppendieck & Cusumano, 2012). In 2001 it was applied to software development by a 
group of like-minded software professionals who produced the agile manifesto for software de-
velopment. The tenets of the manifesto were created in reaction against the common, more tra-
ditional, software development practices at the time, for instance waterfall development. The 
manifesto combined the learnings and best practices from software development approaches 
from seven decades (Hohl et al., 2018). The key values are individuals and interactions, working 
software, customer collaboration and responding to change (Beck et al., 2001). The manifesto is 
presented in the Figure 1 below.  

 
We are uncovering better ways of developing 
software by doing it and helping others do it. 
Through this work we have come to value: 

 
Individuals and interactions over processes and tools 
Working software over comprehensive documentation 

Customer collaboration over contract negotiation 
Responding to change over following a plan 

 
That is, while there is value in the items on 

the right, we value the items on the left more. 
 

Figure 1 Manifesto for Agile Software Development (Beck et al., 2001) 
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Hohl et al (2018) studied how the agile mindset has evolved since the beginning of agile manifesto 
in 2001. Today, the original ideas of the agile manifesto are becoming more and more commer-
cialized, due to factors such as commercialization of agile certifications. The values presented in 
the manifesto are further elaborated through the principles that guide how these values should 
be applied in practice. The principles behind the agile manifesto (Beck et al., 2001) are as follows: 
 

1. Our highest priority is to satisfy the customer through early and continuous delivery of 
valuable software. 

2. Welcome changing requirements, even late in development. Agile processes harness 
change for the customer's competitive advantage. 

3. Deliver working software frequently, from a couple of weeks to a couple of months, with 
a preference to the shorter timescale. 

4. Business people and developers must work together daily throughout the project. 
5. Build projects around motivated individuals. Give them the environment and support 

they need and trust them to get the job done. 
6. The most efficient and effective method of conveying information to and within a devel-

opment team is face-to-face conversation. 
7. Working software is the primary measure of progress. 
8. Agile processes promote sustainable development. The sponsors, developers, and users 

should be able to maintain a constant pace indefinitely. 
9. Continuous attention to technical excellence and good design enhances agility. 
10. Simplicity--the art of maximizing the amount of work not done--is essential. 
11. The best architectures, requirements, and designs emerge from self-organizing teams. 
12. At regular intervals, the team reflects on how to become more effective, then tunes and 

adjusts its behavior accordingly 
 
The rise of agile has faced both enthusiasm and criticism from developers (Hohl et al., 2018). 
Some apply agile practices because they believe in the values and principles of the manifesto, 
while others utilize agile methodologies because they see it as best practice. There are those who 
view the agile manifesto as the Holy Grail of software development, albeit there are those who 
regard it as a marketing gimmick.  
 
2.1.2 Large-scale agile frameworks 
 
Agile methodologies have become highly prominent in software companies since the formation 
of the agile manifesto in the early 2000 (Putta et al., 2018). The success of agile has led to new 
trends including the scaling of agile with frameworks such as Scrum of Scrums (SoS) or Scaled 
Agile Framework (SAFe) (Hohl et al., 2018). These frameworks build on the Scrum framework 
which Schwaber (2004) defines as a framework for managing projects, which are divided into 
sprints. Sprint is a period during which a defined set of requirements are implemented, and de-
fined meetings are held, such as daily scrum meetings and retrospective. Scrum framework 
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includes roles such as product owners, who define the requirements and scrum masters who help 
the team in following the framework. 
 
There is no clear agreement in the literature on definition of what large-scale agile means (Kalenda 
et al., 2018). Dikert et al. (2016, p. 88) define that agile implementation is considered large-scale 
when it concerns “software development organizations with 50 or more people or at least six 
teams”. This definition contains companies that solely focus on software development, and units 
that develop software in large non-software focused organizations. Nevertheless, there is a grow-
ing awareness of the opportunities, and challenges, that scaling Agile practices across the func-
tions of the organization provides (15th State of Agile Report: Agile Adoption Accelerates across the 
Enterprise, 2021).  
 
Several methods, practices, and frameworks for scaling agile have been developed to answer the 
needs of large-scale development that have emerged over the years (Kalenda et al., 2018). Ac-
cording to the 15th yearly State of Agile Survey, conducted by Digital.ai (2021), the most common 
agile scaling methods are Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) 37%, Scrum of Scrums (SoS) 9%, En-
terprise Scrum 6%, Spotify model 5%, Agile Portfolio Management 3%, Disciplined Agile 3%, 
Large Scale Scrum (LeSS) 3%. More than third of the respondents of the survey identified that 
they follow SAFe most closely. In the beginning SoS was dominant agile scaling approach, how-
ever, over the past five years the use of SAFe has grown considerably and become most promi-
nent approach. SAFe, SoS and Less are considered more mature than the others (Kalenda et al., 
2018). Their attributes are summarized and compared in the Table 1 below. 
 
Table 1: Methods for scaling agile. Adapted from (Kalenda et al., 2018) 
 
 Scaled Agile Frame-

work (SAFe) 
Scrum of Scrums (SoS) Large Scale Scrum 

(Less) 

Team size 50-120 people in release 
trains 

5-10 teams 10 Scrum teams, 7 mem-
bers x team 

Diffusion High High Medium 
Complexity High/Medium Medium/Low Medium/Low for scrum 

aware 
Organization 
type 

Traditional Enterprises Traditional and Agile En-
terprises 

Large Enterprises 

 
The methodologies presented in Table 1 have differences and similarities, with specific context 
to which they suit best. SAFe is an agile framework and a compilation of best practices for large 
organizations (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). The foundation of the frame-
work is in lean product development, agile development and systems thinking (Knaster, 2020). 
The SAFe model is introduced more in detail in the next subsection, as it is the framework in use 
in the case unit.  



8 
 

 

Compared to SAFe, SoS is a less comprehensive framework for large-scale transformations, ra-
ther, it is a cross-team synchronization methodology (Kalenda et al., 2018), that reaches its full 
potential when used with other frameworks, such as SAFe (Knaster, 2020). SoS is utilized to scale 
up processes, and to reduce communication overhead that may happen when scaling projects 
(Sutherland, 2001). The main idea is to hold daily SoS meetings with one chosen ambassador 
from each team, where each ambassador reports the status of development of their team. The 
ambassadors solve rising issues together focusing on the coordination challenges between teams.  
 
LeSS is a full framework that is much more lightweight than SAFe (Kalenda et al., 2018) It aims 
to maintain transparency and emphasizes continuous improvement through adding more con-
crete structures on top of Scrum (Larman & Vodde, 2016). It doesn’t offer exact answers, but 
rather it leaves a lot of room for situational learning. It will not suit for those, who are looking 
for standard solutions or defined processes, which LeSS view as comforting illusion of control 
and predictability. LeSS abides by one of the core values of manifesto, presented in the previous 
section (Beck et al., 2001), individuals and interactions over processes and tools (Kalenda et al., 2018). 
There are similarities between Less and SAFe in their organizational structure and processes, as 
both have cross-functional component teams, scale the role of product owner, use scaled forms 
of meetings, and apply hierarchy of backlogs. 
 
Case Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) 
 
In this section the SAFe is introduced in detail, because it is used in the case organization of the 
study. SAFe combines the lean and agile philosophies and provides concrete guidance for apply-
ing lean and agile practices in large enterprises (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 
2021). It is a commonly used framework for scaling agile to large enterprises (Putta et al., 2018). 
It combines the lean and agile values, principles, and practices, and scales them to suit large scale 
operations (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). SAFe is defined in detail, even 
some agendas for specific meetings are defined. It has several defined roles and responsibilities, 
and the organizational structure has many hierarchical layers. The framework is used by large 
enterprises such as Cisco, Hewlett-Packard, and Intel (Kalenda et al., 2018). Figure 2 provides an 
overview of the SAFe 5. 
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Figure 2: Scaled Agile Framework 5 (SAFe 5 for Lean Enterprises, n.d.) 
 
SAFe 5 includes four levels of implementation: Essential, Large solution, Portfolio and Full (SAFe 
5 for Lean Enterprises, n.d.). The Essential level describes how agile teams work, utilizing Scrum, 
Kanban, and XP techniques (Knaster, 2020). It focuses on the agile release train, which coordi-
nates business and technical teams, key stakeholders and other resources involved in creating the 
solution. Large solution level adds roles, practices, and guidance to build large-scale solutions with 
multiple agile release trains. Portfolio level provides portfolio strategy and investment funding 
practices and focuses on organizing development around flow of value and aligning portfolio 
execution to strategic objectives. The portfolio level adds on Lean portfolio management, organ-
izational agility, and continuous learning culture, which are part of the core competences of the 
Lean Enterprise introduced below. Full SAFe combines all the previous and contain all core 
competences introduced below. It is used by the world’s largest enterprises to manage portfolios 
of large solutions.  
 
When applying SAFe to practice it is crucial to understand the seven core competences of the 
Lean Enterprise, that are needed to create business agility (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile 
Framework, 2021). The competences are visualized in the Figure 3 below. The core competences 
of the Lean Enterprise are: 
 
1. Lean agile leadership. The Lean-agile way of working should be embedded in the beliefs, 

decisions, responses, and actions of leaders, because they model the expected norm for 
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others in the organization. Embodying a growth mindset is crucial, as it makes the organiza-
tion constantly improve upon the previous 

2. Team and Technical agility. Agile teams should be empowered, collaborative and fo-
cused on shared goals. They take collective ownership of the produced content and adhere 
to quality standards and processes to ensure build-in quality. Building an enterprise-class 
solutions requires collaboration of multiple agile teams. Teams collaborate through an Ag-
ile Release Train (ART), that shares a schedule of iterations. 

3. Agile product delivery. Releases are made on demand based on the market and customer 
needs. Customer centricity and design thinking helps organizations to make sure that the 
solution is desirable, feasible and sustainable for the customer. Important events of SAFe 
are organized regularly. Deliveries are made through the process of continuous exploration, 
integration, development, and releasing on demand. 

4. Enterprise Solution Delivery. Large-scale solutions are built by coordinating multiple Ag-
ile Release Trains (ART). The vision, backlog, roadmaps, and development schedules are 
coordinated between all Agile Release Trains. Architecture should be implemented with 
scale, modularity, releasability, and serviceability in mind. It is crucial to build systems in a 
way that allows continuous evolvement when they are live. SAFe encourages arriving at the 
operational environment quickly to learn, deliver value and get to the market before the 
competition. 

5. Lean Portfolio Management. Funding should be allocated to build the right things, so that 
the enterprise can accomplish its business objectives. Operational excellence is achieved in 
the portfolio level by coordinating and supporting program execution, while measuring per-
formance.  Forecasts and budgets are done dynamically. 

6. Organizational Agility. Everyone involved in the business solution delivery should em-
brace lean and agile values, principles, and practices. They help to respond to the rapidly 
changing markets. Value streams are analysed, and workflow and business operations are 
improved. The enterprise should regularly sense market changes and adapt its strategy ac-
cordingly.  

7. Continuous Learning Culture. Culture is a vehicle for promoting continuous learning, 
personal growth, and process improvement. The organization should facilitate and invests in 
ongoing growth of its employees, which in turn, fuel the enterprise’s ability to transform 
itself when needed. Encouraging innovation invites employees to challenge the status quo, 
explore new ideas, experiment, and create process improvements. Relentless improvement 
should be facilitated through creating a constant sense of competitive danger, creating a 
problem-solving culture, reflecting at key milestones, and practicing fact-based improve-
ment.  
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Figure 3. SAFe overview of the seven core competencies required for business agility (SAFe 
5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021) 

 
Some of the notable benefits of adopting SAFe are transparency, productivity, predictability, 
alignment, and time to market (Putta et al., 2018). However, there are also challenges that come 
with adopting SAFe, for instance change resistance and challenges with planning the first program 
increment. According to Scaled Agile, Inc. White paper (2021) implementing SAFe results in 
optimally organized teams that create value and can react to changing business needs. SAFe en-
terprises can: (1) Quickly adapt and respond to emerging competitive threats, (2) Efficiently iden-
tify and deliver incremental customer value, (3) Maintain quality in an evolving product and so-
lution portfolio. According to the white paper, SAFe helps enterprises to accomplish business 
agility, which is crucial for thriving in the digital age. 
 
Dikert et al. (2016) highlight some negative aspects of large-scale agile frameworks such as SAFe. 
The predefined practices and structures in agile frameworks tend to be challenging to hide and 
relabel, which makes communication with customers problematic, as they often struggle with the 
terminology. SAFe may invoke connotations of heavy weight compliance and regulatory pro-
cesses with people who are unfamiliar with its content, rather than something nimble and light-
weight. This results in organizations having to adjust the framework or drop it in some projects 
to ensure collaboration with customers. Organizations may need to form agreements on how to 
work around the framework to collaborate with organizations who are not familiar with it.  
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2.1.3 Agile management  
 
The agile management approach is focused on continuous innovation and providing value to 
customers, through enabling small, networked teams to get big things done (Denning, 2019a). 
When implementing an agile model, the management usually transforms from a bureaucratic 
model, dominant in organizations started during the 20th century, where the communication is 
top-down and key to success is tight control (Denning, 2019b). 
 
This chapter examines the prevalent management approaches in agile methodologies. First, self-
managing way of organizing is introduced, and its boundary conditions are discussed. Then, hi-
erarchical, and bureaucratic management and its benefits are presented. Finally, application of the 
managerial approaches is examined. 

 
Self-managing way of organizing 
 
The agile management aims to liberate the full talent of workers and make money because of 
creating value, rather than having money as the main goal (Denning, 2019a). Self-managing way 
of organizing is another term used to describe this networked management approach (Lee & 
Edmondson, 2017). The self-managing organization (SMO) is defined as an organization that has 
radically and formally decentralized authority throughout the organization, to the extent where 
the role of middle management and supervisor-subordinate relationships is greatly diminished. 
All employees of self-managing organizations own well-defined decision rights that cannot be 
overruled by their superior simply because they are the boss. The organizations that do not fit the 
definition of self-managing organizations can be called less-hierarchical organizations.  
 
According to Martela (2019) self-managing way of organizing is the most suitable for an organi-
zation under certain boundary conditions. The independence of units in self managing organiza-
tions reduces the common coordination challenges, because the teams can make decisions and 
be responsible of their performance independently. In self-managing way of organizing, the teams 
should enjoy as much autonomy as possible to make decisions (Banai et al., 2016). Decentralized 
decision-making allows each team or unit to have the authority to make the decisions needed to 
provide the best possible solution for the customer, especially in situations where the product or 
service is highly tailored and unique (Martela, 2019). Also, Banai et al. (2016) highlight that the 
features of the job should lead to personal satisfaction of the employees. They should be able to 
focus on topics that interests them within fields they have the capability to learn and grow. 
 
SMOs function better in organizations where employee expertise, motivation, and work ethic is 
high (Banai et al., 2016; Martela, 2019). Without a supervisor that monitors, guides and commands 
employees, the organization relies on the employees to have the self-motivation needed and have 
to expertise to make the right choices (Martela, 2019). Moreover, having a mission that is worth-
while and being able to communicate it to employees may be crucial for the success of a self-
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managing organization. Thus, in self-managing organizations employee motivation needs to be 
towards the company, not only for the profession they practice, as the employees should perform 
tasks that are in line with goals of the entire organization. Banai et al. (2016) agree that employees 
in SMOs should have high commitment of being part of the organization. Team members should 
share the organizations values and objectives. 
 

Bureaucratic and hierarchical management 
 
Bureaucracy arose as an antidote to older forms of organizing, where a person was the owner of 
their position and organization was based on personal relationships and loyalties (Martela, 2019). 
Max Weber characterizes bureaucracy as a system with fixed areas of authority defined by rules 
(Garreth & Wright Mills, 1946) . The levels of authority create a system where the higher levels 
of authority supervise the lower levels. Additional, rules are followed, which are general, exten-
sive, stable, and can be learned. Hierarchy is defined through two basic principles (Lee & Ed-
mondson, 2017). First, a hierarchy of authority, meaning that individuals report to managers who 
have the authority to direct and prioritize task allocation and execution. Second, a hierarchy of 
accountability, namely, managers are accountable for the work of all those below in the organiza-
tion chart. Halevy et al. (2011) argue that hierarchy is as widespread, because it improves the 
chances of survival and success of the group.  
 
Hierarchies exploit the distinct and often opposing psychological effects of having versus lacking 
power, according to Halevy et al. (2011). Having powers leads individuals to be more liberated, 
goal-oriented, to act on the goals and practice more abstract, creative, independent thinking. 
Lacking power leads to contradictory effects, leading to risk aversion and greater adherence to 
default solutions. Those who have power see the big picture and lead, while those who lack power 
focus on details and follow. Hence, hierarchy enhances performance through reinforcing the 
leader versus follower dynamic. Martela (2019) mentions that in the case of highly standardized 
products or services, a bureaucratic model of task separation and process optimization is more 
fitting, as the employees have clearly defined tasks and they do not need to know the context 
outside their role. 
 
According to Halevy et al. (2011) hierarchy upholds division of labor and coordination. Every 
individual knows their place in a hierarchy, which reduces uncertainty and reinforces predictability 
of interactions by creating clear expectations of behaviors of people in different ranks, that is, 
hierarchy simplifies social interactions. Hierarchies may fulfil the needs of power and achievement 
through advancement opportunities and other extrinsic rewards. Hierarchy entails a clear chain 
of command which offers employees certainty, predictability, and structure, leading to high levels 
of organizational identification and commitment. Thus, hierarchy creates a psychologically re-
warding environment. Martela (2019) specifies that if outputs of the units depend on one another 
and units need to collaborate closely, top-down oversight might be easier solution than self-man-
aging way of organizing. 
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According to Halevy et al. (2011) hierarchy reduces conflict and improves voluntary cooperation. 
Low-ranked individuals avoid conflicts and cooperate with high-ranked individuals. In negotia-
tions, the lower-ranked individual tends to accept exploitative offers from high-ranked individuals 
because the alternative is not as beneficial in the long run, as the individual in power controls 
valuable resources. Hierarchy’s effect on conflict and friction reduction is enhanced through 
world views that support hierarchy because individuals voluntarily cooperate and abide according 
to the hierarchical order. Hierarchy improves performance through acting as an incentive system, 
through for instance promotion, differential pay, and status symbols. Therefore, lower ranked 
members are motivated to increase their contribution.  

 
Management in large agile organizations 
 
The SAFe model introduced in Section 2.1.2 combines a hierarchical management structure to a 
networked self-managing way of organizing, to collect the benefits of both ways of organizing 
(SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). Agile teams are often characterized as being 
self-organized, autonomous, and free to decide on their internal matters (Paasivaara & Lassenius, 
2019). However, in large-scale agile frameworks, such as SAFe, hierarchical structures are utilized 
in defining roles and responsibilities (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). Hier-
archy may be beneficial to uphold in a context where the previously discussed boundary condi-
tions defined by Martela (2019) are not fulfilled, and where the advantages of hierarchy are em-
phasized (Halevy et al., 2011).  
 
Self-managing way of organizing should be promoted in organizational contexts where the ben-
efits of decentralized authority outweigh the negative aspects and the boundary conditions are 
adequately fulfilled (Martela, 2019). Thus, the self-managing organizational model works the best 
in markets where customers demand customized unique products, because then teams imple-
menting the solutions are empowered to make the right decisions. Self-managing way of organ-
izing may lead to unleashing employee potential, because hierarchal and bureaucratic obstacles 
are no longer an issue, and bottom-up innovativeness and self-directedness can bloom. However, 
Langfred (2017) found that too much trust in a self-managing team may have adverse effects, 
especially in conditions with high individual autonomy. When the trust between team members 
rises, they monitor one another less, and if individual autonomy is high, the performance suffers. 
In practice, some monitoring of individual team members should be arranged, to mitigate issues 
in coordination and process loss. 
 
Hierarchy provides a clear and consistent expectation on appropriate behavior and simplifies so-
cial interactions, by reducing uncertainty and enhancing predictability, as highlighted by As Halevy 
et al. (2011). When it comes to self-managing organizations communicating of what is expected 
of each member becomes exceedingly important, as the social order and the extent to which each 
member’s power to impact organizational matters reaches may not be clear. However, Martela 
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(2019) criticizes the hierarchical managerial outlook, where the managers are viewed to have the 
ability to control, govern and lead the whole organization with the proper training, as it represents 
the ingrained rationality in bureaucracy, when the reality is often much messier, and it may be 
impossible for an individual to consider all impacting forces within the complex business envi-
ronment.  
 
Halevy et al. (2011) argue that giving the members of organization similar levels of authority, does 
not honor the various competence levels and creates an artificial uniformity rather than equality. 
They highlight that organizations need people who show the way and push others towards desired 
goals, and people who pay meticulous attention to the constraints within the surrounding envi-
ronment. It is true that self-managing organizations tend to be flat in their organizational structure 
(Martela, 2019). However, decentralizing authority may be also achieved by creating a fairer dis-
tribution of authority across the hierarchical levels, without deleting any levels of the formal hi-
erarchy (Lee & Edmondson, 2017).  

 
2.2 Organizational change 
 
Change affects all organizations, and it is ever-present element of organizational life, therefore, 
successful change management is exceedingly necessary skill (By, 2005). Most change projects fail 
because managers end up involved in myriad of change initiatives, loosing focus, and captivated 
by the advice available on why and what they should change and how they should do it, according 
to Beer and Nohria (2000). This results in a lot of confusion when attempting the change. Ac-
cording to Burnes (1996) the challenge in managing organizational change is to find the right 
approach that fits to their specific context. There are a wide variety of possible approaches to 
organizational change, and as a wide range of specific situations where these approaches could be 
applied (By, 2005). 
 
A common topic of discussion in organizational change is whether it is possible to accomplish 
planned change (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). There is a large amount of literature on accom-
plishing managerially planned organizational change initiatives and controlling the change process 
along the way. However, this view on change, says very little about how change emergences in 
real-life context through the interpretations people make of them based on their background 
(Balogun & Johnson, 2005). Therefore, there is a growing interest towards processual, emergent 
approaches to change (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). 
 
In this chapter, first, the planning approach is discussed and view models that represent this 
approach are briefly introduced. Second, the process approach is examined with an example of 
change model that represents this approach. Finally, the change participant experience is exam-
ined through a model of individual change transition and reviewing the literature on resistance to 
change.  
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2.2.1 The planning approach to change  
 
The formal study of change management started with the planning approach to change (Burnes, 
1996). The approach assumes that change outcomes can be controlled through planned manage-
rial action (Palmer et al., 2022). The intended outcomes of the change program are believed to be 
achieved through following the right steps, which makes the management of change a technical 
matter. In this view, if enough data is gathered and applied to a sequential, stepwise process, 
change will transpire (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). Then, when change faces issues, the steps 
of the change process have not been implemented well enough or some key issues have been 
overlooked (Palmer et al., 2022).  
 
A common problem in planned change programs is to make a sustained change in people’s ac-
tions and thinking. (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016) Often organizational changes fail because 
when the change process ends, people revert to their old ways of thinking and acting. The Group 
Dynamics school aimed to solve this issue by focusing on change at the group level, which as-
sumably governs individual’s behavior. The group norms, roles and values during the change 
process was of interest to Lewin (1947), who introduced a three-step model: 
 

1. unfreezing 
2. moving 
3. freezing 

 
Lewin’s model acknowledges the need to discard the old behaviors to give room for the new ones 
(Burnes, 1996). The change process starts with preparing and planning the change, where em-
ployees may be involved to reduce resistance (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). During the un-
freezing stage, stratus quo is destabilized and convincing everyone on the necessity of the change. 
The moving step includes moving the organization to the new way of doing things, which is 
accepted by the members of the organization. The last step, freezing, is about stabilizing the 
changes to a new normal, while preventing the regression to the old behaviors. Lewin (1947) 
highlights that implementing all the three steps reduces the likelihood of reverting to the old ways 
of working and thinking. According to Burnes (1996) the processes that bring about change, and 
the states that the organization passes through when moving to the desired future state, must be 
regarded to understand planned change. 
 
Later, more process models of change where developed, based on the three-step model by Lewin 
(1947). These process models of organizational change tend include the elements of analysis, 
diagnosis, planning, implementation, and evaluation (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). These 
models aim to bridge the gap between theory and practice. A popular planned model of change 
is the Eight-Stage Process for Successful Organizational Transformation by Kotter (1995), which 
helps managers to navigate change in their organization. According to Kotter (1995) successful 
change projects tend to consist of a series of steps that require a considerable amount of time to 
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implement. Skipping steps along the way only creates an illusion of speed and does not lead to a 
satisfying result. Also, critical mistakes in any of the phases can result in slowing momentum and 
hindering the past wins, therefore, having a destructive impact on the overall success of the 
change project. The eight-step model by Kotter (1995), is visualized in Table 2 below. 
 
Table 2: Eight-Stage Process for Successful Organizational Transformation (Kotter, 1995) 
1. Establishing a sense of ur-

gency 
• examining market and competitive realities 
• identifying and discussing crises, potential crises, or 

major opportunities.  
2. Forming a powerful guiding 

coalition 
• assembling a group with enough power to lead the 

change effort 
• encouraging the group to work together as a team 

3. Creating a vision • clarifies the direction where the organization should 
move 

• vision helps directing the change effort 
• developing strategies for achieving the vision 

4. Communicating the vision • using every avenue possible in communicating the 
vision and strategies 

• teaching new behaviors with the example of the 
guiding coalition 

5. Empowering others to act on 
the vision 

• getting rid of obstacles to change 
• includes changing systems or structures that seri-

ously undermine the vision 
• encouraging risk taking and non-traditional ideas, ac-

tivities, and actions 
6. Planning for and creating short 

term wins 
• planning and creating visible performance improve-

ments 
• rewarding employees who made the wins possible 

7. Consolidating improvements 
and producing still more 
change 

• using the increased credibility to change systems, 
structures and policies that don’t fit the vision 

• hiring, promoting, and developing employees who 
can implement the vision 

8. Institutionalizing new ap-
proaches means 

• anchoring changes to the organization’s culture 
• articulating the connections between the new behav-

iors and corporate success 
• ensuring leadership development and succession that 

upholds the vision of the new way of doing things 

 
The model by Kotter (1995) starts with establishing a sense of urgency, because without motiva-
tion the change effort goes nowhere. Executives sometimes underestimate what it takes to drive 
people out of their comfort zones, and overestimate how much they of a sense of urgency they 
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have created. Poor business results may make it easier to convince people about the need for 
change, however, it also results in less resources available for implementing the change. Then, 
after forming the guiding coalition vision for change is created. The vision should be simple and 
clear enough so that it can be communicated and understood in under 5 minutes. Communicating 
the vision is important, but not sufficient by itself. Therefore, empowering people, step 5, by 
removing obstacles, from the way towards the vision is the next step to successful change. Em-
ployee may understand the goal and want to move towards it but there may be many obstacles 
blocking the way. Sometimes an obstacle is the organizational structure and too narrow job cate-
gories. Step 6, Creating short term wins is important, because most will not endure the long 
transformation process without compelling evidence 12-24 months in. Creating short term wins 
differs from skipping to short term wins, as in the former managers actively look for improving 
performance and quality and reward the people involved in achieving the objectives. Commit-
ment to produce short-term achievements upholds the sense of urgency and encourage analytical 
thinking that may clarify or revise visions. Finally, managers tend to be tempted to declare victory 
too soon, therefore, the 8th step is critical, because the new approaches are fragile until they sink 
deeply into the organization’s culture. Alvesson and Svenigsson (2016) critique Kotter’s approach 
in that offers obvious advice, by for example suggesting removing obstacles to change and having 
good leadership. 
 
Planned models of change have had their fair share of criticism (Burnes, 1996). According to 
Alvesson and Sveningsson (2016), these models have a simplistic view of organizations, and the 
authors tend to claim that their model works for any organizations, regardless of their industry, 
business, and organizational culture. Another common criticism is that the planned models as-
sume that organizations can move from one stable state to another and therefore they operate in 
stable conditions (Burnes, 1996). These assumptions are disputed, because the world is seen as 
turbulent and chaotic, and change is more continuous and open-ended process than set of dis-
crete, self-contained events.  
 
Contingency theories provide another way to approach planned change (Palmer et al., 2022) Con-
tingency theory rejects the “one best way for all” approach common in planned approaches to 
change (Burnes, 1996). Instead, it aims to find “one best way for each” organization. Organiza-
tions need to create a structure that fits with the contingencies they face to succeed, meaning for 
instance environment, technology, and size. According to Palmer et al. (2022), contingency ap-
proach to change is based on the same belief as other models in the planning approach to change, 
where managerial action can achieve the intended outcomes, if they are able to take the factors 
that impact the organization into account. Organizations wanting to apply contingency theory in 
their change management should understand their current environment and its constraints, in-
cluding the change readiness of employees, managers, and stakeholders (Burnes, 1996). Then, 
organizations should decide on its preferred change management style. Next, based on the an-
swers to the two questions, they should ether readjust their managerial style to the contingencies 
they face, or change the contingencies to align with their preferred managerial style.  
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A common criticism on contingency theory is that it may be challenging to define the main situ-
ational factors the organization faces (Burnes, 1996). When contingency theory is applied to or-
ganizational change, the main criticism is that rather than managers being powerless over the 
contingencies the organization faces when designing structure, they may have considerable power 
over not only the structure, but also the situational variables themselves. Organizations may 
change contingencies to align with their preferred way of working and managerial style, rather 
than adapting their change approach to the situation at hand.  
 
2.2.2 Change as an emergent process  
 
Seeing change as an emergent process has gained ground in response to the criticism of the 
planned approach (Burnes, 1996). There are numerous other labels for emergent change, includ-
ing continuous improvement and organizational learning. A complex and chaotic understanding 
of reality is applied to this view of change (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). Many have been 
witnessed that carrying our sequential steps can lead to unforeseen consequences (Alvesson & 
Sveningsson, 2016; Balogun, 2006; Balogun & Johnson, 2005). The proponents of the emergent 
approach to change tend to underscore that there cannot be a simple prescription for managing 
organizational transition successfully, due to contextual factors (Burnes, 1996). Though, the crit-
ics of the approach tend to be point out the disparities between the models. However, there is 
agreement on the main tenets of emergent change. 
 
In the emergent models, change tends to be driven from bottom up, rather than top down 
(Burnes, 1996). Change is viewed as a process of learning rather than just a method of changing 
organization’s practices and structures. Several studies have found that changes tend to emerge 
from the lower-level managers and employees, because of spontaneous experimentation and 
learning (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Palmer et al., 2022). Organizational change requires the promotion 
of innovative, creative, and experimental action (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). Especially with cultural 
changes formal rules should disregarded (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). Nevertheless, some 
degree of bureaucratic action may be needed, including instructions, rules, and standards, though 
it shouldn’t be a major feature of change work.  
 
There have been studies that aim to combine the planning and emergent approaches. For in-
stance, Beer and Nohria (2000) categorized all changes to either E- or O-type changes. E-type 
change represent changes where economic value is emphasized, and the change is achieved 
through central control and focusing on systems, structure, and financial factors. O-type changes 
are focused on developing organizational capabilities, through local interpretations, understand-
ing and translating. They claimed to crack the code of change by combining these two approaches 
by focusing on both economic value and organizational capabilities. They highlight the im-
portance of commitment, coordination, customer need and creativity. However, Alvesson and 
Sveningsson (2016) critique their approach, because the themes they identified are undoubtedly 
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valuable and tend to bring positive outcomes, which makes it difficult to object to the very general 
prescription. They argue that the approach does not stand the “negativity test”, meaning it 
wouldn’t make any sense to claim the opposite. 
 
Emergent organizational change is seen as open-ended and continuous process of adaptation to 
changing conditions (Burnes, 1996). Therefore, even when the changes are operational, they must 
be refined and developed further to maintain their relevance. The change process is non-linear, 
dynamic, emergent, and often also scary and frustrating (Balogun, 2006). Balogun (2006, p. 43) 
proposes that “We need to move away from reifying change as something done to and placed on 
individuals, and instead acknowledge the role that change recipients play in creating and shaping 
change outcomes.” According to Alvesson and Sveningsson (2016) recognizing the emergent and 
local interpretations, experiences and sensemaking the nature of change can be more fully under-
stood. Sensemaking is a rather ambiguous term, without a single agreed definition (Brown et al., 
2015). Sensemaking refers to a process through which groups or individuals create an understand-
ing of what is going on by assigning meaning to their experiences (Balogun & Johnson, 2005; 
Brown et al., 2015; Maitlis & Sonenshein, 2010).  
 
Balogun & Johnson (2005) question the feasibility of top-down control of change programs, be-
cause they found that the change participants mediate the impact the top-down strategy. Even 
the best plans tend to have some unintended outcomes, as seen in Figure 4 below (Balogun, 
2006). Change interventions may generate both positive and negative unanticipated outcomes. 
The reinforcing outcomes are to the same direction as the desired change, such as unexpected 
amount of employee commitment to making the changes work. Counteracting outcomes do not 
support the pursued change, such as employees continuing to do their work according to the old 
way of working. Change as emergent process includes the feelings, experiences and sensemaking 
of the people involved in the change process (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016).  
 
In the emergent process view of change, where change unfolds through the sensemaking of 
change participants, there must be a change in the shared beliefs and assumptions in the organi-
zation about how and why people act in a particular way in various contexts (Alvesson & 
Sveningsson, 2016; Balogun, 2006; Balogun & Johnson, 2005; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). These 
beliefs and assumptions are called organizational schemes (Balogun & Johnson, 2005), which may 
include aspects, such as the acceptable managerial styles, ways of working and cooperating with 
customers (Balogun, 2006). This shift in the shared understanding happens through changing the 
schemata, meaning the mental maps, that the individuals have of the organization. 
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Figure 4: Process of change with unintended outcomes (Balogun, 2006) 

 
Managers provide the blueprint for change, but it is then implemented through the changing 
behaviors of the change recipients, which is impacted by how they interpret and respond to the 
predetermined change plans (Balogun & Johnson, 2005). Change recipients lower down in the 
organization actively shape how the change program progresses. Therefore, there are always out-
comes to change that reinforce the planned change and ones that counteract the desired outcomes 
of change. The change recipient participation on the change process is discussed more in depth 
in the Chapter 2.2.3. 
 
Nevertheless, Managers need to initiate and lead change (Balogun & Johnson, 2005). Managing 
is about facilitating the sensemaking process of the change recipient to create an alignment of 
interpretation, rather than directing and controlling change recipients. Similarly, change recipients 
translate the top-down communication to in the own context of their existence. Also, managers 
must validate and institutionalize the change that has been slowly evolving in the lower levels of 
the organization (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). According to Burnes (1996) managers facilitate change 
through developing a workforce that takes responsibility of implementing change when needed. 
They create a common vision and purpose and foster an organizational climate that encourages 
experimentation. Balogun and Johnson (2005) agree with this view that managers shouldn’t man-
age the detail, but rather strive to clearly share the understanding of purpose, boundary conditions 
and expected outcomes.  
 
2.2.3 Change recipient experience 
 
In the previous chapter, we touched on the fact that change is created through the interpretations 
of those involved in the change process (Balogun, 2006; Balogun & Johnson, 2005). According 
to Kotter (1995), who represents the planning approach to change, transformation is impossible 
unless most people involved are willing to help (Kotter, 1995). This may come with the cost of 
short-term sacrifices, which employees will not do if they do not believe that the proposed change 
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is possible. This becomes exceedingly challenging when downsizing is part of the vision. Manag-
ers can facilitate the change through walking the talk, meaning becoming a symbol of the new 
normal.  
 
This chapter discussed how change recipients experience the change process. First, the emergent 
change process will be elaborated with how the change recipient experience impacts change out-
comes. Then, model of the individual change transition by French and Delahaye (1996) is pre-
sented. Finally, the issue of change resistance is discussed 
 

Change recipient impact on change outcomes 
 
During a change implementation the change recipients make their own interpretations, schemata, 
about the proposed change through social interaction with peers and other organization mem-
bers, which then facilitates the emergent change process (Balogun & Johnson, 2005). The change 
process can lead into both intended and unintended outcomes, illustrated in Figure 4, depending 
on whether the interpretations made by the individual match the intended change outcomes. If 
the interpretations differ, counteracting consequences may occur. Social interactions that help to 
create the new normal happen mostly through informal interactions between peers through eve-
ryday interactions, storytelling, and gossip (Balogun, 2006) This means that managers cannot 
manage these interactions, as they occur in their absence. However, they can create more oppor-
tunities where these activities may happen in their presence, which gives them some control on 
the context of the change recipient sensemaking, which in turn, may help them to better under-
stand the change experience of their subordinates. “Only by placing ourselves at the center of an 
unfolding phenomenon can we hope to know it from within”, construed Tsoukas and Chia (2002, 
p. 571). 
 
During stable times people respond automatically, in a pre-programmed way to events around 
them (Balogun, 2006). However, during times of transformation, the used-to ways of acting break 
down and new roles and ways of working are adopted. Therefore, the behavior changes from the 
taken-for-granted to more deliberate, while the individuals aim to find new stability, where they 
can act again in a taken-for-granted manner (Balogun & Johnson, 2005). The triggers for changing 
the shared assumptions are found during the interactions with peers, and the conversations facil-
itate the interpretations of the new normal. 
 
The temporal aspect of change should be considered because change, and interpretations of 
change, happen through time (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). Social construction of previous 
events happens in the current moment; therefore, it is important to consider that the understand-
ing of a past time is constructed at the current moment (Pettigrew et al., 2001). History is not just 
past events, but rather it is maintained in the human awareness. “The past is alive in the present 
and may be shaping the emerging future” (Pettigrew et al., 2001, p. 700). Therefore, it is crucial 
to note that the past and future are created time and again in present circumstance (Balogun & 
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Johnson, 2005). Our understanding of the past changes as we assign diverse meanings to it based 
on the experiences in the present.  
 

Individual change transition 
 
Several authors have described the process and through which an individual transitions and the 
factors that impact the transition (Breu & Benwell, 1999; French & Delahaye, 1996; Nortier, 1995; 
van den Heuvel et al., 2020). These authors have contributed to the understanding of how indi-
viduals respond to organizational change and how they adjust to the new normal. In the Figure 5 
below, a model of individual change transition by French and Delahaye (1996) is presented. This 
model moves through four phases: security, anxiety, discovery, and integration. 
 
The first phase, security, is where processes and habits are familiar and repetitive, as they have 
been used to create past successes (French & Delahaye, 1996). These habits allow us to predict 
future behavior requirements and stress during this stage is kept to the minimum. Creativity, self-
induced or forced by outside source, generates the ideas that push the individual from this state 
of familiarity to the need for change. Other authors have described similar phases of equilibrium 
in the old system (Breu & Benwell, 1999; Nortier, 1995) 
 
The second phase is anxiety, where tearing down old cognitive structures destroys the old habits 
and the values, they are based on (French & Delahaye, 1996). This phase induces feelings of 
anxiety ranging from mild confusion and self-doubt, to anger and panic, or even numbness and 
immobilization. Nortier (1995) presents a similar phase, separation, where individuals act as the 
old normal is still intact, and aim to solve arriving problems with old behaviors, which are no 
longer supported by the new environment. This creates feelings of increased stress and incom-
prehension. According to French and Delahaye (1996), learning is the propellant that allows the 
individual to adjust to the desired behavior. At times of rapid change, learning should be in-
creased. Breu and Benwell (1999) also found learning to be crucial in moving towards new nor-
mal, they call this phase in their model development. During this phase, formal and experiential 
learning supported the gaining of new competences and skills, which led to gaining confidence. 
 
Discovery is the third phase of the transition, during which new information, skills and behaviors 
are revealed and commitment to the change rises (French & Delahaye, 1996). During this state 
of chaos new values and beliefs are formed, which create the basis for the new strategies, behav-
iors, and routines. Learning how to learn accelerates the transition to the discovery phase. Deci-
sion making propels the individual toward change acceptance. In moving to the integration phase 
many decisions must be made regarding for instance, the goals of the change, or implementation 
of the change to practice. Nortier (1995) depicts a similar phase of rebirth, in which individual 
experiments the new behaviors and even though some of them may be ineffective, the individual 
is hopeful about the future. 
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The final phase, integration, where new behaviors are integrated into current processes (French 
& Delahaye, 1996). Integrating various aspects of change to create a new normal may include 
rejecting some changes that do not fit the accepted behaviors. Self-evaluation through reflection 
allows the individual to feel a sense of belonging by knowing our fit to the world around us. 
Moving through the integration phase swiftly may be encourages though developing new perfor-
mance indicators. Through the process of implementation and self-evaluation, commitment to 
the new behavior is built and new form of security is developed until a future change transition 
comes along. Van Den Hauvel et al. (2020) describes that an individual can create a positive 
transition experience and increase work engagement through reflecting on how the change can 
support their values and goals.  
 

 
Figure 5: Individual change transition (French & Delahaye, 1996) 

 

Resistance to change 
 
Resistance to change is a widely used to explain challenges in organizational change (Dent & 
Goldberg, 1999). Most practitioner literature tends to see change recipients’ responsibility to de-
ploy the plans made by the management (Balogun, 2006). There is a large amount of advice on 
involving the change recipients in the change process and creating a better understanding of the 
need to change, however these are mainly presented as ways to overcome resistance. Dent & 
Goldberg (1999) argue that, in fact, the belief that there is resistance to change, and managers 
should fight it, interferes with change implementation. This belief makes managers focus their 
change efforts on subordinates when the actual need for change is within the system or how the 
change initiative is implemented. Resistance to change is often an oversimplification of the real 
challenge.  
 
According to Price & Chahal (2006) to understand where the resistance comes from, managers 
should identify who will win and lose from the planned changes. It may be difficult to predict 
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how individuals and groups may feel about the challenges of change and the specific changes that 
affect them. Often, the challenges in implementing the change are specific to the context, for 
instance, if the change is anticipated to result in loss of status of employees, then strategies should 
be developed to deal with that specific issue (Dent & Goldberg, 1999).  
 
The change of an individual is not brought about compliance but rather commitment to some-
thing that the individual believes in (French & Delahaye, 1996). Based on the study by Parish et 
al. (2008) employee commitment to change is influenced by four predictors. First, employee per-
ception of change initiative fitting with company’s vision. Second, employee-manager leadership 
quality which enables satisfaction, commitment, and trust. Third, job motivation influences the 
attitudes and makes employees more likely to commit to change. Fourth, employees who feel 
autonomous about their role in implementing change initiatives commit to change.  
 
Faupel & Helpap (2020) highlight the importance of employees’ perception of change procedure 
fairness when change is announced to employee commitment to change. In the beginning of 
organizational change, employees tend to feel a lot of uncertainty because the change process is 
unclear. Management communication with participatory aspects creates stronger feelings of fair-
ness than programmatic change communication. Even well-meaning gestures of the management 
may be interpreted in a way that doesn’t support the change (Balogun, 2006). For instance, man-
agers being honest about the uncertainty that the organization faces may be interpreted as man-
agers not having a clear plan, which in turn may contribute to the cynicism that employees feel. 
Adequate and practical training may help people who feel a fear of change and worry about the 
transformation (Gandomani & Nafchi, 2016). 
 
The opponents of change are often under-appreciated, even though they play an important role 
in improving the proposed change (Price & Chahal, 2006). They tend to have a more compre-
hensive understanding of the day-to-day activities, than the managers who planned the change. 
According to Burnes (1996) the resistance to change arises when a proposed change clashes with 
the existing organizational culture, and then it is important not to ignore or underestimate the 
resistance. Organization’s preferred approach to change is often argued to be based on its culture, 
and therefore it cannot be easily modified. This may be the cause of why so change initiatives 
tend to fail, as the prescribed change model does not fit to the organization’s culture, and there-
fore, may be rejected or inadequate. Therefore, managers must make a choice whether to adapt 
their culture to the desired change or adapt the change to fit their culture.  
 
2.3 Large-scale agile transformation 
 
Lean and agile are trending concepts in the business landscape nowadays, especially when it comes 
to software product development (Paasivaara et al., 2018). Most agile methods also improve the 
working conditions of developers, which may be another reason for their popularity (Hohl et al., 
2018). However, adopting lean and agile practices large scale is a challenge and some roadblocks 
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and bottlenecks tend to happen. To dodge avoidable challenges on the way, managers should 
refer to literature and use the common problems as reference in their own agile transformations 
(Dikert et al., 2016). The process of scaling agile should be tailored to the specific case, provided 
that the core values and principles align with agile philosophy (Kalenda et al., 2018). This chapter 
outlines the common challenges and success factors that impact the large-scale agile transfor-
mation success and discusses recommendations on how organizations should undertake their 
agile transformation, by drawing for literature and real-life example cases. 
 
2.3.1 Transformation challenges 
 
Some challenges tend to occur when an organization implements a large-scale agile transfor-
mation, even if the transformation is successful at the end (Paasivaara et al., 2018). This section 
examines the common challenges of large-scale agile transformations found in literature. The 
challenges and what aspects they include are summarized in Table 3 below.  
 
Table 3. Challenges in large scale agile transformations 
 
Challenge Sub challenges Sources 
Change resistance General resistance to change 

Skepticism towards the new way of working 
Top-down mandate creates resistance 
Management unwilling to change 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Kalenda et al, 2018 
Nashlund & Kale, 
2020 
Faisal Abrar et al., 
2020 

Quality assurance Accommodating non-functional testing  
Lack of automated testing  
Ambiguity of requirements  

Kalenda et al, 2018 
Dikert et al, 2016 
Faisal Abrar et al., 
2020 

Lack of investment Lack of coaching 
Inadequate or dysfunctional training 
Too high workload 
Old commitments kept  
Challenges in rearranging physical spaces 
Lack of agile experts 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Gandomani et al., 
2014 
Faisal Abrar et al., 
2020 

Difficulty in implementing 
agile 

Misunderstanding agile concepts 
Lack of guidance from literature 
Agile customized poorly 
Reverting to the old way of working  
Excessive enthusiasm  
Aggressive roll-out time 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Kalenda et al, 2018 

Diverse approaches and  
coordination challenges in a 
multi-team environment  
 

Interfacing between teams difficult  
Autonomous team model challenging  
Global distribution challenges  
Challenges in achieving technical consistency  
Interpretation of agile differs between teams  

Dikert et al, 2016 
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Using old and new approaches side by side 

Hierarchical management 
and organizational bounda-
ries 

Middle managers’ role in agile unclear Man-
agement in waterfall mode  
Keeping the old bureaucracy 
Internal silos kept  
Traditional organizational culture 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Faisal Abrar et al., 
2020 

Requirements engineering High-level requirements management largely 
missing in agile  
Requirement refinement challenging 
Creating and estimating user stories hard 
Gap between long- and short-term planning  

Dikert et al, 2016 
Kalenda et al, 2018 
 

Integration to non-agile 
functions and business 
processes 

Other functions unwilling to change 
Challenges in adjusting to incremental deliv-
ery pace  
Challenges in adjusting product launch activ-
ities  
Rewarding model not teamwork centric 
Misalignment between customer processes 
and frameworks 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Kalenda et al, 2018 
Conboy & Carroll, 
2019 
 
 

 
Change resistance is a commonly referred challenge during the transformation process (Dikert 
et al., 2016; Kalenda et al., 2018). In the literature review conducted by Dikert et al (2016) 38% 
of the companies experienced change resistance during the agile transformation. There are many 
reasons why change resistance occurs. Teams may feel reluctant to adopt agile practices because 
they are used to old technologies and fear of the unknown (Faisal Abrar et al., 2020). Also, the 
added responsibility of self-managing way of working of the teams may cause resistance. Teams 
may not want to make the change to agile because of the increased transparency, since people 
may feel observed and do not want to share their issues (Kalenda et al., 2018). People involved 
in the transformation may feel scepticism towards the new agile practices (Dikert et al., 2016). 
Organizational culture may impact how willing people are to adapt to the change (Faisal Abrar et 
al., 2020). Change resistance may exist on all organizational levels from team members to man-
agers (Dikert et al., 2016; Kalenda et al., 2018). Employees may oppose the change if it is man-
dated top-down, as the approach isn’t collaborative in nature. On the contrary, if organizations 
approach agile transformation bottom-up, managers may feel reluctant to change, which could 
limit the transformation to only include the team level.  
 
Several authors found quality assurance as a challenge in large scale agile transformations (Dik-
ert et al., 2016; Kalenda et al., 2018). Dikert et al (2016) found quality assurance to be a challenge 
in 14% of the papers they reviewed. The loss of quality may be caused by additional responsibil-
ities and pressure on the teams or unclear definition of when the code is done (Kalenda et al., 
2018). Requirements may be ambiguous and large requirements may not be effectively broken 
down (Dikert et al., 2016). Additionally, lack of automated testing causes excess testing work and 
late detection of defects. Teams may skip bug fixing and testing and avoid using continuous in-
tegration, therefore technical dept piles up and results in teams feeling discouraged and hiding 
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problems (Kalenda et al., 2018). Continuous integration and testing lead towards automated test-
ing, lack of which is seen as significant issue (Faisal Abrar et al., 2020). There tends not to be 
enough time reserved to ensure quality during incremental development, compared to more tra-
ditional development methods, such as waterfall development, where extended time for quality 
assurance was received at the end of each project (Dikert et al., 2016). Moreover, non- functional 
testing may be needed to ensure quality, however, agile methods do not accommodate it and 
teams do not have enough resources. Thus, separate quality assurance teams may need to be 
created for specific testing needs. Built-in quality is one of the four core values in Scaled Agile 
Framework introduced in chapter 2.1.1.2.1 (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). 
Quality assurance should be supported by creating an environment where built-in quality is the 
standard.  
 
Lack of investment was prevalent challenge in 31% of literature Dickert et al. (2016) reviewed. 
Some problems caused by lack of investment issues include too high workload, keeping old com-
mitments, and rearranging physical spaces (Dikert et al., 2016). The workload of teams should be 
adjusted to facilitate the transformation, since overloaded people cannot change their behavior 
and learn new ways of working. Keeping old commitments may keep people to focused on them 
rather than the new agile practices and in some cases may lead overloading. Rearranging physical 
spaces may be needed to facilitate the new way of working, because agile methods recommend 
that an entire team works in the same room. Lack of agile experts is one crucial challenge that 
stems from the lack of investment (Faisal Abrar et al., 2020). Without experts the whole transfor-
mation is difficult to handle. Agile experts are made, and expertise is maintained through proper 
training. Lack of direct investment training and coaching is a major issue, since it causes many 
problems during the transformation (Dikert et al., 2016; Gandomani & Nafchi, 2016).  
 
Trainings may be defective for a multitude of reasons (Gandomani et al., 2014). Training package 
may not be offered to everyone, or it doesn’t cover all related issues to the transformation. Train-
ings may be offered to only some of the teams, and managers may opt out of trainings, even when 
the trainings would foster their understanding of the agile values, and thus aid in the transfor-
mation. Inappropriate content of the trainings and non-practical training is common issue, which 
should be combatted through balancing of theoretical training and practical appliance of the les-
sons learned. Agile values and roles should be thought first in theory, and then the methods 
should be learned through practical training, before jumping into the real-life agile transformation. 
Trainings tend to be time-boxed during the beginning stages of the agile transformation process, 
which is better than nothing, however, it is more meaningful to continually train, and coach peo-
ple based on their needs and with the help of an experienced coach. To ensure adequate training 
having a full-time agile coach and mentor is needed, because most challenges happen during real 
work and that is the best time to solve them. Beer and Nohria (2000) also suggest that using 
consultants may be beneficial in managing change, as they empower and facilitate the change 
work through the expert knowledge they provide. 
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The impacts of defective training include unrealistic expectations, difficulty of change, lack of 
deep understanding of agile values, lack of effective collaboration, low confidence (Gandomani 
et al., 2014). Unrealistic expectations may lead to people feeling disappointed if they had an ex-
pectation that agile would solve all their problems. Trainings impact people’s ability to change, as 
the change in the way people operate play’s a significant role in the agile transformation. Deep 
understanding of Agile values is needed to understand the need for change and people who do 
not grasp them may stand in the way of successful agile implementation. Sufficient training and 
onsite coaching facilitate collaboration and helps individuals to feel confident in their role in the 
new agile methodology and encourages them to collaborate during the transformation process.  
 
It is a common challenge (48%) that agile methods turn out to be difficult to implement for 
a multitude of reasons (Dikert et al., 2016). Misunderstanding agile concepts may lead to executing 
agile practices without understanding their purpose. They may be caused viewing agile only 
through the tools used, and not through the reasons they are used. Literature may not offer 
enough easy-to-follow guidance on how to implement agile large-scale. The reality may be much 
messier than the circumstances described in literature and there are variances of agile approaches 
recommended in literature, thus initial approach may be difficult to choose. Customizing the agile 
approach is needed as by-the-book implementations are not usually achievable. Poor customiza-
tion may include skipping practices or downplaying some while enhancing others. This may lead 
to adoption of the practices that reflect current needs, without accomplishing the needed changes 
in process and mindset. Some may be tempted to replace the agile terminology with familiar 
vocabulary; however, it is not advised to do so as new terminology stimulates a new way of think-
ing. Reverting to old way of working may be a temporary issue, however, it may also displace the 
agile way of working. If people are not trained adequately, the uncomfortability of applying new 
practices may revert them to the old way of doing things. Or, if agile does not result in immediate 
wins teams may return to the old ways of working to mitigate the performance issues. Over en-
thusiasm towards agile methods may also lead to fading the interest of those team members who 
are not agile fanatics. Also, implementing agile too precisely may cause conflicts, and it is advised 
to not follow any agile methodology blindly. Rushed adoption of agile may cause issues, and it is 
advised to pilot with a few teams to save resources in the long run (Kalenda et al., 2018). 
 
Diverse approaches in a multi-team environment was prevalent in 21% and Coordination 
challenges was prevalent in 13% of the cases reviewed by Dikert et al. (2016). Coordination of 
work of several agile teams was difficult and challenges appeared when teams needed to work 
with other teams or other parts of the organization, as agile does not remove the dependencies 
present in the organization. Autonomy of teams may cause issues in balancing the goals of the 
team with the goals of the organization and recognizing the larger context. When scaling agile 
geographically negative effects appear, such as reduced feelings of proximity, issues in arranging 
meetings, and project management. Technical consistency can be challenging to achieve, because 
there may be issues with integrating the outputs of various teams, lack of standardization, differ-
ences in coding styles, or building a solid architecture. Without consistent coaching and guidance 
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interpretations of agile may be fragmented and friction may occur. People may have to move 
from one team to another from time to time, thus the processes and agile culture should be 
aligned, to avoid increased costs when the time comes. Some organizations combat the diver-
gence issues with setting standards. Keeping the old way of working in parallel with the new agile 
methodology creates tension in the organization, causes extra work when the diverse approaches 
must conform with each other.  
 
Hierarchical management and organizational boundaries were seen as a challenge in 33% 
of the cases Dikert et al. (2016) reviewed. According to Arie Van Bennekum, one of the people 
behind the agile manifesto, there is a great difference between doing agile and being agile (Hohl et 
al., 2018). Many follow the agile methodologies without understanding the need to fundamentally 
change the paradigms that guide organizational action. Old organizational paradigms, hidden 
management layers, and bureaucracy may stay in the way of agile implementation. Traditional 
organizational culture creates issues, because changing the entire organizational culture is a huge 
feat (Faisal Abrar et al., 2020). If cooperation inherent in agile way of working isn’t prevalent in 
the organization, the quality and timeline of the transformation is seriously impacted. As large 
organisations embark on agile transformation the role of middle managers may become unclear 
(Dikert et al., 2016). Agile emphasizes self-organization, therefore managers allow room for their 
subordinates to make choices they were previously responsible for, in other words, they need to 
resist the temptation to control and command. The role of managers in the new agile way of 
working may be an issue, if they are left out of the roles available in the agile methodology, or if 
they do not understand the new role therefore do not accordingly. In some cases, management 
continued working according to the old model even after the transformation to agile took place. 
This resulted in issues in planning, reporting, and bottlenecks in the organization. Keeping the 
old bureaucracy or creating duplicate bureaucracies is a problem that upholds the heavy processes 
that agile is aiming to solve. Agile transformation may expose the silos of knowledge and internal 
boundaries in the organization, and they can become an issue when implementing agile.  
 
Requirements engineering was an issue in 38% of cases in the review conducted by Dikert et 
al. (2016). High-level requirements are crucial in large-scale development, especially when the 
product is complex, requirements come from multiple sources and teams contacting the sources 
directly is not advised. Refining requirement might also bring up challenges. High-level require-
ment may be first defined and then it may be unclear how and when they should be elaborated. 
It may be challenging and time consuming to break down the requirements to smaller and less 
ambiguous user stories so that effort estimation may be done. Requirements engineering becomes 
burdensome when there is a gap between long and short term planning. Long-term planning 
should not be too rigid or schedule-driven to maintain agility of development. (Dikert et al., 2016) 
Kalenda et al (2018) identified managing requirements crucial for agile transformation success. It 
is crucial to understand the importance of a product owner in managing requirements. Organiza-
tions should invest in learning to refine requirements. (Dikert et al., 2016) 
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The agile transformation connects to the larger organizational context, even if the agile transfor-
mation takes place only in the development function. Therefore, integration to non-agile func-
tions and business processes is crucial for successful transformation (Dikert et al., 2016; Kal-
enda et al., 2018), agreed by 43% of the cases Dikert et al. (2016) analysed. Creating an agile 
transformation in one part of the organization may create resistance in others, and full benefits 
of the transformation can only be gained if the whole organisation follows the same paradigm. 
Issues between development and other functions may occur when adjusting to incremental and 
iterative development. With agile, the pace of delivery is faster, and design is done for a smaller 
scope, both of which require changing actions from the surrounding organization. The promi-
nence of short time horizons and flexible prioritization in agile does not match well with long 
lead times of certain release activities. This may create conflicts with other parts of the organiza-
tions that rely on long-term planning. Rewarding model should encourage the behaviours preva-
lent in the future agile model. Human Resources department should be aligned with the transfor-
mation and rewards should fit the agile team centric way of working. (Dikert et al., 2016) 
 
2.3.2 Transformation success factors 
 
This section examines the common success factors of large-scale agile transformations found in 
literature. The success factors and guidelines for practice are divided to three categories: agile 
framework, transformation, and management. The success factors and guidelines for practice are 
presented in the following chapters. 
 

Framework success factors 
 
This chapter discusses the common success factors in relation to the large-scale agile framework. 
The success factors are summarized in Table 4. The success factors regarding the framework are 
choosing and customizing the agile approach, balancing organizational structure, processes and 
frameworks, and piloting.  
 
Table 4. Framework success factors in large scale agile transformations 

Success factor Guidelines for practice Sources 
Choosing and cus-
tomizing the agile ap-
proach 

Comparing frameworks based on the organiza-
tion’s core metrics 
Involve stakeholders during framework selection 
Examine flexibility of framework with changing 
customer needs 
Customize the agile approach carefully  
Conform to a single approach 
Map to old way of working to ease adaptation  
Provide justification of the framework selection 
to stakeholders 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Conboy & Carroll, 
2019 
Denning, 2019b 
Nashlund and Kale, 
2020 
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Choosing and customizing the agile approach is a crucial step when setting up for successful 
transformation (Conboy & Carroll, 2019; Denning, 2019b; Dikert et al., 2016; Naslund & Kale, 
2020). The authors of the agile manifesto emphasize that agile methods should be selected care-
fully, considering variety of approaches, and agile should not be used as a silver bullet (Hohl et 
al., 2018). Comparing frameworks should be done based on the organization’s core metrics and 
justification of the framework selection should be clear to all stakeholders (Conboy & Carroll, 
2019). Many developers and managers adopting agile today are not informed on the variety of 
agile methods when the manifesto was introduced and thus may limit ther options when choosing 
an agile method to follow (Hohl et al., 2018). The organization should conform to a single ap-
proach, as a consistent vocabulary supports change, comparing work between teams becomes 
easier, and the process is more predictable for stakeholders (Dikert et al., 2016). Also, keeping 
the approach simple and finding ways to connect the agile approach to old ways of working eases 
the adaptation of agile. 
 
Customization is crucial for successful agile implementation, especially with larger organizations 
one approach may not work for all projects (Dikert et al., 2016). Customization is an evolutionary 
process that involves teams innovating and finding the practices that work for them. Involving 
stakeholders during the selection of the framework and examining how flexible the chosen frame-
work is with dynamic customer needs may help with misalignment between customer processes 
and frameworks (Conboy & Carroll, 2019). The process of scaling agile should be tailored to the 
specific case, provided that the core values and principles align with agile philosophy (Kalenda et 
al., 2018). 
 
Balancing organizational structure and frameworks can be combatted through identifying 
new structural requirements, evaluating their impact on performance, standards, and flexibility, 
and considering the benefits, drawbacks, and business impacts of the agile framework (Conboy 

Keep it simple 
Balancing organiza-
tional structure, pro-
cesses, and frame-
works 

Identify new structural requirements 
Evaluate their impact on performance, standards, 
and flexibility 
Consider the benefits, drawback, and business im-
pact of the agile framework 
Adjust operational processes  
Synchronization between agile and waterfall pro-
cesses 
Ensure availability of resources with engineering 
knowledge 

Conboy & Carroll, 
2019 
Nashlund and Kale, 
2020 
 
 

Piloting  Start with a pilot to gain acceptance  
Gather insights from a pilot 
Use an experimental transformation approach 
Make quick changes when needed 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Paasivaara et al, 2018 
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& Carroll, 2019).  Program execution can be reinforced by leaders through participating as Busi-
ness Owners in planning and execution, celebratory occasions and removing obstacles (SAFe 5.0 
White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). Evidence to support the use of agile framework should 
be built, and best practices should be established (Conboy & Carroll, 2019). The approach should 
be holistic, as there are benefits of agile way of organizing outside just the R&D department 
(Denning, 2019b). Optimal degree of transformation for the organization is achieved by making 
clear emphasis on framework adherence or value, based on business needs (Conboy & Carroll, 
2019).  
 
Piloting helps organizations to test out the planned approach in practice (Dikert et al., 2016; 
Paasivaara et al., 2018). Starting with a pilot helps with gaining acceptance and clears disbeliefs 
regarding applicability of the large-scale agile approach. It creates confidence that agile way of 
working suits the organization and may help management approve the use of the framework. The 
large-scale agile transformation in Ericsson started with a successful pilot with a volunteer team 
(Paasivaara et al., 2018). The pilot was seen as necessary part of the transformation, even though 
it was shorter than expected because the team was able to show the applicability of the framework 
quickly and other parts of the organization suffered from the loss of key members to the volunteer 
piloting team. Ericsson proceeded to the full-size agile roll-out after only two weeks. Gathering 
knowledge from the pilot helps with how the agile method fits with the organization (Dikert et 
al., 2016). One insight might be an understanding of how the new methodology should be intro-
duced to teams and managers. These insights help with mitigating problems in the future when 
the rest of the organization is at the midst of the transformation. 
 

Transformation process success factors 
 
This section goes over the transformation success factors prevalent in literature. They success 
factors are gathered in Table 5. The success factors include appetite for and commitment to 
change, enabling top-down and bottom-up implementations, engaging people, communication, 
and transparency, and ensuring optima degree of transformation.  
 
 
Table 5. Transformation success factors in large scale agile transformations 

Success factor Guidelines for practice Sources 
Appetite for and com-
mitment to change 

Identify gaps for readiness 
Adopt incrementally in areas of weakness. 
Communicate that change is non-negotiable  
Show strong commitment 

Conboy & Carroll, 2019 
Dikert et al, 2016 
Naslund and Kale, 2020 
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Appetite for and commitment to change are important drivers for successful agile transfor-
mation (Conboy & Carroll, 2019; Dikert et al., 2016; Naslund & Kale, 2020) Gabs for readiness 
should be identified, and adoption should be incremental in areas of weakness. (Conboy & Car-
roll, 2019) The organization should communicate the change is non-negotiable and while feed-
back is welcome, there is no returning back to the old way of working (Dikert et al., 2016). It is 
necessary to constantly remind of the change vision, and regard as each stride towards the right 
direction as a win. Commitment to change is necessary to ensure successful transformation, how-
ever, sometimes it may waver when phasing problems, and uncovering organizational issues along 
the transformation journey. A strong commitment to change from management may assure teams 
that changing is better than the alternative.   
 
Key success factor is enabling both top-down and bottom-up approaches to agile transfor-
mation (Conboy & Carroll, 2019; Denning, 2019b; Dikert et al., 2016) Both top-down and bot-
tom-up implementations should be enabled and through support, training, and reflection on im-
plementation activities (Conboy & Carroll, 2019). Amazon led their agile transformation from 
the top but created a lot of freedom for teams to pursue their own agenda, which made the 
transformation successful at the end (Denning, 2019b). General Electric (GE) didn’t have such a 

Enabling top-down 
and bottom-up imple-
mentations  

Provide training on agile methods  
Provide support 
Reflect on implementation activities 
Coach teams as they learn by doing 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Denning, 2019b 
 

Engaging people Start with agile supporters 
Include persons with previous agile experience 
Maintain motivation of employees in the new 
teams and roles 
Involve change agents and agile champions 
Engage everyone in the organization 
Empower people 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Nashlund and Kale, 
2020 
 

Communication and 
transparency 

Communicate the change intensively 
Make the change transparent 
Create and communicate positive experiences in 
the beginning 
Implement new communication flow 

Conboy & Carroll, 2019 
Dikert et al, 2016 
Nashlund and Kale, 
2020 

Ensuring the optimal 
degree of transfor-
mation 

Make clear emphasis on framework adherence 
and value 
Base emphasis on business needs 
Concentrate on one aspect of change at the time  
Continuous, evolutionary, step-by-step imple-
mentation and continuous learning 
Build evidence to support the use of the agile 
framework 
Establish best practices  

Conboy & Carroll, 2019 
Nashlund and Kale, 
2020 
Paasivaara et al., 2018 
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successful transformation. They had an aggressive top-down approach to their agile transfor-
mation. Each senior manager learned the agile methodology and innovation was rising. However, 
the transformation was largely ceremonial and achieved nothing practical, despite the huge in-
vestment. Without bottom-up involvement in addition to the top-down mandate, the new way 
of working didn’t create enough traction and the agile mindset was missing.  
 
Engaging people is key to successful transformation (Dikert et al., 2016; Naslund & Kale, 2020). 
Starting with agile supporters helps with starting the transformation on the right track, because 
they tend to be more willing to try untested methods and collaborate, which is an essential aspect 
of agile(Dikert et al., 2016). People with previous agile experience may help with facilitating the 
transformation. Also, Involving change agents and agile champions may be beneficial (Naslund 
& Kale, 2020). Engaging everyone broadly in the organization and all of the stakeholders is key 
for change acceptance (Dikert et al., 2016). Inclusivity encourages people to participate in the 
change process and implement the changes.  
 
Communication and transparency are crucial during the transformation process (Conboy & 
Carroll, 2019; Dikert et al., 2016; Naslund & Kale, 2020). Intensive communication helps with 
reaching as many people as possible (Dikert et al., 2016). Active communication should be visible 
in many channels and one-on-one communication with managers may be needed. The goals of 
the transformation should be made clear for everyone. Defining concepts and terms is crucial in 
creating common language and clear motivation (Conboy & Carroll, 2019) Change should be 
made transparent by showing both the successes and challenges, actively gathering feedback, and 
showing the status of transformation through open meetings (Dikert et al., 2016). Transparency 
helps with alignment and making everyone move in the same direction. In the SAFe framework, 
transparency is fostered through visualizing relevant work and an environment where evidence is 
valued.(SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021) Creating and sharing positive experi-
ences is crucial, as enthusiasm towards the new way of working tends to spread through word-
of-mouth (Dikert et al., 2016).  
 
Optimal degree of transformation is ensured through not only relying on the adherence of 
the agile framework of choice, but rather focusing on performance, and using evidence in support 
of the framework (Conboy & Carroll, 2019). Rather than focusing on adherence, the organization 
should focus on the value that it provides and what is best for business. They should plan what 
is the optimal degree of transformation that matches the objectives of the organization. Stepwise 
implementation where the organization focuses on one aspect of the change at the same time 
may help with making a lasting transformation (Paasivaara et al., 2018). The implementation of 
the framework should be continuous, gradual, and be focused on continuous learning (Naslund 
& Kale, 2020). The transformation should be implemented with an experimental mindset, where 
solutions may be tried openly and quick changes will be made when needed (Paasivaara et al., 
2018). Evidence may be built by, for instance, creating metrics that support the use of the chosen 
framework (Conboy & Carroll, 2019). The framework should be scaled in a sustainable pace, to 
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learn along the transformation process. Many organizations describe a block during the transfor-
mation process, which the agile framework does not provide any guidance. Identifying and con-
textualizing the issue at hand, may help with creating best practices for the future.  
 

Management success factors 
 
When organizations start implementing agile practices, the prerequisites of its management prac-
tices change. There is an inherent mindset shift in successful agile transformations (Denning, 
2019b), which may result in the organisation’s management going through a transformation to-
wards a more self-managing way of organizing (Dikert et al., 2016). Agile transformation requires 
changes to the management, as the teams gain more authority to decide on the way of working 
within the team (Denning, 2019b).  
 
This section discusses the success factors regarding management prevalent in literature. The suc-
cess factors are gathered in Table 6. The success factors include management support, change 
leadership, team autonomy, company culture, and mindset and alignment. 
 
Table 6. Management success factors in large scale agile transformations 

Success factor Guidelines for practice Sources 
Management  
support 

Ensure top management buy-in and support 
Make management support visible  
Provide needed resources 
Educate management on agile 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Kalenda et al, 2018 
Gandomani et al., 2014 
Nashlund and Kale, 2020 

Change 
leadership 

Recognize the importance of change leaders 
Engage change leaders without baggage of the 
past 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Naslund and Kale, 2020 

Team  
autonomy 

Allow teams to self-organize 
Allow grass roots level empowerment 
Move decision making to the lowest possible 
level 
Reinforce teamwork 
Empower employees to make their own decisions 
Maintaining developer autonomy 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Poppendieck and Cusu-
mano, 2012 
Naslund and Kale, 2020 
Conboy & Carroll, 2019 

Company culture Spread knowledge with agile coaches 
Gather knowledge from other organizations 
Enable open minded, and relaxed environment 
Increase collaboration and transparency 
Create an agile mindset 

Kalenda et al, 2018 
Gandomani et al., 2014 
Naslund and Kale, 2020 
Faisa Abrar et al., 2020 
 

Mindset and align-
ment 

Concentrate on agile values 
Define shared values and priorities 
Arrange social events 
Cherish agile communities 

Dikert et al, 2016 
Kalenda et al, 2018 
Gandomani et al., 2014 
Denning, 2019b 
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Management support was prevalent success factor in 38% of cases reviewed by Dikert et al. 
(2016). It was seen as an absolute necessity for success because the role of executives was seen 
for any kind of major organizational change. They help with making the change catch on and they 
have the power to remove any obstacles along the way. Management support should be made 
visible (Dikert et al., 2016; Naslund & Kale, 2020), because management plays a key role in mo-
tivating the employees to change their way of working (Naslund & Kale, 2020). Corporate level 
support for the agile transformation may even motivate teams to adopt agile methods spontane-
ously (Dikert et al., 2016). According to Kalenda et al. (2018) top-management buy-in and support 
may become a challenge if the change to agile has a bottom-up incentive. In which case prove of 
the method’s effectiveness through measurement program may be advised. Management should 
be educated on agile methodologies (Dikert et al., 2016; Gandomani & Nafchi, 2016), which can 
prevent management adopting a command-and-control mode, which could harm agile implemen-
tation (Dikert et al., 2016). Proper training clears misconceptions and makes introducing self-
managing teams and changing roles more comfortable for the management- 
 
Change Leaders carry a crucial role in coordinating and leading the change (Dikert et al., 2016; 
Naslund & Kale, 2020). Change agents, change champions, coaches, and persons with previous 
agile experience may help with leading the transformation (Naslund & Kale, 2020). Even one 
spokesperson for the change may have a huge impact on the transformation (Dikert et al., 2016). 
Alternatively, a capable roll-out team that represents the whole organization may be formed to 
facilitate the transformation. Also, project and line managers should act as change leaders. Change 
leaders without previous baggage are preferable because they can navigate through territorial bat-
tles, they see issues with the transformation clearly, and they are impartial in the transformation. 
The SAFe model suggests that leaders should lead the transformation by creating the environ-
ment, preparing the people, and providing needed resources to realize the desired outcome (SAFe 
5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). 
 
Team autonomy is seen as a crucial success factor by many authors (Conboy & Carroll, 2019; 
Dikert et al., 2016; Naslund & Kale, 2020; Poppendieck & Cusumano, 2012). Teams should have 
the power to decide over issues that concern themselves (Dikert et al., 2016; Naslund & Kale, 
2020). Self-management allows teams to take ownership of their work involve it further (Dikert 
et al., 2016). Also, empowering teams by giving them authority, for instance to decide on devel-
opment speed and quality, can help them accept the agile methodology while improving produc-
tivity and morale. Empowering the grass roots level may create support for the use of agile, help 
with spreading and learning the methodologies, and allow teams to tailor the practices to their 
needs. According to Poppendieck & Cusumano (2012) , for lean implementation, it is essential 
to empower people, reinforce teamwork and move decision making to the lowest possible level 
of the organization. Different organizational structure is required when software and its 

Align the organization 
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development is a continually growing process. Creating value should be the responsibility of a 
team that embraces the entire value stream. Developer community may be maintained by as-
sessing satisfaction in relation to autonomy in the workplace, carrying out audits to ensure the 
transparency and relevance of the transformation to the teams, and exploring new policies that 
could facilitate a smooth transformation(Conboy & Carroll, 2019). 
 
Company culture is crucial in helping organizations in their agile transformation journey (Faisal 
Abrar et al., 2020; Gandomani et al., 2014; Kalenda et al., 2018; Naslund & Kale, 2020). Naslund 
& Kale (2020) found the change in organizational culture to be very common factor for agile 
transformation success. Implementing the new organizational culture can be achieved through 
integrating agile mindset. Organizational culture changes slowly and the change requires trans-
parency and perseverance across organizational levels, and even so it may take years and it may 
be difficult to maintain. Cooperative culture helps with the quality and the timeline of the trans-
formation project (Faisal Abrar et al., 2020). Many success factors in literature for agile transfor-
mations are closely related to cultural issues, such as increasing engagement and motivation 
through training, and the cultural and mindset shift (Naslund & Kale, 2020).	 
   
Mindset and alignment are crucial for all successful agile transformations (Denning, n.d.; Dikert 
et al., 2016; Gandomani et al., 2014; Kalenda et al., 2018). A common characteristic for the trans-
formations journey is that Agile is fundamentally about mindset shift (Denning, 2019b). Leaders 
may reinforce alignment through conveying the mission by communicating about the portfolio 
strategy and solution vision, establishing business value during planning, and helping in adjusting 
the scope to ensure that demand matches the capacity (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile 
Framework, 2021). 
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3 Methodology 
 
This chapter presents the research methodology used in the study. First, the research context of 
the study is presented. Second, the research approach is introduced. Third, the data collection 
process is described. Finally, methods used in data analysis are presented.  
 

3.1 Research context  
 
In this section the research context for the empirical study is introduced. First, the case unit and 
company are presented. Then, the key events and timeline of the transformation is described and 
previous research on the same transformation is summarized. 
 
3.1.1 The case unit and company 
 
The case company is a publicly traded large multinational technology company in the manufac-
turing industry with a revenue of several billion euros. The company employs over 15 000 pro-
fessionals. The commissioning organization is the automation development unit within the Re-
search and Development (R&D) program of the case company.  
 
The operation model within the unit is project based and internal stakeholders order the projects. 
The unit aims to design products for markets where the needs and requirements are subject to 
constant change. Therefore, agile mindset and way of working was seen as a suitable solution for 
the work that involves great deal of uncertainty. The automation unit differs from the other units 
in the R&D program in that it mainly focuses on building software. The unit focuses also on 
hardware used for automation functionalities, but software development is much larger part of 
its operation compared to other R&D units. The automation unit is also much larger in size than 
other units in R&D. 
 
3.1.2 Transformation timeline 
 
The agile transformation under examination in this thesis begun in 2018 and will go on for at 
least until 2023 within the case unit. The transformation begun when the executive board met in 
the beginning of 2018 and identified the need for change. The motivations for the organizational 
change are based on business concerns. First, the customer value had to be increased. Second, 
delivery quality and schedule had to be more definite. When the motivation for the change was 
clear, tasks force was assigned, and actions were defined. The transformation has included three 
main phases so far. First, changes were made to the order intake system from internal stakehold-
ers during the latter half of 2018. Prioritizing of orders was changed to be based on the business 
need, rather than based on opinions of the people with most power in the organization. Second, 
the work practices were changed to agile methods in the beginning of 2019. Finally, the 
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organizational structure was changed to fit the ways of working in the end of 2020. Even though 
the main phases of the transformation are presented in the figure below, the change has been 
constant, especially when it comes to the cultural and mindset changes. Later, the transformation 
to agile methods and organizational structure may be expanded to the entire research and devel-
opment unit, and in the future, to other parts of the case company. The transformation process 
can be observed in Figure 6 below. 
 

 
Figure 6: Key events of the transformation 

 
The agile transformation of the case unit has been studied in another thesis when the transfor-
mation had just begun (Torkkola, 2019). This study provided background knowledge for the em-
pirical research. The research process commenced concurrently with the transformation and the 
researcher was able to observe the transformation during the beginning stages, as she worked in 
the case uni. The thesis study was conducted through extensive interviews, which were analyzed 
through individual, group, and management perspectives. The results of the study presented the 
challenges and benefits of implemented agile approach in the case organization based on inter-
view data. Some of the benefits were increased communication and transparency, better team 
spirit and satisfaction, and clearer focus and planning. Notable challenges included harmonizing 
diverse practices, dividing tasks into smaller ones, and perceiving the big picture in the long run. 
 

3.2 Research approach 
 
The goal of the thesis is to understand the impacts of large-scale agile transformation in a tech-
nology company. Furthermore, it aims to bring to light the experiences employees, leaders and 
stakeholders have has during the transformation process. The research questions defined in 
Chapter 1 are as follows: 

Executive board identifies the need for transformation

Customer value needs 
to be increased 
-Delivery quality and 
schedule must be 
ensured 
- Task force planned 
next steps

Work order management

- Centralized order 
intake and 
prioritization 
- Training 
stakeholders to new 
way of  sending work 
requests
- More responsibility 
for the teams

Work practices

- Piloting with few 
groups, then roll out 
to everyone
- Agile principles put 
into practice - 10-
week program 
increment, which 
includes 5 x 2-week 
sprints

Management change

- Two line managers
- Each team has one 
line manager
- Line managers are 
responsible for 
people management 
-Teams were invoved
in planning

2018 2019 2020 

 

2021 

 
201
9

201
9
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RQ1: What are the impacts and challenges of the transformation? 
 
RQ2: How have employees, leaders and stakeholders experienced the change man-
agement? 

 
These research questions were answered through a qualitive single case study. As Simons (2009) 
points out, a case study enables examining multiple perspectives of a particular topic in a real-life 
context. The topic may be a specific project, policy, program, institution, or system. The primary 
reason for conducting the thesis as a case study is that one of the motivations of the thesis is to 
provide actionable insights for the commissioning company. A case study enables the research to 
take the case company’s context into consideration. Utilizing the qualitative approach is mean-
ingful for this thesis as it focuses on understanding the processes and characteristics of a specific 
context from the point of view of the participants in that context (Maxwell, 2014). This thesis 
takes a social constructivist approach, where objective reality is construed through shared subjec-
tive meanings (Andrews, 2012). Research ethics are crucial to consider in every aspect of the 
research, as ethics are present in most choices made during the research process (Maxwell, 2014). 
In this thesis, ethical implications of most decisions were considered by the researcher as they 
came across during the research process. 
 
The research approach follows the hermeneutic phenomenological tradition, where experiences, 
meanings and intersubjectivity are central in conducting research (Laine, 2018). Phenomenology 
studies the human experience, which is seen as a basic form of existence for humans. Humans 
relate to the world intentionally, i.e., all experiences have a meaning for humans and experiences 
are based on meanings. Furthermore, humans are societal beings who share meanings and reali-
ties. Phenomenology is central in this research as the aim is to create understanding of experiences 
of the groups involved in the transformation. The intersubjectivity is portrayed through revealing 
the shared experiences and meanings of the various groups, while also highlighting individual 
variances. Hermeneutics is a theory of understanding and interpretation, which is applied in re-
search in creating meanings through communication (Laine, 2018). Moreover, meanings can only 
be approached through understanding and interpretation, implying that the world view of the 
researcher impacts the interpretations. In this study, hermeneutics play a part in the interpreta-
tions that the researcher has made of the meanings communicated by the informants.  
 
The research process is visualized in Figure 7 below. The process begun by setting the goals for 
the research project collaboratively through meetings with the management of the case unit. A 
few meetings were held, where the researcher gathered initial understanding of the research goals, 
context, and scope. Based on the initial conversations research plan was made, and first versions 
of research questions were formed. The research plan included descriptions of the content of 
chapters in the final thesis, plan for empirical study, schedule, and initial theoretical framework. 
Then, the data was collected, and initial analysis was made by the researcher in gathering insights 
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after each interview. Data collection is described more in depth in Section 3.3. Each interview 
brought new insights and more understanding of the research context, which led to redirecting 
and rescoping. After the data collection, theoretical framework was gathered, which also led to 
further redirecting and rescoping of the research. Theoretical framework is presented in Chapter 
2. The data analysis was conducted for the most part after compilating the theoretical framework. 
The data analysis process is described in depth in the Section 3.4. During the data analysis, final 
research questions were formulated. Finally, the results of the empirical study were discussed with 
the theoretical framework. 
 

 
Figure 7: Research process 

 

3.3 Data collection 
 
The data was collected through around 21 semi-structured theme interviews. Theme interviews 
were chosen as the data collection method since they allow asking more precise questions during 
the interview based on what the informant says (Tuomi & Sarajärvi, 2017). Informants were se-
lected with the help of the case organization’s leadership based on their background, role in the 
organizations and involvement in the transformation journey. The informants were chosen based 
on who can provide relevant and sufficient information and provide enough variability of views 
and outlooks. The informants were selected from three groups: leaders, employees, and 

Research goals & 
scope 

Research plan & 
research questions 

Data collection & initial 
analysis 

Theoretical research 

Redirecting & 
rescoping 

Data analysis & final  
research questions 

Discussing results  
with theory 
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stakeholders. The informant groups represent the various perspectives from the research objec-
tive presented in Chapter 1. The number of informants and subgroups of each informant group 
are presented in the Table 7 below. The Acronyms L for leaders, E for employees, and S for 
stakeholder, and informant numbering are the only identifiers of the informants in presenting the 
results. 
 
Table 7: Informant groups 

 
The informants were contacted directly through calendar invitation because it is a common prac-
tice in the case organization. The invitations were sent a few weeks before the interviews to make 
ensure informant’s availability and meeting time was arranged. The invite format is presented in 
Appendix A. The voluntary participation of informants was expressed in the invite, and it in-
cluded an attached document that introduced the research and its goals, which is presented in 
Appendix B. All contacted informants agreed to be in the interview. All interviews were per-
formed in a remote setting with video conferencing through Microsoft Teams. The duration of 
all interviews was approximately 60 minutes. The language of the interview was Finnish, or Eng-
lish based on the preference of the informant, which was enquired by the researcher in the be-
ginning of each interview. Interviews were recorded and transcribed. Transcriptions were made 
word by word, but not verbatim i.e., with pauses, fillers, and sounds. The interview excerpts are 
reported only in English, to conceal the identities of informants. Finnish excerpts were translated 
to English by the researcher.  
 
The interview outline was formed based on theme interview methodology, where each interview 
progresses through previously chosen themes that are supported with flexibly chosen additional 
precise questions (Tuomi & Sarajärvi, 2017). The interview questions were mostly open-ended so 
that the informants felt free to elaborate on the topics as much as they liked. A few iterations of 
the interview questions were made during the interview process, as the researcher gained more 
understanding of the research context. The main questions were asked in each interview, other-
wise there was variability on the question chosen based on what the informant elaborated on. In 
the beginning of each interview, the interviewer introduced the study, disclosed the anonymity of 
informants, asked for permission to record, and introduced the themes that were going to be 
discussed. All interviews followed a similar outline, where some themes and questions were 

Informant group Acronym Amount Subgroups 

Leaders L 7 
Product owners 
Scrum masters 
Executive team 

Employees E 6 Development team 

Stakeholders S 8 
Services 
Engine platforms 
Research and technology development 
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specific for the informant groups. Interviews begun with background questions. Then, then trans-
formation events and experiences were discussed with all informants. The impact of the trans-
formation to work practices was discussed with the employee and leader groups. With the stake-
holders there the impact of the transformation on collaboration with the case unit was discussed 
more in depth with the stakeholder group. At the end of the interview, recommendations for the 
future were discussed. The entire interview outline can be viewed in Appendix C. After each 
interview the researcher summarized main insights and listened the taping of the interview again 
soon after to ensure better understanding of the remarks made by the informant. 
 
The interview was framed as a conversation to make the participants feel comfortable about talk-
ing about their experiences. As Vuori (2017) argues, one of the main concerns during the inter-
view is to create a psychologically safe and professionally respectful climate, because the study 
focuses on topics that require informants to expose their hidden thought and emotions. The 
researcher focused on listening to the informant during the interview and asking follow-up ques-
tions as needed. The researcher avoided making judgements in and concentrated on understand-
ing the topics from informant’s perspective. Theme interviews focus on the interpretations and 
meanings made by the informants and emphasizes how meanings are made during the interaction 
(Hirsja ̈rvi and Hurme, 2008). Thus, the researcher acknowledges her part in creating meanings 
during the interview. 
 

3.4 Data analysis 
 
The data analysis was conducted as a qualitive content analysis. It aims to create a generalizable 
and universal description of the phenomenon of interest systematically and objectively (Tuomi & 
Sarajärvi, 2017). Data analysis was also influenced by the hermeneutic phenomenological ap-
proach, which aims to understand the current world of meanings of a person or group of people 
(Laine, 2018). The stories and meanings that the informants shared reflect their current under-
standing of the events and their meanings. Therefore, a constant dialog of the researcher’s inter-
pretations and the data was crucial in correcting and deepening the understanding of the re-
searcher throughout the research process, which is a common practice in hermeneutics (Laine, 
2018). Because of the vast amount of data, the amount of time for self-reflection was restricted. 
However, the researcher aimed to take a critical view of her interpretations throughout the re-
search process. The analysis was conducted using ATLAS.ti software for coding and thematic 
analysis, handwritten notes, Microsoft PowerPoint for visualizations, and Microsoft Word for 
note taking. 
 
The interview data was analyzed through an iterative content analysis process visualized in Figure 
8 below. First, a sample of interviews, one interview for each perspective, were analyzed by first 
assigning low-level codes emerging from the data based on the interpretations of the researcher 
of the meanings behind the expressions. The codes were compared and grouped together based 
on meanings. Based on this initial analysis high-level themes were created. Then, all interview data 
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was coded with the high-level themes. This rapid coding approach was chosen to assure both the 
understanding of the big picture and depicting the detailed descriptions of transformation and 
the experimental aspect of change. Also, this approach enabled gaining an overarching view of 
all the data rather quickly. During the high-level coding it became apparent that the temporal and 
experiential dimensions should also be consider when analyzing data about a transformation. 
Therefore, the dimensions were added in addition to the thematic coding with codes: before, 
now, after, positive and negative. After all the interview data was coded with high level themes, 
these themes were broken down to mid-level categories and low-level codes to ensure both the 
high-level and the low-level abstraction of data. Finally, visualizations were created, and the results 
were written.  
 

Figure 8: Data-analysis process 
 
The analysis process was both linear and iterative in nature, as the researcher gained understand-
ing of the data throughout the analysis process and went back and forth the phases of analysis to 
create more accurate depiction of the data. Throughout the analysis process the researcher moved 
constantly between the abstraction levels to ensure comprehensive understanding of the data 
from detailed accounts and descriptions of experiences to broader themes and dimensions. The 
researcher listened and read the interview data throughout the process, which helped in refreshing 
the memory of the interview and understanding the nuances of experiential speech. The re-
searcher wrote memos throughout the coding process, to gather insight of interpretations of data. 
These interpretations were critically evaluated through constant comparison to data, to ensure 
interpretations that were as close to the meanings conveyed by the informant. According to her-
meneutics, the aim of the analysis is to bring into light what is experienced and felt but has not 
been consciously thought about (Laine, 2018). From the iterative analysis process presented in 
Figure 8, multi-dimensional analysis model was formed, which is presented in Section 4.1.  
 
The in-depth analysis was completed in two sections. The first section goes over the impacts and 
challenges of transformation regarding working practices, work order, and leadership. These were 
analyzed through a content-first approach, while also highlighting individual and group experi-
ences. The second section approached the analysis through focusing first on the perspective and 
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meanings that each group portrayed regarding change management. Cultural aspects are present 
in each section and the cultural plane is addressed in the change management section, as they 
have a lot of overlap. However, deeper analysis of cultural aspects was scoped out of this thesis.  
 
The trustworthiness of the research was regarded throughout the research process. This research 
abided by the criteria of trustworthiness in content analysis studies presented by Elo et al. (2014). 
Trustworthiness in this research was increased through regular review of plans with the thesis 
instructor and supervisor, which decreases the bias of the researcher. Interview techniques and 
question setting was carefully considered, and the analysis followed a systematic process. The data 
collection and analysis processes were described in detail and results are presented with direct 
quotations to present the data transparently. The assessment of the limitations of the study in the 
discussion section 5.4 also increased the trustworthiness of the study.  
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4 Results 
 
This chapter presents the empirical results of the study, which are divided into three sections. 
First, the Section 4.1 presents the analytical model. The second Section 4.2 answers the first re-
search question: what the impacts and challenges of the transformation are.  This chapter concludes with 
Section 4.3, which answers the second research question: how have employees, leaders and stakeholders 
experienced the change management.  
 

4.1 Analytical model 
 
The analytical model is visualized in Figure 9 below. This model has been created based on the 
data and it was developed during the data analysis process, which is described in Section 3.4. The 
categories and dimensions chosen were influences by the theoretical framework presented in 
Chapter 2. This visualization presents the dimensions under inspection in this thesis, and it pro-
vides understanding on how the results are positioned within the data. This model can be utilized 
in future transformation research, which is discussed more in depth in Section 5.2.2. 
 
The analytical model contains five dimensions. First, the data was divided into three groups based 
on the role of the informant in the organization. These include employee, leadership, and stake-
holder perspectives, which are visualized with black and white arrows below. Second, working 
practices, work order management, management, stakeholder collaboration, and corporation rep-
resent the levels of activity from the perspective of the case unit, and they are visualized in green. 
Third, change management and culture are presented with overlapping ovals, and they are sepa-
rate from the other categories, as they are different in nature and are sometimes overlapping with 
other categories. Culture is present in all levels of activity in the organization, which creates a lot 
of overlap in the analysis. Fourth, the temporal dimension is presented with the red arrow. Time 
is exhibited in three categories: before the transformation, now and in the future. Fifth, experien-
tial dimension is presented with blue arrow, and it includes two categories: positive and negative. 
The temporal and experiential dimensions allow eloquent movement through experiential and 
temporal aspects when analyzing the transformation. To ensure that this research stays within the 
confines of a thesis, the scope was narrowed further. Therefore, the themes stakeholder collabo-
ration and corporation were scoped out of results. Thus, the analytical framework and research 
data contains a much broader scope of information than in the results presented in this thesis.  
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Figure 9: Analytical model 

 

4.2 The impacts and challenges of the transformation 
 
This section examines the impacts of the transformation and the current challenges. The results 
are presented by highlighting how various practices were implemented in the past, how they are 
perceived now and what the key challenges are currently. This chapter is divided into three sec-
tions: 4.1.1 presents the results on working practices, 4.1.2 goes over the changes in the work 
order management, 4.1.3 examines changes in management. 
 
The domain of the results in this chapter are visualized within the context of the empirical frame-
work in Figure 10 below. The entire empirical framework is presented in Chapter 3.4. The figure 
visualizes the narrowed focus on working practices, work order management and leadership. The 
domain was narrowed down, because of the limited scope of the thesis. These focus areas were 
chosen, as they were of interest to the case of organization, they are central in the transformation 
and are fundamental to the operation of the case unit. This chapter dives deeper into these themes 
and moves in the temporal and experiential space, presenting how the themes were perceived by 
the informants before and after the transformation, what are the positives and negatives in both, 
and what should be improved in the future. The results presented in this section represent the 
viewpoints of all the informant groups, as together they construct the present reality that this 
research aims to present as transparently as possible. 
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Figure 10: Domain within the analytical model presented in Section 4.1 
 
4.2.1 Working practices 
 
Working practices describe how work is executed and the collaboration in the case unit. Team-
work and skillset outline the teamwork practices, collaboration, planning, responsibilities, skill-
sets, and learning. Efficiency characterizes the effectiveness of development, how focus may im-
pact and the predictability of work. Quality explains how well the work is executed according to 
the specifications, how much errors occur and what are the testing practices. Unit cooperation is 
related to how teams work together, the communication that occurs in the case unit, and what 
processes are in place. In the Table 8 below the categories are evaluated before transformation, 
after transformation and the challenges with current work practices are presented. Thereafter, 
each theme is discussed extensively. 
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Table 8: Impacts of transformation and challenges in working practices 
 
 Before Impacts Challenges 

Unit cooperation 

 

• Departments were sepa-
rated from one another 

• Communication through 
email and meetings 

• No transparency between 
departments 

• More transparency across 
the unit 

• Communication in Slack is 
constant and flexible 

• Processes are well docu-
mented 

• Frequent and short meet-
ings with clear agendas 

• Improvement suggestions 
are not put to practice or 
communicated well 
enough 

• Management and develop-
ment teams are discon-
nected from each other 

• There is still lack of under-
standing of what others do 

Teamwork and skillset 

 

• Little collaboration, every-
one working on their own  

• Many handovers to deliver 
one functionality 

• Work plans made sepa-
rately with no coordination 

• Personal responsibility ar-
eas 

• Very narrow expertise ar-
eas 

• Expertise relied on single 
person 

• Teams are cross-functional 
• Engaged teamwork, know-

ing what everyone is doing  
• Scrum works well 
• Common goals that every-

one work on 
• T-shaped skills 
• Everyone can pick up 

tasks ranging from low to 
high level 

• Planning is done together 

• High turnover rate, new 
teammates, need to form 
common practices 

• A lot of experts did not 
want to be t-shaped 

• Some want more defined 
areas of expertise, moving 
a step backward 

Efficiency 

 

• A lot of work was started 
and much less was finished 

• Large number of hando-
vers led to delays 

• Predictability  
• A lot of multitasking and 

lack of focus 

• Working on right things 
during the right time 

• Predictability and accurate 
time estimations 

• Automating work where 
possible 

• Focusing on one thing at a 
time  

• Supporting new people is 
time consuming 

• Hardware projects do not 
break down well into 
smaller tasks 

• Becoming more efficient is 
increasingly important in 
the future 

Quality 

 

• Responsibilities of archi-
tects were clear 

• Manual testing took a long 
time 

• A lot of documentation 

• Automatic testing has 
made testing faster more 
frequent 

• The lack of handovers has 
improved quality 

• Working together helps in 
detecting issues 

• More bugs than before 
• Deliveries and complexity 

of the system are increas-
ing 

• Time pressure and lack of 
expertise may cause medi-
ocre deliveries 

• Architecture is more diffi-
cult to maintain 

• Feedback from customers 
takes a long time  
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Unit cooperation 
 
Before the transformation there was little cooperation across the case unit. People reached each 
other through email or by inviting to a meeting. There was no transparency between departments, 
or even inside them. “I mean, you could have people working in the department that that you had no idea what 
they were doing”, informant E3 explained. There was a clear separation between departments, and 
people from one department had no idea what the other department was working on.  
 
Cooperation is much easier now. People are familiar with each other, know who to contact and 
it is much faster than before. Departments were merged, and cross-functional teams were formed, 
which made collaboration and communication easier as everyone is on the same forum. Commu-
nication is more frequent and using the messaging application Slack has improved communica-
tion as it is much more flexible to use than Microsoft Teams. The tools that are in use currently 
make cooperation easier. Processes are well documented, and they have been broken down to 
smaller pieces, which makes complex tasks easier to tackle. Changes that are made to the pro-
cesses are tracked in Confluence system and shared for everyone to see. Work requests are sys-
temically tracked in Polarion, which tracks all tasks in the unit, and is used in other units as well. 
There is a two-day PI planning event every 10 weeks, where work is planned for the next 10 and 
everyone in the unit are part of. There are more standard meetings that are repeated in regular 
intervals, which have a clear agenda and are efficient. 
 
Even though cooperation in the case unit has improved a great deal in the case organization 
during the transformation, there are still some aspects to improve on. In the end of every product 
increment i.e., 10 week working period, there is an event called inspect and adapt, where teams 
reflect on the past increment and find things to improve upon. Many informants from the em-
ployee group expressed dissatisfaction with the event and how the improvement suggestions 
made in that meeting do not seem to be implemented. However, it may simply be that there is no 
visibility to the employees of improvements that are put into practice. Informant E1 expressed 
dissatisfaction with the need to hold retrospectives so often: “For some scrum masters the retrospective 
is like a holy spectacle so that it is organized through a specific process. And there they try to forcibly squeeze that 
what things could be discussed, when there doesn’t seem to be any, because those retrospectives are so often.” Some 
informants from the stakeholder group questioned whether having a common schedule for eve-
ryone in the automation unit and suggest that maybe having some separation in scheduling might 
be more suitable as development projects require different kinds of schedules. Another issue in 
cooperation is the disconnection between different groups. “I think the biggest, one of the biggest chal-
lenges that I have seen is that the product owners and line manager, maybe also Scrum masters are disconnected 
from the teams. And I think it's also disconnection between those groups.”, informant L3 highlighted. Each 
team has their own agenda, and the goals are not unified between the groups. The people from 
one group might not have any idea what the other groups are working on. 
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Teamwork 
 
Teamwork before the transformation was minimal, some informants conveyed it as non-existent. 
Everyone sat in their own office and worked on their own assignments, without much collabora-
tion. “Before it was allegedly teamwork, but in practice it was that there was group of people how worked together 
independently”, explained informant L4. These groups did not have common goals, only individual 
goals, and they were not aligned with business goals. The teams seemed to be only a formality. 
There were a lot of handovers to deliver one functionality, which was a challenging as the lack of 
communication led to lack of understanding of what the person before had done. There were 
weekly meetings, where one person would tell the supervisor what has been worked on. However, 
this practice did not make what everyone is working on clear for other developers. Because de-
velopers planned their schedule independently, sometimes issues arose when individual plans did 
not work together. The skillset was narrow, and responsibility areas were narrow, as informant 
S3 put it: “we have been very much like racehorses”. The responsibility areas were clearly defined, but 
understanding the big picture was challenging. The expertise areas were so narrow that it could 
be that only one person in the department mastered a certain area. Informant L1 explained the 
issues that occurred: “When we have had certain experts, who knew a lot of a specific subject. Then, if they 
were on vacation or there was a situation where a lot of information was needed from them, or their backlog has 
been very big, then no one else could do those tasks.”  
 
It was strongly expressed that now teamwork is genuine and engaging. There is an understanding 
of what other developers are working, explained informant E5: “---now we are as a team. We are 
engaged in everyday work, so we get to know what others [are] doing on that day”. There are common goals 
for the team, they work on those goals together and they take in less work tasks so that they can 
finish what they are working on. Teams are much more independent in planning their work, they 
make commitments to deliver a feature in specific time, which make the teams more responsible 
of finishing what they work on. The teams work with the scrum framework, which works well. 
They have daily meetings, which scrum masters and product owners attend with the teams. Over-
all, there are much more meetings, but they are shorter and more efficient than before. Some 
informants said that there was already a scrum implementation in some of the teams before the 
transformation. “We had our DevOps infrastructure with nightly building and testing of the soft-
ware that we released. A lot of components that we currently trying to do”, informant E6 stated.  
 
The teams are cross-disciplinary, where learning to learn quickly and bravely going outside one’s 
comfort zone is crucial. One of the major changes has been the change from narrow expertise 
areas to more T-shaped skills i.e., skillset that includes narrow expertise area as well as broad set 
of other skills. Many informants from the employee group explained that they have been doing a 
lot of new things they didn’t do before, and now they feel confident doing them. It is increasingly 
important to have the courage to ask help from others and worki together as a team. The em-
ployees have had to learn to be more initiative and pick up new skills faster. They have to digest 
new knowledge constantly. Developers have opportunities and support to grow their expertise. 
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Teams have themes that signify the expertise and interests of the teams, but there are no assigned 
responsibility areas.  Remote work, which became a common practice during the transformation 
because of the COVID-19 pandemic, has had impacted teamwork a lot. Some informants of the 
employee group expressed their feeling that remotely they have more freedom to work on tasks 
according to their own schedule. Informant E1 explained the mindset shift that the increased 
teamwork has brought. 
 

“People have learned more that it is really the team that does the work, and it is not a one-person 
show when something is done. But there are exceptions, there are those people who still think that 
this thing is my personal target. I recognize that these kinds of people are still here, but they are a 
minority here” (E1) 

 
There are some challenges regarding the teamwork currently. There has been a large turnover in 
the automation unit, some of which may be caused by the transformation, but there have been 
other impacting factors as well. The turnover is discussed more in the section 4.1.3. Nevertheless, 
the turnover has impacted the team composition to a big degree. “I feel like I’m just in in new team 
completely. That’s how it feels”, disclosed informant E6. There are a lot of practices that are formed 
together with the team members over time, and when most of the team consist of new members, 
it takes effort to form those practices. Informant S3 was concerned about how the time used 
teaching others is considered in measuring performance. 
 

“Their accomplishments are not necessarily measured with what they teach others, but rather what 
they really work on. And then if they have responsibility to transfer knowledge to the fresh fellows, 
then it is a bit unfair. At least it should be considered in the job description as well and give it 
time if it is required.” (S3) 

 
The expansion of areas of expertise has also caused issues, because sometimes all the people that 
work on a feature do not have any expertise on that area. Some informants expressed that they 
would like to have more time to master what they are working on. Nevertheless, constantly learn-
ing new skills may feel exhausting after a while, explained informant E3. 
 

“I think it will probably wear some people out, because there's just so much to take in. And if 
you're one of those persons that like to really master one thing, then you're not going to like this 
because it's changing too much to be able to fully master it.” (E3) 

 
The expansion of areas of expertise has been hard to accept for some people. Some also won-
dered how far the t-shaping will go, and what is the role of deep expertise in the future. “If you 
want experts, you can get experts be not forcing them to do everything”, explained informant E3. It may be 
difficult to get used to not being good at what you do, after being a top expert in your narrow 
focus area for years. However, one reason why this change to T-shaped skills was implemented 
was explained by informant L4: “When these technologies start to become more complex, then these different 
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disciplines are combined even more frequently with each other with the appearance of new innovations.” However, 
an informant with hardware expertise argued that the responsibility areas were broad to begin 
with within the hardware area. Some informants suggested, that in the future there should be 
more specific focus areas for teams, which they saw as a move away from the current direction 
of change. There were also a lot of discussion whether hardware and software expertise should 
be so mixed.  
 

Efficiency 
 
Before the transformation efficiency was a major challenge. “One of the challenges we saw then that we 
started a lot and finished nothing.”, described informant L2. It was easy to postpone tasks, as there 
were a lot of things that should be finished at the same time. In hardware development tasks built 
up overtime. However, sometimes the overlap of tasks was useful because there can be long 
waiting times in projects. The number of handovers had also negative effects on efficiency, as 
people had to wait for input from other teams. Predictability suffered because the time estima-
tions did not hold, as there was a lot of multitasking and a lack of focus. “Before over optimism 
prevailed and then it went always wrong because of it, because fellows couldn’t estimate their ability to do [the task]. 
So, estimating the amount of work and one’s capacity of how much can you do in some time was wrong.” (In-
formant L4).  
 
Most informants have seen major efficiency improvements. The teams work on the right things 
during the right time. Promises of completing work tasks on time are kept. More releases are 
made compared to before. One major improvement in the transformation has been the push for 
automation. Everything that can be automated, will be automated now. In almost every team, 
there are people who think about automation, and question whether there is anything that could 
be automated further. According to informant L5, focus has been major factor in improving 
efficiency.  
 

“The actual work that needs to be done in [the automation unit] has become easier in the way 
that you can focus more on what has been decided now to be most be important thing to get done. 
On the other hand, it has led to another kind of stress that there are always things that have to be 
completed.” (L5) 

 
There are still some challenges in making work more efficient. Familiarizing and supporting new 
hires can be time consuming. Informant E4 explains the lack of efficiency currently: “To new 
people there is always a lot to tell, which cuts speed. I feel that when I concentrate on something 
and then when I need to give advice, it takes away my focus a little.” Many informants talked 
about how hardware projects take a long time, for reasons outside their control, for instance 
because of supplier dependences. It may not be meaningful to break them down to such a small 
task size as is done currently. Many informants expressed that becoming more efficient becomes 
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increasingly important in the future, as the world as whole becomes faster, technologies advance, 
and frequent updates become the new standard 
 

Quality 
 
Before the transformation quality was ensured with manual testing and a lot of documentation. 
It could take months to get a piece of software manually tested. The responsibilities of architect 
were clearer to developers e.g., one unit had only one architect with who it was easy to go over 
all options. However, it was more challenging to get approval to make changes to the software 
structure, as you would have to get the approval from all the senior developers and sell your 
change to them. Making a lot of reports on products that will be in customer use in few years was 
not a rewarding task, as the delivery cycles were so long.  
 
Many informants agreed that quality has improved a lot since the beginning of the transformation. 
There has been a major change from manual to automatic testing. The pace of testing is much 
faster now and there is a clear plan that everyone follows. Automatic testing is part of a bigger 
ongoing DevOps development project, where development practices are improved with the help 
of a consultancy. Everyone has gained understanding of how important quality is to consider, and 
rather than just reporting issues, they should be fixed as soon as they are detected. Some inform-
ants mentioned that fixes usually are made to larger bugs by the team who developed them. “When 
handovers are not made, but the team has bigger overall responsibility of this value chain than what was before, 
then there are no handovers and the errors associated with that lack of knowledge decrease.”, explains informant 
L4. Now, developers work more closely together, which means that there are more eyes on the 
same issue, and there is less of a risk of missing of your own mistakes, which you tend to become 
blind to in development work. 
 
There has been issues with quality, because of the cross-functionality of teams now, all the people 
that work on a feature do not have any expertise on that area. The teams work together and check 
each other’s work, but without real expertise on the area it may be much more challenging to 
detect issues, which may impact the quality of work. There have been some instances, where 
defects that were detected could have been prevented if a more experienced expert had checked 
that work before it was delivered. Also, some informants had notices that there are more bugs 
now than before. It is unclear what is the reason behind it, as it can be that they are detected 
better than before. The coverage of testing is better, now it is done automatically overnight, which 
helps with detecting bugs early. However, the number of deliveries and complexity of the system 
is increasing faster than systems can be improved, which may have led to the increased bugs. 
There is a long line of bugs to be fixed, and currently it may take two to three years before a new 
bug is fixed. 
 
The high turnover may have also impacted quality negatively. A lot of experts left, and it takes a 
long time for the new hires to gather the same expertise. The strict time limits on delivering 
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features, may also create pressure to deliver a solution that is done quickly for that purpose, with 
no consideration of the quality of the solution and how it may impact the overall architecture. 
Informant E4 highlights a issue with maintaining a good architecture.  
 

“Now we have two architects that have a lot of stuff to do now that the area of operation has 
grown.  So nowadays they say to think how to do it be yourselves. If you do not understand the big 
picture and don’t know what to do. Then it is very hard to maintain.” (E4) 

 
Field defects are another issue in assuring quality. There is a significant amount of them and the 
feedback process from the field is very long. Delivery cycles are long in case organizations busi-
ness, the impact of the features developed today may be seen years after. Customers do not also 
want to make updates to their software if they did not have the same issue as others did, because 
it has impacts on their business and it is expensive.  
 
4.2.2 Work order management 
 
Work orders are managed through a process. First step is order intake, where orders for the case 
unit arrive from various sources. Then, the work is prioritized, meaning the importance of the 
said work is evaluated and placed in order of priority. Afterwards, the work is divided into tasks 
and allocated to be executed. Finally, the delivery is made.  The results regarding coordination of 
work are summarized in the Table 9 below, after which the results are discussed more in depth 
one section at the time.  
 
Table 9: Impacts of the transformation and challenges in work order management  
 
 Before Impacts Challenges 

Order intake 

 

• Each group had their own 
order intake 

• Experts took in work from 
many sources 

• Orders were handled as 
job requests 

• Requirements could lay 
still for a long time 

• Centralized order intake 
• One common backlog 
• Orders are handled as fea-

tures 
• Being able to say no to 

stakeholders 
• Experts cannot impact or-

der intake 

• Large backlog of activities 
• The descriptions of fea-

tures can be unclear 
• Pleasing too many custom-

ers rather than limiting in-
puts 

Prioritization 

 

• Prioritization was a black 
box 

• No alignment between the 
departments within the 
case unit 

• Work is clearly prioritized 
and refined 

• Unified view of priorities 
• Priorities are based on 

business value 

• Maintenance lane is too 
narrow 

• No priorities for projects  
• R&D priorities aren’t ap-

plied to shorten the back-
log 
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• R&D level priorities were 
unclear 

• R&D level priorities are 
made and put into practice 

• No transparency of other 
units’ prioritization 

Task allocation 

 

• Everyone had too much on 
their plate 

• Working on tasks outside 
areas of expertise was not 
encouraged 

• Delays on continuing the 
work of other departments 

• Easier to manage workload 
• Experts choose tasks from 

a list of options 
• Separate support team for 

urgent matters 
• More varied work tasks 

• Too much of similar tasks  
• Not understanding the de-

mands of the features be-
fore tasks are chosen 

• Teams may be allocated 
tasks that they have no ex-
pertise in 

Quality 

 

• Slow delivery speed 
• Only few system releases 

per year 
• Tasks not finished on time  
• Long feedback processes  

• Faster delivery speed, third 
of what it was before 

• Delivering on time 
• Delivering at least 80% of 

what was promised each it-
eration 

• Understanding customer 
needs can be challenging 

• Need to make deliveries 
faster 

 

Order intake 
 
The order intake was one of the more drastic changes in the transformation and all informants 
mentioned its impact in some way. Before the transformation there was no centralized order 
intake, and it was disorderly. Informant L4 concluded, “before we had probably 30 backlogs”. Every 
group within the unit had their own order intake and sometimes the orders taken in would lay 
still for a while, without anyone prioritizing them or picking up the work. Informant L5 compares 
how orders were perceived before the transformation versus now. 
 

“---the common definition [in the case company], and at least in research and development is that 
it [order] is an activity request, meaning that work is requested, but we aim to turn it so that it is 
a feature. Meaning, we get a work request, but our delivery is a feature.” (L5) 

 
Now, there is a common order intake for the entire case unit. However, the case unit and the 
R&D department have a lot of impulse in general, which has resulted in a large backlog of activ-
ities. Informant L3 illustrates the severity of the current situation: 
 

“- - - how to say no? I mean, our backlog consists of like five years of work. And I don't know is 
it clear for everybody who is putting stuff in our backlog that yeah it can be there but there's a five-
year queue, so. I think everybody who puts it there is hoping to get it done, like tomorrow we start 
working ---” (L3) 

 
Overall, the customer claims for the case unit have changed into more serious ones and their 
amount has increased, which has resulted in the growing amount of work. However, this did not 
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only happen because of the transformation, rather the technology development of the case com-
pany relies largely on the input of the automation unit. This influx of work has huge impacts on 
the order intake currently. Informant L1 suggests reducing the backlog: “--- we have too many features 
at the moment, our backlog is too full, so we should get the backlogs reduced, so that we can handle them better 
and be more efficient.” 
 
Many informants concluded that the unit still takes in too much work. “I think we are still trying to 
make 10 customers happy instead of maybe limiting more the amount of inputs”, concluded informant L3. 
Informant L2 pointed out that it can be seen from the historical data of previous product incre-
ments that what teams are able to do is less than the amount of work is currently taken in. Also, 
it is still challenging to get smaller, but crucial inputs into the backlog. There is a separate lane for 
maintenance tasks. However, it seems to be unclear, who is responsible for gathering inputs for 
the product increment planning, because now architects often bring the smaller tasks even though 
many seem to think it should be a responsibility of the Product Owners. Informant E2 empha-
sizes the need to for an organized way to get smaller inputs into the backlog: 
 

“So those smaller [inputs], maybe with those we should just be a bit more active, to get those into 
sight, because there are many alternative routes to get those into development. And we talk about 
the maintenance lane, that is how they get there, but it has occasionally some challenges. And it 
probably is more so that the PO:s [Product Owners] should be more active, to get that lane into 
use.” (E2) 

 
Utilizing the maintenance lane more efficiently could be improved through more collaboration 
between product owners and team members. Often, it may be difficult to distinguish critical issues 
from small annoyances and product owners could improve the identification process by discuss-
ing with the product owner team and come up with the solution together. More aspects about 
product owner role are discussed on chapter 4.2.1. Some informants of the stakeholder group 
found the timing of the order intake to be an issue, because there are many small items of work 
that need immediate attention and waiting for the next PI planning is not an option. There is 
limited amount of time reserved for these kinds of small tasks, but some stakeholders find that it 
is far too small for their needs. Informant S3 suggests that the schedule of the teams could be 
separated from one another to create more flexible order intake: 
 

“So when some team gets their work done, then they are able to receive next things in. Then 
whenever the previous work is completed, between each of them it is possible to look again what is 
the most optimal thing for them to do next.” (S3) 

 
Some informants also reflected on the quality of the inputs, as there is extensive variation on how 
features have been written, which makes it difficult to interpret them and make judgements on 
what needs to be done. Informant E4 suggested: “It could be so, that if the feature is not defined precisely 
enough, then it could not be done. It would make work easier if in the future we had something like this.” 
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However, some informants in the stakeholder group found writing the feature descriptions is 
challenging, because they do not speak with the same terminology. They think that it should be 
responsibility of the case unit’s experts to determine exactly what to get the desirable result. 
 

Prioritization 
 
Before the transformation there was no centralized prioritization; thus, every group had their own 
prioritization procedure and backlog. However, prioritization practices were not very systematic, 
as everyone could receive work from everywhere and make estimates on how long the work 
would take without cooperation with others or shared prioritization. Many informants in the em-
ployee group had no visibility of how the features were picked before the transformation. In-
formant E3 described: “I think the organization was seen as sort of a black box that just magically snapped 
up pieces of work by some random prioritization.” Also, each department within the case unit had their 
own priorities and there was no alignment in the network value stream. There was no understand-
ing of the big picture. “They estimated themselves or with small group what should be done and when usually 
not examining the big picture”, explained informant L5. There were no clear high-level priorities. 
Informant E2 explained that the R&D department’s leadership did not prioritize initiatives, which 
meant that everything seemed to be top priority and needed to be finished as soon as possible, at 
the same time. 
 
Now there is a centralized prioritization system. “Now we have a common backlog, that is prioritized in 
a unified way. And the work goes via the product management team to the teams in a controlled manner.”, 
explained informant L4. The aim is to first evaluate what is important, then pick up the work and 
finish it, rather than starting everything and having a lot of things to do at the same time. When 
new customer cases appear, their priority is evaluated and if they are found to be more urgent 
than it was previously speculated, they are re-prioritized. Employees have also better visibility on 
the prioritization, construed by informant E3: “--- now I know how we get them. They are clearly priori-
tized and refined.” Informant S4 noted that the current prioritization system enables continued re-
view of plans. High-level prioritizations are made every 10 weeks in the middle of the increment 
by the R&D’s management team, and they decide what the automation unit should work on in 
the next increment, explained informant L4. They also plan a roadmap for the next two-three 10-
week iterations, as well as more speculative long-term plan. The R&D level prioritization has 
improved a lot during the transformation, informant E2 depicted. 
 
Most informants found the prioritization to be more transparent and clearer now. However, there 
are still some aspects to improve upon. Developers have had difficulties in understanding the 
reasons behind the prioritization, because the information that has led to the prioritization deci-
sions is not communicated well enough. This creates conflicting points of view, because devel-
opers may be in direct contact with the stakeholders, who tend to communicate that their feature 
is of high priority, and when the decision is to not give it high priority, more explanation is needed. 
The prioritization decisions may be discussed with the product owner, but they are not always 
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able to sell their prioritization reasoning to the team members successfully. It may be that product 
owners do not understand the reasoning behind the prioritization.  
 
There has been a push towards value driven development. However, informant L3 feels like it is 
not there yet: “It feels actually more like that we're deadline driven, compared to that we would be value driven 
as its proposed by agile.” Even though there has been an effort of prioritizing based on business 
value, still sometimes the stakeholders that are the loudest and have a higher position in the or-
ganization gets their work prioritized. A crucial part of making work more efficient in the future 
is getting improvements through the prioritization, however many informants expressed that the 
promised number of improvements tend not to get through the prioritization process, as they are 
easier to drop than the features promoted by stakeholders. A lot of work in R&D is project based, 
and there is still no clear prioritization when it comes to projects. Informant L3 explains: “I think 
if all R&D works in the same way that there's like hundreds of projects going on at the same time, and everything 
needs to be done.” There should be more support from management in creating priorities for pro-
jects. Many informants talked about the need for making the high-level prioritization clearer and 
improving the transparency of the priorities of other units. Some pointed out, that clear high-
level priorities would help with shortening the backlog of the automation unit. 
 
Many informants of the employee group would like to have more varied tasks to work on. Each 
PI has similar tasks in different systems, which means that the whole train is working on similar 
tasks at the same time. Informant E3 suggests describes the situation as follows: “-- we have to 
deliver the product to the customer and for the moment it's just these features that we have to work on, but in future 
maybe they have to think about other different features than standard releases.” Many informants noted that 
the features prioritized by product owners, which team members choose their work from, may 
not provide enough challenges or are not interesting enough for the team members, which has a 
great impact in their everyday work as everything they work on goes through the centralized 
prioritization system. The ability to grow in areas of interest depends on what work is available, 
which then effects how satisfied employees are with their work and growth.  
 

Task allocation 
 
Before the transformation task allocation was not managed systemically. Experts tended to have 
too much on their plate and there was no systematic way of managing what everyone was working 
on. Informant E2 explained a situation where he had to talk to his manager about having too 
much to work on: 
 

“I had to at the beginning of my career to go talk to my manager that I have here 40 things to do 
and this big project that should be done: Could you talk to your boss and ask what to do? Are 
there any more hands? I’m already working 14 hours a day I can only go down from here. The 
manager returned and it was long that he scratched his head about what to do. But then they came 
into a decision, but the transparency of decisions was very bad then. I didn’t know then, and maybe 
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I didn’t need to know, but I had to write around 40 messages, that I’m sorry, this is not moving 
forward, questions can be sent there, that why not.” (E2) 

 
Employees were overworked, work tasks came from all directions and priorities were not clear. 
Also, managing tasks that needed effort from multiple departments was challenging, as collabo-
ration and unified priorities were lacking. “We got asap in one department to finish something and then it 
took one year before the other department picked it up.”, informant L2 explained. Informant L3 explained 
that more than half of the employees would work in many projects, which wasn’t very efficient: 
“I mean you'll never get anything done and it’s awful for a person doing that because you always 
need to prioritize and switch the context and so on.” Multitasking was an issue, as there were no 
clear priorities and experts were pressured to do all things at the same time all the time. Also, 
doing tasks outside your area of expertise was not encouraged. Informant E2 explained that when 
an expert would want to expand their area of expertise by following another expert, each time it 
led to getting the new product ownership under one’s responsibility, and the other expert moving 
into other areas, even though that was not intended by the expert who wanted to just gain more 
knowledge on other areas. Informant L1 explained more on this issue: “Before it was very difficult, 
because there were specific teams, and they could only do specific things. So, when you were interested in other subject 
matters, it didn’t really work, doing that work. It was also difficult for management, that putting under other 
manager, that wasn’t seen as appropriate.”  Nonetheless, experts also found some positives about the 
task management before compared to now, for instance, multitasking being useful in hardware 
projects where natural delays occurred.  
 
Now task allocation happens in a controlled fashion from product management to teams. Teams 
choose their preferences from a list of features, and then tasks are allocated based on preferences 
of the teams in the PI planning event. If many teams are interested on working on the same 
features, they are allocated to one team, and the other team must work on something else. Teams 
can freely pick tasks that are outside their area of expertise, which was not encouraged before the 
transformation. “Now it does not in any way depend on who your manager is, that you can just that kind of 
work. Meaning, if you are interested let’s say on hardware development, you might as well do those tasks.”, ex-
plains informant L1. Workload is easier to manage, as Scrum masters make sure that experts do 
not take in too much work. Informant E3 explains how others help with managing workload “It’s 
harder to put too much on your plate, because someone will say: “Hey, you don’t have the capacity to do that, you 
need to leave that until the next sprint or something”.” Now, there is a separate support team for urgent 
matters, which some informants saw as a negative change, as customer support is rewarding. 
However, most informants did not seem bothered by the change.  
 
Most informants were satisfied with the changes in task allocation and did not see major things 
to improve upon. Few informants mentioned the need to get more varied tasks for the teams, as 
often the whole train on similar tasks. Many experts expressed that they would like to have an 
impact on the tasks that are available, even though they understand that the prioritization should 
be based on customer needs. One informant of the leader-group expressed that the unit should 
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regard the interests of the expert in the prioritization, because if some experts do not have the 
opportunity to work on what they are interested in, they may be tempted to leave. Informant E1 
suggested that tasks should be allocated by interest. 

 
“There are these kinds of people who want to do those engine packages, and these people have no 
coding experience and no clear desire to become a coder. So, I think it is to some extent waste of 
time to try to force these people to do coding tasks. Rather, this situation should be accepted and 
then change these teams in a way that there would be one team where there are only these engine 
package people who then do those engine packages.” (Informant E1) 
 

Few informants mentioned that it would be beneficial if teams would have more time to go over 
what the features require before the PI planning, so that they could make a more informed deci-
sion on what features to choose and how long of a time they take. Some teams are more special-
ized in some areas over others, so it is challenging, if they get tasks that no one in the team have 
any expertise in. For instance, there are teams that do not have any hardware knowledge and still 
get hardware tasks, and then they must consult experts from other teams. 
 

Deliveries 
 
Before the transformation speed of deliveries was considerably slower. “I mean we did maybe a few 
system releases per year”, described informant E3. Tasks were not finished in the promised time 
frame, because most people took in too much work, delivering everything when promised was 
hard to manage. Deliveries were sometimes made years after the order was taken in, which made 
the feedback process very long for the stakeholders. Informant L5 recounter about delivery indi-
cators: “our delivery accuracy was before this ballpark in a month around 50% maybe, and in two 
months it was around 20 presents”. 
 
Accuracy of deliveries has improved a great deal. Delivery speed is much faster now, around a 
third of what it was before the transformation. Deliveries are made on schedule. “Primary thing 
with agility is that, in SAFe at least, we try to deliver at least 80% what we have promised each 10 weeks. We 
try to promise what we can deliver.”, informant L2 explained. Now, it is crucial to understand what the 
customer needs. Informant L4 portrays how customer needs are considered: “There has been an 
increasing interest in understanding what the customer really needs, wants, and what benefits the customer. Also, 
maybe even the customer does not know what is best for them and we should think about it on the behalf of the 
customer.” Experts have a closer understanding of customer needs and what value they provide 
with their own work to the customer. Informant L5 describes this mindset shift: 
  

“It was so attached to that one knows one area [of expertise] instead that we are here to make 
sure that there are successful deliveries to the customers of [the case company]. And this is maybe 
one of the biggest mindset changes that is visible in our agile transformation.” (L5) 
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A few challenges with deliveries arose from the interview data. Some informants expressed that 
delivery speed through the value chain could be improved further. Also, it is challenging to try to 
imagine what the customer wants. It may be challenging for the experts to apply business thinking 
and understand what customers need. Informant L4 portrays this challenge: 
 

“Often customer’s problems are much simpler than an imaginative engineer might think. They can 
be very simple as such, but without contact and desire to understand the customer and the business 
of the customer above all, then it is challenging.” (L4) 

 
4.2.3 Management 
 
This section discusses how aspects regarding management have changed during the transfor-
mation and what are the current challenges. The management category is divided into three cat-
egories. First, roles and responsibilities examine the various roles in the management team and 
their responsibilities. Second, leadership considers how the organization is led towards its goals 
and how people are managed along the way. Finally, management communication reviews the 
ways that management communicate and interact with their subordinates. The Table 10 below 
provides an overview of the results on management, after which each topic is explored in depth. 
 
Table 10: Impacts of the transformation and challenges in management 
 
 Before Impacts Challenges 

Roles and responsibilities 

 

• Only one line manager for 
four departments  

• Line managers focused on 
content rather than people 

• Project managers planned 
projects 

• Team leaders were respon-
sible for the teams 

• Two line-managers super-
vise and manage people 

• Scrum masters coach 
teams with agile 

• Top management focus on 
the big picture 

• Product owners act as gate 
keepers between experts 
and stakeholders 

• Scrum master’s should 
manage improvements  

• Line-managers focus too 
much on product develop-
ment 

• Top management is over-
worked 

• Product owners do not 
partake in high-level priori-
tization and their responsi-
bilities are unclear 

Leadership 

 

• Bureaucracy and high hier-
archies  

• Formal and directive style 
• Supervisors decided what 

experts do and when 
• Micromanagement 

• Self-management in team 
level 

• More informal leadership 
• Clear vision for entire unit 
• Coaching leadership style 
• Decision power is more 

dispersed. 

• Lack of clear direction 
• Limits of self-management 

are unclear 
• Budgeting does not suit 

agile planning 
• Lack of people manage-

ment 
• No clear career paths 
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Communication 

 

• Communication through 
meetings and email 

• Discussions in meetings 
were often one sided 

• Authoritative and instruc-
tive communication style  

• Focus on the team rather 
than on an individual 

• Vision and goals are com-
municated regularly 

• Management is present in 
team meetings 

• Slack is frequent use 

• Lack of communication on 
high level vision 

• Communication to teams 
goes through scrum mas-
ters and product owners 

• More individual communi-
cation is needed 

 

Roles and responsibilities 
 
Before the transformation management roles were very different to what they are today. There 
was only one line manager for four departments. Product owner role did not exist in the same 
way it does now. Scrum master role is a completely new one. There were project managers and 
team leaders, which do not longer exist in the case unit. The project managers were responsible 
for planning the projects. “You try to plan 2-3 months before the project starts, how the next five years will 
go. And then usually after 3-4 weeks by after you have planned it, Dowgh! it fails.”, portrayed informant L2. 
Line managers focused on managing the content, which meant that leading teams was got less 
attention. During the transformation there were different compositions of line managers. One 
model that was tried out was having three-line managers, when team members could be under 
any supervisor. Informant E6 explained how if someone would give feedback to one of them, 
nothing changes as it felt like they didn’t have the power to change anything. 
 
The management roles have changed a lot during the transformation and currently there is top-
management, two line-managers, product managers and scrum masters. Scrum masters act as 
coaches to the teams. They are process experts when it comes to agile, and they make sure that 
the teams follow the agile methodology. They are part of the development team. Informant L4 
depicted that scrum masters “have this kind of role as the drummer in the team”. Informant L3 explained, 
how scrum masters were more valuable during the beginning of the transformation, and now that 
the teams know agile are self-sufficient, scrum masters should focus on managing train level im-
provements.  
 
Most informants regarded the change to two line-managers and one line-manager for each team 
to be a positive one. Many informants found that now the line-manager is a clear first contact 
point. There is some flexibility in switching under another line-manager, and when it comes to 
product owners you may be under both line-managers. The line managers act as supervisors for 
the teams are now responsible of people management, whereas product owners are only respon-
sible for the product. Line managers are focused on resourcing, thinking about the big picture of 
stakeholder management, and vision. Some of the informants felt that they have a close connec-
tion to the line-manager, others felt that they were disconnected from the line-manager, and they 
do not focus on people management. However, there were informants who assured that people 



65 
 

 

management is the responsibility of line-managers. Therefore, there seems to be some varying 
understandings on the responsibilities of management. Also, many pointed out that because there 
are only two line-managers they must manage a large group of people, which may make the lead-
ers more distant from employees. Also, the top management is overworked currently, as there is 
no longer an assistant in the unit that previously did a lot of practical organizing in the unit. Now, 
the top management focuses more on high-level management and collaboration with other units 
R&D and other stakeholders, as the teams work more independently. However, some informants 
from the employee group expressed that they would like to have more communication from the 
top management about vision for the unit and what should everyone focus on in the big picture.  
 
There is a goal now to have one product manager for each team. Product owners act as gate 
keepers between stakeholders and employees. Most informants agreed that it is positive that if as 
a developer there are issues with prioritization or stakeholder collaboration, the product owners 
handle it. “Say now when someone comes to you and shouts at you and says: 'This has to be done yesterday! You 
have to do it now! 'And you just tell them: ' well, just back off, go to our product owner and discuss with him '”, 
explained informant E6. Product owners evaluate the big picture and decide on what to work on 
newt. Nevertheless, some informants pointed out that product owners do not do prioritization 
to the degree they should. A few informants clarified that product owners should have more 
responsibility of the high-level prioritization. However, informant L1 revealed that the lack of 
product owner participation in high-level conversations may be caused because it involves organ-
izational politics and top management is afraid that they cannot shut up in the right time. Inform-
ant E2 called product owners as a “ticketing post office”, which means that they simply move 
around tickets from one place to another. The same informant also admitted that there are many 
product owners who have a lot of useful background information, but there is a lot of variability. 
The number of product owners has increased recently, implying that there are a lot of new people 
in the product owner team. The product owner role needs to be more defined in the future. Some 
informants suggested that they should clearly divide the product responsibilities within the prod-
uct owner team. 
 

Leadership 
 
Before the organizations leadership was traditional, with high hierarchies and a lot of bureaucracy. 
“Before, your supervisor defined your work, what you do and said outright: ‘You do this and this’”, explained 
informant L1. Management was formal in nature and included a lot of micro-management. There 
was a stiff structure in the organization. Management had a more directive relationship to em-
ployees, whereas now the management style is closer to a leadership. Now managers create a 
vision for the entire department, rather than micromanages and gives orders. There was self-
management in a sense that everyone could take work from everywhere without centralized pri-
oritization. Informant E1 compares the change in managing work.   
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“There are people, who have gotten used to a traditional team manager-model. When talking 
about the extremes, it it’s like in the military, that there is a person who says that now you do it 
like this and then you do it like that. However, that doesn’t exist in agile, rather the team decides 
how things are done.” (E1) 

 
The role of self-management and flexibility has grown immensely in the leadership of the unit. 
Teams are responsible of what they are working on an impact what work they do and when. 
There is much more informal leadership. Teams work self-sufficiently and anyone can make im-
provements in the way that the team operates, without an official role of a leader. The number of 
director levels has reduced, and power has been delegated lower down in the organization. As 
informant L2 stated: “--- the best place to do decisions is where the knowledge is”. Top management creates 
a flexible long-term plan together with stakeholders and has more time to focus on directing the 
unit in the right direction. There is more unified and clear strategy and vision for the entire unit 
than before the transformation.  
 
Changes in leadership has brough out new challenges. As there are less managers for larger num-
ber of employees, the relationship between them is less close. Many informants from the em-
ployee group expressed that they do not have visibility of what top management does, because 
they do not communicate with them frequently. Vision is also unclear for many employees, espe-
cially when it comes to the future of the transformation. For the top management, budgeting is 
challenging. Budgeting is done in a very planned way, where the unit must plan well in advance 
and with a year timespan, even though the plans are currently locked for ten weeks at a time in 
the case unit. The way that the entire case company budgets does not suit the agile, more flexible 
planning. There are some limitations to self-management, especially regarding the unit level or-
ganizing. It was not clear to many informants in the employee group what is the limit of their 
power, and whether they have the freedom to impact unit-level issues. Informant E6 presented a 
hypothetical situation, illustrating the issues in decision making.  
 

“If I, like I would like to propose that we just put two more hours for inspect and adapt as a 
train. So, this shouldn't really be decision that requires [the top management’s] blessing or they do 
not have to close themselves in a in a closed meeting room and discuss this and then say as what 
they decided.” (E6) 

 
There are some major challenges in human relations management. The turnover rate has been 
very high during the transformation, which has been caused by the transformation in some extent, 
but there have been many other reasons why people left, one which is more opportunities to 
work remotely and a lot of career opportunities available in the same business. This has had 
detrimental consequences for the well-being of employees, as it there is a lot of changes to get 
accustomed to at the same time. “We had colleagues who knew their own are completely. Now that knowledge 
is gone.”, portrayed informant E4. Also, informants from the stakeholder group expressed that the 
large turnover has had impacts on stakeholder collaboration as the old contacts have left. With 
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the large turnover the number of externals working in the unit has grown a lot, and currently of 
the developers in the case unit, more than 50% are externals, which creates issues in the continuity 
of knowledge and expertise. Informant L3 expressed a concern about career development in the 
case unit.  
 

“I have no idea where do I go next. I think that inside [the automation unit] if I would like to 
develop, I would need to get out, and then I would also be changing the place of work. I don't think 
that I would get any new title or salary increase, really by working ---. I don't know anyway what 
are the criteria for me to get a better position or a better salary---.” (L3) 

 
Communication 
 
Before the transformation, management didn’t communicate a lot with the employees. Commu-
nication happened through email or meetings, and there was not a lot of informal interactions. 
Meetings were less collaborative, longer, and only few people spoke. There were a lot of partici-
pants in meetings and most of them did not say anything during the meeting. The communication 
style was authoritative and instructive.  
 
Since the transformation, the management communication has evolved more toward a coaching 
communication style. Vision and goals of the unit are communicated regularly to the teams. “We 
have some meetings every Wednesday with our tribe leader. So, he informs us what's going on.”, explained in-
formant E5. The management team aims to attend many of the regularly scheduled team meetings 
to be more present for the teams and stay on track with what the teams are working on. More 
presence and visibility of management has been requested by team members. The communication 
from management is focused on addressing the teams, rather than focusing on the individual. 
The top management communicates the plan and what is expected of the teams. The messaging 
app Slack is in regular use.  
 
Communication should be increased in the future, especially regarding high level vision and plan. 
Many informants from the employee group expressed that they feel like they are not in contact 
with the top management, and all communication goes through product owners and scrum mas-
ters. Some experts would like to hear positive feedback from management more frequently. In-
formant E6 gave an example of the kinds of communication issues that occur currently. 
 

“--- management is telling we need to automate more. We have to make things faster. And it's 
very unclear how they want to make it. They just indicate that this is their main goal. But as such, 
it still doesn't tell me OK, automate faster, but why? It's like a very short-term plan.” (E6) 

 
Many informants communicated that they would like to have more individual communication 
with the management, especially regarding people management. Because there are only two tribe 
leaders for a large group of people, and they often focused on product development, there is very 
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little time reserved for communicating with people. Informant L3 explained the issues in com-
munication that come with the current management structure: “-- they're focusing on the product devel-
opment. It's not intended to work with their people. That's why I don't like it. There's no one else to talk to the 
people than them. Really, I think it would be more correct.”  
 

4.3 Experiences of change management  
 
This chapter presents the results regarding change management a from employee, leader, and 
stakeholder perspectives. The results are presented in four sections, which were formed based on 
the analysis. Section 4.2.1 discusses transformation timeline. The next sections examine how the 
change management has been experienced by the three perspectives: Section 4.2.2 focuses on 
employee perspective, 4.2.3 presents the leader perspective, and 4.2.4 introduces the stakeholder 
perspective. This chapter focuses on the experiences and stories of the people involved in the 
transformation.  
 
The results on this section stem from the analytical model presented in the Section 4.1. The scope 
of the analysis that led to the results in this chapter is presented in the Figure 11 below. The theme 
in focus in this section is change management. The temporal in and experiential dimensions are 
also relevant in the analysis of the themes. Conveying the employee, leader and stakeholder per-
spectives is meaningful in this section of the results, because how change management in viewed 
varied a great deal from one perspective to another. 

Figure 11: Scope in the analytical model presented in Section 4.1 
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4.3.1 Transformation timeline  
 
The transformation has included various changes in the last two years and the transformation will 
go on for many years to come. The transformation timeline presented in the Figure 12 below, 
presents the events of the transformation in time, as interpreted by the researcher from the inter-
view data. The changes are listed in the column on the right and time goes on vertically from left 
to right. The darker hues of grey highlight when the change was the most active and lighter shade 
portrays a less active pace of change. 
 

Figure 12: Interpretation of the timeline of transformation 
 
The transformation begun with identifying issues that needed to be addressed in the beginning 
of 2018. Then task group planned the next steps to take and decided that changing the work order 
management was the most natural next step.  
 
The creation of centralized and value driven work order management happened in the latter half 
of 2018. This change included creating a centralized order intake and value driven prioritization. 
It was a major change and had great impacts on stakeholder collaboration, which is visualized 
above as well. Work order management change initiated a change in the way the case unit collab-
orates with all its internal stakeholders, whether they order work from the unit or are in the same 
R&D program. This change has also had cultural implications for the surrounding units. The 
choice to follow business value and handle orders through a centralized backlog limited the num-
ber of orders that could went through from the stakeholders to the case unit. Also, the role that 
the stakeholder representative had in the organization no longer mattered in making their order 
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a priority. Dissatisfaction and backlash rose, and for a good reason, as this was a major shift in 
how the organization has operated over many decades.  
 
Next major change was changing the working practices and applying the SAFe principles into 
practice. This change was first piloted with only small part of the organization and then rapidly 
rolled out into the entire unit in the beginning of 2019. This fundamentally changed how work is 
organized, what skills are required and the collaboration in the case unit. A major aspect of this 
change was the mindset shift that came with the practical changes. As experts were expected to 
work on all kinds of tasks, when before, they worked within their narrow focus area, their identity 
as the world class expert had to step aside. The practical changes to team structure and manage-
ment were difficult to manage with the full workload and remote work, because of the COVID-
19 pandemic. However, it was the mindset change that has been the most difficult to implement. 
There were changes in what the work of experts entailed, how they interacted with others, and 
how much power they had. Management structures changed entirely; new roles were formed, and 
old ones retired. The cultural change had been building up during the transformation, but the 
change to working practices propelled it forward. There were many people who were not happy 
about the new direction and chose to leave. The turnover has been very high, and it has also 
caused its fair challenges in the case unit, which are still apparent today. 
 
In the beginning of 2020, it was time to consider changing the management structure. This time, 
due to feedback, teams were involved in the planning process. Workshops were organized for 
planning the new organizational structure. The change was implemented in late 2020. There has 
been mostly positive feedback that the structure is clearer know. Nevertheless, there are still a lot 
of issues that need to be addressed. The transformation will go on for many years to come. The 
ethos in agile is constant adaptation and change. Hence, even when the agile transformation is 
thought to be done, change never stops. 
 
The Figure 13 below summarizes how the three perspectives, employees, leaders, and stakehold-
ers have experienced the change management. These experiences are elaborated further in the 
Sections 4.3.2-4.3.4. below. The groups have had partially shared experiences, but also unique 
accounts of change management, which is presented with the overlapping circles. The minus sign 
signifies negative experiences, the plus sign indicates positive experiences, and things to consider 
when the transformation is expanded to other units are presented with arrows.  
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Figure 13: Overlapping perspectives of change management 

 
4.3.2 Employee perspective 
 
The transformation goals were understood well by the employees. Most of them mentioned trans-
parency and speeding up deliveries. There was no visibility for the stakeholders. “They just did not 
know what is the length that we need to develop a single product and what orders are we taking in, what is our 
velocity. So, I think goals at the beginning were quite clear”, explained informant E6. There has been a 
clear vision and most employees have understood why the transformation has been necessary.  
 
Many employees reflected that the transformation was challenging in the beginning. “Two things 
happened at the same time, the change of the way of working and T-shape change, so the reorganizing of teams. So, 
there was a bit too big steps to do everything at once. Especially when looking at this afterwards, it was too ambitious 
change.”, informant E4 described. Many agreed that it was great of the management to adjust the 
agile approach to the needs of the case organization. However, there was a lot of unnecessary 
back and forth in managing the transformation. Some changes were made without enough 
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explanation about the reasons behind the change in direction. Many informants expressed, that 
they have no interest in participating in planning or managing the transformation. “Time is limited 
for everyone. So, I have personally no interest in putting my spoon in every soup. To be honest, I don’t even want 
to participate in all of it.”, clarified informant E1. Informants communicated that they were not 
happy that the management were the last ones to implement agile practices. “Our product owners 
and management team in in our department, they are the last ones to implement a retrospective, for instance. --- 
Why do you expect me to do retrospective and do their relentless improvement if you never done it yourself?”, 
informant E6 wondered.  
 
The employees have responded to the change in many ways. Some were excited about the change 
because they wanted to do more. Others resisted the change because they were unhappy about 
the direction of the change and the way it impacted their work. “In the beginning, I was sceptic, but 
very good things have come up that can be done differently, faster and easier” (Informant E4). Change re-
sistance was perceived to be one of the biggest challenges in the transformation. It has been 
difficult for many people to get out of their comfort zone. The change from traditional hierar-
chical management to self-managing teams has been huge for some people, who were used to 
working independently. “They feel maybe stressed about that what will happen and how it will go and what is 
my role”, portrayed informant E5. Informants explained that the change has been difficult for 
many people because product development is a mental job, where being able to shine and take 
pride of your work is essential for job satisfaction. “If you are given that kind of work that is outside of 
your comfort zone, then you can’t shine in that work until you have done the new kind of work long enough” 
(Informant E1). Some informants felt that the transformation should not be called agile. “I disagree 
that it is called that way. Maybe 'cause I don't like buzzwords and it is just another buzzword or I have a feeling 
management picked to maybe to sell it higher up, I don't know.”, Informant E6 explained. It was expressed 
that currently everybody seems to be on board with the transformation and there isn’t much 
complaining anymore. 
 
Many informants of the employee group expressed that the transformation has come far but there 
is still thigs to improve upon. “On the software level we are quire agile and we are very quick”, explained 
informant E3. Many evaluated that the major changes have been implemented but adjusting the 
practices will take a long time. It was also said, that in agile constant improvement is one of the 
central ideals, which means that the transformation will never be ready. Informant E1 explained 
how agile implementations have to always be adjusted: “There is always issues when it [agile methodology] 
is taken into use in companies. Here too it has needed some fine-tuning, but that is how it is everywhere.”  Some 
informants expressed that they don’t know the direction of the transformation in the future. The 
leaders have not been expressive enough about the future goals for the transformation and it is 
not clear for the employees what are the next steps in the transformation. 
 
When expanding the transformation to other units in the case company, it was expressed that 
adjusting the approach based on the way of working in the unit is crucial for success. Organiza-
tions should consider which parts of the agile methodology suit their operations. Many felt that 
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it is a mistake to apply any agile models by the book without considering the specific context and 
adjusting the approach where needed. “[The company] makes a huge mistake if it tries to force this process 
everywhere. I will say it bluntly that it will not work” (Informant E1). It was suggested that baseline of 
the approach should be close to what has been already implemented, i.e., include similar iterations 
and prioritization. However, deciding the construction and level of cross-functionality of the 
teams should be based on the breath of the technical skills needed in that specific context. If the 
cross functional teams need to master a sizable area of expertise, it may be difficult to find re-
quirements that that team can comprehensively accomplish. “Go for it and listen closely to the feedback. 
You don't have to do it perfectly. Just do it, iterate on it.”, encouraged informant E3 
 
4.3.3 Leader perspective 
 
The goals of the transformation were perceived to be quality and delivery speed. Some informants 
mentioned that also getting accustomed to continuous change was one of objective and part of 
the agile mindset. Also, informants mentioned becoming faster, updating software in a continuing 
basis and fast deliveries. However, there were some informants that mentioned that in the begin-
ning the goals of the transformation were not communicated clearly. “I was trying to figure out what 
are the problems that we are trying to solve with the transformation. Do we have some data that we base our 
solution that do we now actually solve anything? Or what's the background? I don't think it was communicated.”, 
expressed informant L3. Many informants declared that this transformation has been among the 
biggest ones in the case unit as of now. 
 
In the beginning SAFe was implemented by the book and adjustments were made later based on 
what was needed. Most informants agreed that it was right to start with a large change, because 
otherwise the transformation would have taken too long. There were trainings in the beginning, 
which as many reflected were essential in the transformation. However, it was emphasized that 
the consultants should have worked longer with the case unit and the access to the consultant for 
support and day-to day questions should have been better communicated. Many leaders men-
tioned that they regret that, in the beginning, the transformation was implemented in a traditional 
top-down manner, and they didn’t include employees in planning the transformation in the be-
ginning. However, later, based on feedback, the employees were included in the planning.  
 
In the beginning of the transformation communication was not clear. “It was rather obscure, I would 
say. Then the message was maybe more like we are changing workshops without being clear as to why”, informant 
L5 explained. The same informant reflected, that in hindsight it has been easier to understand 
why the changes were done then, as the communication has improved a lot since the beginning. 
“We had challenges in the beginning that didn’t know how to inform everyone what we are doing in the transfor-
mation and why”, explained informant L1. “Informing” was a commonly used term among the in-
formants, when referring to communication from leaders to employees. The same informant 
continued by saying that there were so many changes in the beginning that the leaders couldn’t 
keep track of what all is implemented and why. The changes made in roles were not 



74 
 

 

communicated well and people were confused and didn’t know what their new role entailed. 
“Everybody was just like, trying out the borders. I would say like, can we do that? Or that?”, informant L3 
described. Employees were pre-selected for the roles of scrum master and product owner, and 
informants mentioned that the selection process should have been more transparent with open 
positions everyone could apply to.  
 
Many informants emphasized the importance of changing mindsets and culture for the success 
of the transformation. “That was perhaps a bigger surprise to me than I thought, is actually the change in the 
culture and organization”, informant L2 expressed. Few informants mentioned that agile is often 
seen as a tool and a method, which is why many of transformation fail. Informant L4 explained 
why the transformation takes a long time: “It is pretty big change the mindset and that’s where you see it. 
This takes a long time because human is not a machine. You cannot change that, now you have to change, but it 
takes time.” Some informants also highlighted how important values are and that they form a basis 
based on which one acts. There has been a growing understanding of values that guide action in 
the case unit. Leaders have also focused on communicating those values more efficiently. Now 
that the work is guided by business value, the understanding of values is also closer to the em-
ployee.  
 
Informants described how most employees have responded to the change positively. However, 
for some, the transformation was a negative experience. Informant L4 conveyed the negative 
reactions to the change: “For some individuals, luckily, they are few and far between, but for some this team-
work doesn’t fit at all, there are some. Then at the beginning stages of the transformation few guys left us. They 
were used to doing individualistically independently the kinds of jobs they felt like doing.” All informants from 
the leader group expressed that the transformation was positive from their point of view. Never-
theless, most were apologetic that the transformation does not suit everyone. It was expressed, 
that some resistance could have been avoided with improved communication about the reasons 
why specific changes are implemented. Even though, there was some communication, more rep-
etition would have been helpful. “Explain why we are doing it again, and again, because it’s all so easy to 
forget”, stressed informant L3. 
 
Now, the transformation is in a mode of continuously improving and adjusting in small steps 
when needed, according to the informants of the leadership group. The largest structural changes 
have already been implemented. “We strengthen the good things and unlearn what isn’t so good”, 
portrayed informant L4. Next in the case unit, the focus is on becoming faster with the same 
accuracy, work satisfaction and alignment.  
 
Many informants suggested that when it comes to the larger organization, implementing agile 
budgeting would be a crucial change in the future. However, that would require many other units 
to implement the transformation to some degree. “I would suggest the next big thing is to start to roll it 
out to other departments near us in the value stream” (Informant L2). Informants highlighted that 



75 
 

 

prioritization, order intake, and cadence should be common across units. Informant L5 depicted 
how expanding the transformation to other units should be approached. 
 

“Some have partially the same situation, partially it is completely different, so it is important to 
find a balance there. That what should be locked in a way that it works for everyone in the same 
way and what is that kind of freedom that should be given to departments or to single team or an 
individual.” (L5) 

 
Recommendations were made on how other units should approach the transformation. Many 
leaders highlighted the importance of communication and involving the entire unit in the trans-
formation from the beginning. People leading the transformation should be excited about have 
strong enough conviction that they can provide explanations for people who resist the change. 
Informants stressed that support from the management and upper levels of the organization is 
crucial for the success of the transformation. Informant L1 recommended a way of approaching 
the transformation for other units: “This is a big change for people. Then, if the organization is old-fashioned 
then the change requires work. So, it should be done, in fact, at once properly, because it is so much easier to return 
to the old way.” 
 
4.3.4 Stakeholder perspective 
 
In the beginning of the transformation, most informants remembered that there was communi-
cation about goals of the transformation to the stakeholders “I believe that it was then communicated 
why the changes have to be done”, explained informant S2. Some informants reflected that the utilizing 
the task management Polarion was one of the first changes, and that the automation unit was the 
first one to take the tool into use in the company. Informant S4 considered that the increased 
demand could have been the trigger for the transformation: “I think the main reason was increasing 
demand of support and especially the need from automation side to develop software functionalities, which are cross 
platform.” Informant S2 explains how the transformation has transpired. 
 

“It has been practicing and trying out new ways. After all, the model that is in use today, it wasn’t 
so in the beginning just a switch from the old way to the new. Instead, it has progress by trying 
different ways and iteration, though the SAFe model has been in the background and functioning 
as a guideline.” (S2) 
 

The informants from the stakeholder group expressed diverse reactions to the way that the 
change was managed. Some expressed that the automation unit did not take their view into con-
sideration when planning changes. Informant S3 evaluated the change management in the case 
unit: “In [the automation unit] they have strongly taken this forward and I think they take this seriously. And 
all the support has aimed to be given that realistically estimating can be given. But I would still give this mediocre 
score, at least seven and a half to eight with school scale.” Understanding the agile way of working may be 
challenging for many, as expressed by informant S8: “Agile way of work requires that even though you 
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see some slide in PowerPoint, you don’t understand what it means. So, it has to be thought about concretely and it 
doesn’t unfold in an instant.” Many stakeholders stated the importance of giving enough resources, 
trainings, and time to get accustomed to the change. “Maybe there was a too much confidence right at the 
begging that the teams work independently, so that has taken time, and there could have been a little stronger hold 
from the management and the product owner level in an earlier stage.”, reflected informant S2. Many in-
formants of the stakeholder group expressed concern about the strain on the employees that this 
kind of change may cause. Moreover, there has been attempts to create a common model of 
working between the agile method in the automation unit and project work; however, a working 
model was not found. 
 
Stakeholders have had varied responses to the transformation. Some have found the transfor-
mation mostly positive and some even followed along in their unit. Others have felt that the 
transformation have hindered collaboration. “There are some elements, which have come up that cause 
resistance like this T-shaping, that in a sense you know a little bit of everything”, explained informant S8. 
Many informants found that there is still a lot to improve upon in the automation unit, for in-
stance with the roles in the PI planning event. Additionally, some informants depicted that the 
agile method does not suit the way budgeting is done in the rest of the organization. Informant 
S2 portrayed the current state of the transformation: “This is going into right direction, but I feel that 
there is still too much of the old left, that the schedules are not taken seriously enough. And like I said that feeling 
of pride of your own work, that it is completed on time, and you can be flexible if needed.” Nevertheless, there 
has been great interest on following the transformation. Moreover, the transformation in the 
automation unit acts as a showcase for the rest of the company. Informant S4 encouraged to 
extend the transformation to other unit: “I really appreciate, this agile was an inspiration for us. I would 
like that this inspiration is then shared within the other business units in R&D.” 
 
Many stakeholders considered the precautions that applying the model to their unit would require 
and the consequences agile practices would have. Informant S3 portrayed the attitudes towards 
the change now: “I think that there exists in our organization some resistance, which is based on that this is 
considerably significant operating model change. And it would require a pretty strong hold then, but maybe there is 
some doubts that does it bring the alleged improvements. Maybe it is a little difficult to measure now.” Many 
stakeholders were concerned that the same way of working does not work everywhere. “With agile 
it should be closely considered where it fits and where it doesn’t” (Informant S1). Informant S1 went on to 
suggest that a way of working between the agile model and the current one could be better suited 
for other units: “Something from the middle could be used, that it isn’t the entire model, but it is applied 
partially.” Many informants stated that the cross-functional teams can be applied only in units 
where expertise areas are broad enough. It was highlighted that management commitment and 
strong leadership is paramount for the success of the transformation. “I really appreciate, this agile 
was an inspiration for us. I would like that this inspiration is then shared within the other business units in 
R&D.”, suggested informant S4. Informant S8 portrayed why the transformation and precisely 
the T-shaped skill model would bring resistance in their unit. 
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“In my unit also, there are precisely experts those who are very very very deep in a very narrow 
segment. And then you go to say to such person that: “Okay, someone else also could, if the T-
shaping comes, then do your job. When it has taken 10-15-20 year for them to learn that in-
depth expertise. And they say that now everyone must learn a bit of your work. Then, they ca take 
it like underestimation and take it as an insult” (S8) 
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5 Discussion 
 
This chapter discusses the significant findings with theoretical framework, examines the ethics 
and limitations of the research, and makes suggestions for future research and practice. This 
chapter is divided into five sections. Summary of findings in relation to the research questions is 
first reviewed. Second, ethical considerations and limitations are examined. The third section dis-
cussed theoretical, empirical, and managerial contributions. In the fourth section implications for 
future research and practice are discussed. Finally, the conclusions of the thesis are presented. 
 

5.1 Summary of findings 
 
The objective for the thesis is to understand the implications and challenges of a large-scale agile transfor-
mation and experiences of change management in a product development unit of a large technology company. This 
section reviews the answers to the research questions. The first subsection discusses the impacts 
and challenges of the transformation. The second subsection presents the results on change man-
agement experiences. 
 
5.1.1 Impacts and challenges of the transformation 
 
This subsection presents the findings to the first research question: “What are the impacts and chal-
lenges of the transformation?”   
 
Working practices in the case unit have become more collaborative. There is more transparency 
across the unit, everyone has a clear understanding about what others are working on, and 
knowledge of processes and planning is more readily available. Teams are cross-functional and 
expertise areas are broader. Predictability and efficiency have improved through increased focus 
and planning. The lack of handovers has improved quality. However, there are some challenges 
with working practices currently. The handling of improvement suggestions does not satisfy many 
informants. They are not put into practice to the degree that informants would prefer and if they 
are acted upon it is not communicated well enough to the entire unit. Many informants felt that 
the expertise areas should be more defined both for the individual experts as well as the expert 
teams. Supporting new hires can be time consuming and it may hinder efficiency. It is challenging 
to break down hardware related tasks into appropriate size for the current practice. Quality is 
challenges by the increasing number of deliveries and more complex system. Also, the complexity 
of the system makes the architecture more difficult to maintain. 
 
Work order management has become more systematically organized. There is a centralized 
order intake with one main backlog. Work is prioritized and the prioritization is periodically ad-
justed to the changing demands and business value. Experts have an easier time with managing 
their workload. The speed of deliveries has increased and now it is only third of what it was before 
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the transformation. The case unit also delivers around 80% of what was promised in each itera-
tion, which is a significant increase. In addition to these great impacts, the transformation has 
evoked some challenges in managing work orders. The most significant challenges are the large 
backlog of activities. Many informants confirmed that the unit still promises to do more than it 
is capable of. The lane for small maintenance tasks was perceived to be too narrow compared to 
the current demand. There is no clear prioritization of projects, as all of them seem to be top 
priority. High-level prioritizations have been made. However, they are not applied to reduce the 
backlog size. Currently, teams may receive work tasks, which none of the team members are able 
to solve. The content and demands of specific tasks are often misunderstood. Also, speed of 
deliveries should be even faster in the future.  
 
Management has shifted towards self-management and coaching role of managers. One of the 
key impacts of the transformation has been the changes made in management roles. The two line-
managers focus on people management, scrum masters coach teams with the agile practices, and 
product owners manage the work orders. Now, top management can focus on the big picture 
because there is much less micromanagement needed. The teams are self-managed, and they de-
cide on how work is executed. The management provides vision on what the work entails. Deci-
sion power is more dispersed. The focus of management is more on teams rather than on indi-
viduals. Most of the challenges in management are concerned with communication and respon-
sibilities. Many informants found that line-managers focus too much on product development 
when they should be responsible for people management. Also, there are no clear career paths 
for experts. Overall, there is a lack of people management, which many informants expressed the 
need for. The responsibilities of product owners should be more clearly defined, and some in-
formants suggested that they should also be more involved in deciding on the high-level prioriti-
zations. The limits of self-management are not clear for employees. The current way of budgeting 
in the company does not fit the planning and scheduling of the agile method of the case unit and 
causes some extra work.  
 
5.1.2 Experiences of change management 
 
This subsection summarizes the findings to the second research question: “How have employees, 
leaders and stakeholders experienced the change management?”  
 
The employees understood the necessity of the transformation. Most informants understood 
the goals of the transformation to be increased transparency and speeding up the deliveries. The 
beginning of the transformation was challenging, many felt that there were too many changes at 
once in the beginning. It was seen as a suitable approach to first implemented the changes in close 
accordance with the instructions for the chosen methodology and then adjust where needed after 
the implementation. However, some adjustments were done without enough justification and 
communication. Also, some informants criticized that management team was the last one to 
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implement the agile methodology in the case unit. Many employees reflected, that they have no 
interest in participating in the change management, as they rather focus on their own work.  
 
Change resistance was seen as the biggest challenge in implementing the transformation. The 
change to self-managing cross-functional teams pushed many employees out of their comfort 
zone. Some employees expressed that in their line of work being able to take pride of their work 
is a significant source of job satisfaction, and as the change required employees to work on tasks, 
they have no expertise in, job satisfaction was challenged. Now, the major changes have been 
implemented, but constant improvement of practices will go on. Some informants found that the 
direction of the transformation is unclear, and they would appreciate more communication about 
the next steps and vision for the way of working.   
 
Employees suggested that when the transformation is expanded to other units, it is crucial to 
adjust the approach to suit how a particular unit operates. The approach should include some 
similar aspects of the already implemented methodology in the case unit e.g., iterations and pri-
oritization. However, team structure and cross-functionality should depend on the breath of tech-
nical skills needed in the specific unit. If the area of expertise within one team is too large, finding 
tasks that the team can accomplish independently and comprehensively becomes challenging.    
 
The leaders perceived the goals of the transformation be quality and delivery speed. All inform-
ants mentioned that in the beginning communication was not clear. Roles were changed without 
enough explanation, which left people confused. It was expressed that in hindsight it has been 
easier to understand why specific changes were implemented. The trainings and getting help from 
consultants were paramount for the success of the transformation. However, the access to con-
sultants should have been communicated more clearly and they could have been kept on for 
longer. In the beginning even the leaders couldn’t keep track of all the changes and reasons behind 
them. The change was managed in traditional top-down fashion in the beginning, which lead to 
criticism from employees, that they would like to be more involved. Based on the feedback, em-
ployees participated in planning in the later stages of the transformation. Many informants high-
lighted the importance of the need for changing culture and mindsets when implementing agile 
methodologies. During the transformation, the understanding of values behind the taken actions 
have become better understood. Leaders strive for effective communication of business values.  
 
The leaders found the transformation to be mostly positive. However, they acknowledge that the 
transformation has been difficult for many and were regretful that the new way of operating does 
appeal to everyone. They acknowledge, that some resistance could have been avoided with better 
communication on why specific changes were necessary. Now, the transformation continues with 
small steps of improvement, through strengthening the good and unlearning what doesn’t work. 
The leaders indicated that the focus is on becoming even faster, while keeping everyone satisfied 
and aligned.  
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It was proposed that if the transformation is expanded, prioritization, order intake and cadence 
should be common across units. Many highlighted the importance of communication and involv-
ing the entire unit in the transformation. The mangers leading the change should be exited and 
have conviction on implementing the change. The support from upper levels of management is 
critical for the success of the transformation. When the agile methodology has spread more widely 
in the case company, many leaders suggested that changing budgeting would be a crucial for the 
success of agile way of operating in the larger context.  
 
The stakeholders described that the transformation has been an iterative process of trial and 
error. Some expressed that their view was not taken into consideration by the case unit when 
planning the changes. Agile methodology was seen as difficult to understand. There has been 
attempts in creating a common way of working with the automation unit and projects, but those 
attempts have failed. There have been diverse reactions to the change. Some stakeholders en-
courage that the transformation should be expanded in the R&D departments, others feel unsure 
if the agile transformation would provide the alleged benefits to their units. Many suggested that 
the approach should be carefully adjusted based on context and partial implementations of the 
agile model may perform better in other units. Cross-functional teams and T-shaped skills were 
regarded as especially troublesome aspect for other units to implement, because experts in other 
units may have even more specialized expertise areas, which may be challenging to learn by others. 
Additionally, experts may resist the change even more in other areas, as the T-shaped skills may 
feel as an insult to their long professional background and expertise that has been gained through 
decades of hard work.  
 

5.2 Contributions 
 
This section examines the contributions of the thesis in three parts. The first subsection discussed 
theoretical contributions. Then, empirical contributions are presented, and finally the implications 
for future research are suggested. 
 
5.2.1 Theoretical contributions 
 
In this subsection the contributions to theory of this thesis are discussed. First, contributions 
regarding agile organizing are considered. Then, contributions on change management are pre-
sented. Lastly, contributions to large-scale agile transformation theory are examined. 
 

Agile organizing  
 
Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) is built on agile and lean principles and systems thinking 
(Knaster, 2020), which are all part of the current way of working in the case unit. The results of 
the study are in accordance with Poppendieck’s and Cusumano’s (2012) notion on how in the 
lean philosophy work is organized through continuously completing small batches at a time, 
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rather than working based on predetermined plans. Before the transformation, work was orga-
nized through careful early planning and multiple handovers to achieve a complete delivery. Now, 
work is planned in smaller increments and development is done in cross-functional teams from 
planning to delivery. Beck et al. (2001) highlight how in agile development the focus should be 
on interactions and responding to change, rather than following processes and plans. That has 
also been the focus on the case unit. Planning and processes are still important to such a large 
operation, but plans are renewed continuously and in frequent intervals, and they are followed 
flexibly. Frequent interactions and close collaboration have become part of everyday work. 
 
The benefits of adopting SAFe, according to Putta et al. (2018), transparency, productivity, pre-
dictability, alignment, and time to market are some of the notable benefits of adopting the SAFe 
model. The findings are mostly consistent with the previous research. Informants experienced 
improved transparency, predictability, and faster deliveries. Alignment within the case unit has 
greatly improved since implementing SAFe. However, alignment between units in the case com-
pany is lacking. The SAFe model has not been yet fully expanded outside of the case unit, which 
may cause have caused issues in alignment. Nevertheless, the top-management of the R&D de-
partment has begun working according to some aspects of the framework, and some stakeholders 
have taken similar prioritization systems and tools into use, which may possibly increase align-
ment in the future. Moreover, the SAFe model has received some criticism in the case company. 
Some common negative aspects of large-scale agile frameworks such as SAFe include the large 
number of practices, structures, and terminology, which may cause challenges in communication 
individuals working outside the framework (Dikert et al., 2016). The practices and terminology 
of the framework has been difficult for the internal stakeholders to understand, who are in close 
collaboration with the case unit, because they order the work the unit develops. To the stakehold-
ers, the framework seems to be perceived as heavy weight with large number of processes and 
practices, which vary great from the rest of the organization. These results are coherent with 
previous research. Dikert et al. (2016) suggests, that because of the confusion, the framework 
should be adjusted and agreements on how to work around the framework should be made to 
ensure effective collaboration. However, many stakeholders perceived that the case unit has been 
indifferent about the concerns of the stakeholders about how the agile practices do not work well 
with the way of working in other units.   
 
The SAFe model combines a hierarchical management structure with self-managing way of or-
ganizing (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). Agile teams are self-organized, 
autonomous, and free to decide on their internal matters (Paasivaara & Lassenius, 2019), and 
hierarchical structures are used in defining roles and responsibilities (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled 
Agile Framework, 2021). The findings are consistent with previous research. The teams were per-
ceived to be self-organized and have power to decide on matters concerning how work is exe-
cuted. However, the employees have limited power to decide on unit-level issues and practices 
between the teams. It is not also clear for everyone, what are the limits of self-organization, re-
sponsibilities, and power of each role in the case uni.  
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Change management 
 
The change management approach changed throughout the transformation. In the beginning of 
the transformation change management followed a top-down strategy of planned change. In the 
planning approach it is believed that if enough data is gathered and applied to a sequential, step-
wise process, change will transpire (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016). The results reflected that in 
the beginning managers approached change through sequential process, similar to the classic 
planned model by Kotter (1995). The managers aimed to take the organizational context into 
account when leading the transformation by hiring consultants who could help with adjusting the 
approach where needed. This approach resembles contingency theory, as the aim is to understand 
the environment and its constraints, so that the change management approach can be adjusted 
accordingly (Burnes, 1996). As the transformation continued and a self-managing culture and 
practices, common in SAFe (SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021), became the 
norm, employees started to express that they wanted to be participate more in planning the trans-
formation. It could be speculated, that as the organization’s culture and values moved towards 
agile and lean values, the planned approach become too directive. Also, as the employees under-
stood their role and extent of their power, it may be, that they felt freer to express their vision of 
the transformation and how it could be better managed.  
 
Then, the change management approach moved towards the emergent approach in the case unit. 
In this approach change occurs through micro-processes (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002) and is a process 
of learning driven from bottom up, rather than top down (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Burnes, 1996; 
Palmer et al., 2022). In the case unit, employees first expressed their dissatisfaction about not 
being involved in the decision regarding the transformation. Then, they were involved in planning 
the management change through workshops. Currently, many employees seemed to be annoyed 
about how their improvement suggestions are not put into practice. Constant improvement from 
employee initiatives is inherent in agile and lean principles, and in the SAFe model (Beck et al., 
2001; Poppendieck & Cusumano, 2012; SAFe 5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). It is 
possible, that as constant improvement has become part of the organizational culture, the em-
ployees have a better understanding of their role in managing change. According to Tsoukas & 
Chia(2002) experiential action should be encouraged to enable organizational change. It can be 
speculated based on the findings and theory that perhaps the emergent approach change requires 
an organizational culture and practices, where bottom-up action is encouraged.  
 
Lewin’s (1947) model, unfreezing – moving – freezing, was visible in how the informants per-
cieved the end of the transformation, i.e., the “freezing” stage. In the beginning of the transfor-
mation, the management had made plans on how long the transformation will last. Also, many 
informants gave evaluation how far also is the transformation, even giving percentage of trans-
formation completed. This outlook is similar as in Levin’s model (1947), where the new practices 
are frozen to create the new normal. However, most informants also acknowledges that the 
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transformation will be continuous, and it will never be finished, which is consistent with the 
emergent outlook to change. 
 
It has become apparent in the case unit during the transformation, that change initiatives result 
in both unintended and intended outcomes (Balogun & Johnson, 2005). In the emergent ap-
proach to change, the shared organizational assumptions and beliefs change through the sense-
making of change participants (Alvesson & Sveningsson, 2016; Balogun, 2006; Balogun & John-
son, 2005; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). According to the findings, cultural and mindset change was 
seen as crucial and one of the most challenging parts of the transformation. Many informants 
acknowledged the role that individuals play in creating the change through how they act and 
communicate with others.  
 
Based on the findings, there has been supporting and resistant reactions to the transformation. 
Many informants expressed that people had to leave their jobs because they couldn’t adapt to the 
change. Resistance to change has been a widely used explanation of organizational change chal-
lenges (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). However, resistance to change usually rises for specific reasons 
(Price & Chahal, 2006), for instance lack of perceived procedural fairness of the change may cause 
resistance (Faupel & Helpap, 2020). The findings suggest that the perceived resistance has been 
caused by legitimate concerns about the effects of the transformation and discontent of commu-
nication regarding decisions in change management. The individuals impacted by the transfor-
mation have gone through a personal transition, alike the model by French and Delahaye (1996). 
Most informants explained how they have changed their behaviors because of the transformation 
and learned a lot throughout the change process. 
 

Large-scale agile transformation 
 
The challenges of the transformation in the case unit are consistent with theory. According to the 
findings the employees, leaders, and stakeholders perceived change resistance, and some resisted 
the change themselves. In accordance with the present results, previous studies have demon-
strated that change resistance can exist in all organizational levels (Dikert et al., 2016; Kalenda et 
al., 2018). Quality assurance was identified as a challenge in both theory and findings. These re-
sults reflect those of Dikert et al. (2016) who also found that requirements could be ambiguous 
and large requirements were not broken down effectively. In addition to theory, the findings 
indicate that quality was perceived to be decreased because the lack of expertise of the teams. 
Previously, work was divided based on expertise and completed by a highly specialized expert. 
Now, expertise areas are broader; thus, expertise is also partly shallower, which may impact the 
quality of work and ability perceive flaws. Moreover, the findings suggest that quality may also be 
increased by closer teams work and more eyes the task at hand.   
 
Lack of investment was perceived to be a challenge both in theory and according to the findings. 
This finding is consistent with that of Gandomani et al. (2014) who found that trainings are often 
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held during the beginning stages of the agile transformation process, which can be inadequate to 
gain the full advantage of trainings, compared training consistently and using a coach to help with 
day-to-day issues that come up during real work. Hierarchical management and organizational 
boundaries were prevalent challenges in both theory and findings. Traditional organizational cul-
ture may hinder the quality and timeline of the transformation, and changing culture is very chal-
lenging to do (Faisal Abrar et al., 2020). According to the findings, the significance and difficulty 
of cultural change was a surprising for most. The traditional organizational culture, which is still 
prevalent case unit and especially in the rest of the organization, created challenges in achieving 
agile mindset and culture, which is an integral part of the implemented agile framework (SAFe 
5.0 White Paper - Scaled Agile Framework, 2021). Moreover, the findings suggested that collaboration 
with non-agile functions was challenging, which is in line with previous research. Dikert et al. 
(2016) found that the short time horizons and flexible prioritization of agile does not suit certain 
activities and may cause conflicts with organizations that rely on long-term planning. Further-
more, full benefits of agile transformation can only be acquired when the entire organization 
follows the same paradigm.  
 
Theory suggests, that customizing the agile approach is crucial for the success of the transfor-
mation (Conboy & Carroll, 2019; Dikert et al., 2016; Kalenda et al., 2018), which was corrobo-
rated by the findings of this thesis. The case unit implemented the agile framework first precisely 
as it was defined and later adjusted it as needed. According to Conboy & Carroll (2019), stake-
holders should be involved in the selection of the agile framework to help aligning customer 
processes and the framework. The case unit failed to do so and maybe the lack of involvement 
of the of the stakeholders was one of the reasons that made them feel resistant towards the agile 
transformation. The findings suggest that piloting was a great way to begin the transformation. 
In a large-scale agile transformation in Ericsson piloting was seen a necessary part of the trans-
formation, even though it was cut short, and they proceeded to full agile roll-out after only two 
weeks (Paasivaara et al., 2018). In the case unit, the piloting phase was also short, and many felt 
that roll-out happened too quickly without enough support.  
 
According to Dikert et al. (2016), commitment to change should be maintained through con-
stantly reminding of the vision for change and communicating that change is non-negotiable. 
Also, a strong commitment from management can help with motivating teams to change. The 
findings support theory, as it was expressed that commitment to change become better since the 
beginning of the transformation, when vision and direction of the transformation was unclear. 
The case unit utilized first a top-down approach in the transformation and then adjusted through 
bottom-up implementation. Utilizing both approaches in agile transformation is supported by 
theory (Conboy & Carroll, 2019; Denning, 2019b; Dikert et al., 2016). Common language in cre-
ated through defining concepts and terms (Conboy & Carroll, 2019). The findings suggest that 
finding a common language may be challenging with stakeholders who have not implemented 
agile practices. Within the case unit concepts were well understood and shared. Theory recom-
mends implementing the transformation gradually, experimenting openly, and learning along the 
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way (Naslund & Kale, 2020; Paasivaara et al., 2018). The results indicate that the implementation 
approach in the case unit has been according to these recommendations 
 
Visible management support is crucial for success of the agile transformation because managers 
motivate employees to change their ways of working (Naslund & Kale, 2020). The results are in 
line with the theory, as the importance of managerial support emphasized by all groups of the 
study. Empowering teams and moving decision making power to lower levels in the organization 
has been a crucial factor in making the agile transformation successful in the case unit. Theory 
corroborates these findings and elaborates that creating value should be the responsibility of the 
team (Poppendieck & Cusumano, 2012). Another important finding was that cultural change is a 
crucial part of the agile transformation, which is supported by many authors (Denning, 2019b; 
Dikert et al., 2016; Gandomani et al., 2014; Kalenda et al., 2018). According to Naslund & Kale 
(2020), implementing new organizational culture is accomplished by integration of the agile mind-
set. The findings were in line with previous research, in that it was expressed how understanding 
agile values and mindset is crucial for the success of the transformation and they should be more 
established in the future. 
 
5.2.2 Empirical contributions 
 
This thesis provides empirical contributions in analytic model that can be applied to similar stud-
ies of transformations. The model in this study has been described in detail in Section 4.1. The 
model presented in the Section 4.1 has been edited more general form in Figure 14 below. This 
model can be utilized in analyzing transformation from multiple perspectives. Simple categoriza-
tion does not provide enough depth to capture the complexity and experiential aspects of change. 
Therefore, a multidimensional model for change research from multiple perspectives was created. 
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Figure 14: Analytical model for change research 
 
The analytical model presented in the Figure 14 above, was developed based on the theoretical 
framework and research data. The green arrow signifies the levels of action in the organization, 
which can be refined based on the context of the specific transformation under examination. The 
black and white arrows signify the perspectives through which the transformation may be viewed 
from. Multiple perspectives were applied in the model based on the insights gained from Section 
2.2.3, which highlighted how change is influenced by those experiencing the change. The ovals 
visualize relevant integral of change which may also overlap with the levels of action presented 
with the green arrow. The focus on change management as a separate category was established 
based on the theoretical input presented in Section 2.2 of the theoretical framework. The blue 
arrow depicts the positive and negative experiences of change. The red arrow indicates time from 
before the transformation towards the future. These categories can be adjusted based on the 
context of the transformation under examination. 
 
5.2.3 Future research 
 
During the thesis research several suggestions for future research were devised. This thesis pro-
vided findings on impacts and challenges of large-scale agile transformation, and experiences of 
change management, through a case study. The findings were limited to a partial scope of the 
research data. Therefore, to attain a fuller picture of all the aspects of the transformation that are 
presented in the data, further analysis and research should be conducted. Examination of the 
experiences of the various perspectives could also be expanded further. Furthermore, in order to 
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understand the transformation in the case company through time, future research should be con-
ducted in various points in time and contrasted. 
 
There is limited research on large-scale agile transformations of similar organizations to the case 
company of this thesis. The case company in question is a large multinational technology com-
pany in the manufacturing industry. Agile methodologies stem from the software industry and 
are most used in smaller companies. Therefore, the perspective in this study is novel and relevant 
for understanding the applicability of agile methodologies in manufacturing industry. Addition-
ally, the context of the case unit within the R&D department is intriguing for large-scale agile 
transformation research, because the unit collaborates closely with large amounts of stakeholders 
from multiple functions and countries. Additional research on similar highly connected units 
could create understanding on how agile practices and culture spreads throughout the organiza-
tion. Thus, more research in similar context is advised. 
 
Further research should be undertaken to investigate the experiences of various groups in change 
research. This thesis examined three perspectives, employees, leaders, and stakeholders, and their 
experiences of change management by highlighting the different and similar experiences within 
these groups. However, there should be further enquiry on how these perspectives perceive other 
aspects of the change. Additional perspectives should be added in the future from within and 
outside the case organization. One compelling addition would be top management perspective, 
which would become more relevant in the case company when the scope of transformation has 
grown to embody most of the organization. A further study with more focus on experiential 
aspect of change would benefit the field and is therefore suggested. 
 
Further work is required to establish the viability of the analytical model for change research 
presented in Section 5.2.2. The analytical model was developed during the data analysis phase of 
this thesis. This model was constructed based on the limited data in the case research. Therefore, 
to develop a full understanding of the applicability of the analytical model, more research is re-
quired. 
 

5.3 Practical implications 
 
Reduce the number of orders taken in and focus on quality. Many expressed, that the unit 
continues to take in too much work each PI, based on the data of previous PIs. Decrease backlog 
size based on high-level priorities. Backlog continues to be high, with more work added in fre-
quently. Decide how to cut down the backlog to make managing it more straightforward. 
 
Focus on people management. The current focus in managing of teams rather than individuals 
does not satisfy the needs of employees. Defining career paths for express is crucial for keeping 
them engaged and satisfied with their work. There should be career advancement opportunities 
for experts outside of management roles. Discuss more precise focus areas with the teams. 
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Clarify the extent of self-organizing. Defining and communicating the borders of responsibil-
ity and freedom of each role, would clarify the extent of self-organization. Communicate clearly 
to all members of the organization the extent to which each member should and could self-man-
age. 
 
Define roles and responsibilities. Define the responsibilities and power of product owners. 
Now, many described the product owner role as an organizer of work orders and expressed that 
they should have more power on planning high-level product development priorities. Define how 
product development responsibilities are shared across roles and reserve time for people man-
agement. Specify the responsibilities and utilize scrum master team in managing improvements. 
After all, communicate the responsibilities of all roles to everyone in the organization.  
 
Enable emergent, bottom-up transformation. Frustration has grown, as many have found 
that improvement suggestions do not lead to practice, or at least, the lack of communication has 
led them to believe so. The transformation has arrived at a phase of constant refinement, which 
may be better achieved and received through adjusting based on employee feedback. Collabora-
tion across teams should be encouraged to form unit-level best practices 
 
Communicate, communicate, communicate. Most of the challenges discovered in this study 
relate to lack of effective communication. Repetition is encouraging, as people tend to forget. 
Consider organizing trainings and coaching again. Reviving the understanding of agile values and 
mindset may promote the creation of the new organizational culture. 
 
Update and share vision of the transformation. For many, the future of the transformation is 
unclear. What is the role of expertise in the future? How far will the self-management and T-
shaped skills advance? How is the unit managed and organized in five years? Questions remain 
to be unanswered. 
 

5.4 Ethical considerations and limitations 
 
Research must be conducted responsibility and according to ethical guidelines so that it can be 
ethically reliable and acceptable, and to ensure the credibility of its results (Finnish Advisory 
Board on Research Integrity (TENK), 2013). In this section the ethical considerations are first 
discussed. Then, limitations are examined. The limitations of this thesis include the limited pre-
vious research, methods used in data collection and analysis, temporal aspect of transformation 
research and generalizability of the findings. 
 
The research followed the guidelines for the responsible conduct of research (Finnish Advisory 
Board on Research Integrity (TENK), 2013). The researcher adhered to integrity, meticulousness, 
and accuracy throughout the research process, which are the principles endorsed by the scientific 
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community. Methodological choices and interpretations of the research data were made accord-
ing to the scientific criteria and are ethically viable. The results were communicated openly and 
responsibly. The work and achievements of other researchers are acknowledged, respected and 
publications are cited appropriately. The standards of scientific knowledge were adhered to in 
planning the thesis, conducting research, recording research data and reporting findings. The in-
formants participated in the interviews voluntarily, interview data was anonymized, and the in-
formants were notified on how the data was processed. 
 
The limited amount of scientific literature of similar transformations in similar organizational 
context led to utilizing professional literature regarding the agile methodologies to complement 
the academic sources. The material was carefully chosen and included only sources that described 
the method in use in the case company. Therefore, the use of such material is justified as it pro-
vides understanding of the practical side of the research.  
 
The chosen approach of collecting data through interviews was appropriate for studying the re-
search objective of understanding the transformation as a phenomenon. However, it has its lim-
itations. The interviews were conducted in a remote setting, in some cases without a video con-
nection, which may have resulted in losing some non-verbal cues that would have been easier to 
pick up in a face-to-face interaction. Also, around half of the interviews were conducted in Eng-
lish, which is not researcher’s native language. Thus, language barriers may have occurred in con-
ducting interviews and interpreting the answers. Furthermore, the interviews were conversational 
in nature and there is a chance that the researcher fed informants new information when asking 
questions or lead them on to answer the questions in a specific way. Utilizing observations in 
addition to the interviews could have enabled a more comprehensive understanding of the phe-
nomenon.  
 
The research was conducted in one point in time, when the transformation has happened over 
time. According to Alvesson & Sveningsson (2016) in change temporal aspect should be consid-
ered as interpretations of change and change itself, happen through time. Therefore, to get a more 
comprehensive view of the content of transformation and experiences of change management 
multiple instances of data collection in various points in time should be added. 
 
The generalizability of the findings is limited to similar organizational contexts and transfor-
mations. The thesis conducted in as a single case study within a context of an automation unit in 
a R&D department of multinational technology company. The unit in close collaboration with 
multiple stakeholders, which order work from the case unit. Transformation included changes 
towards agile methodology in work order management, working practices, teamwork, and man-
agement. These contextual factors limit the generalizability of the findings. However, the findings 
regarding change management are generatable to a larger extent.  
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5.5 Conclusions 
 
This thesis studied large-scale transformation in a R&D unit of a technology company. The re-
search examined the impacts and challenges of the transformation and change management from 
employee, leader, and stakeholder perspectives. The findings demonstrate that most of the chal-
lenges were caused by lack of efficient communication. Thus, more frequent and focused 
knowledge sharing across roles and on future transformation plans is recommended. The findings 
indicate that there has been varying reactions to change management. Enabling the participation 
of employees and stakeholders in planning and implementing the transformation in the future 
may help in engagement and contentment in the transformation. Additionally, this thesis provides 
an analytical model for future transformation research, which arose from the research data and 
theoretical framework during the analysis process. This model provides understanding on how 
similar transformations could be studied in the future. Overall, this thesis provides valuable in-
sights of large-scale agile transformations in the context of R&D program in the manufacturing 
industry.  
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Apendix A: Invite to the interview 

Sensitive information is concealed, and alternative general descriptions are given in brackets. 
 
Dear [informant], 
  
I invite you to an interview for a research project about the ongoing agile transformation in the 
[R&D automation unit]. Please, suggest another time if this one doesn’t suit your schedule.  
  
Key information about the research project: 

• The aim of the study is to understand how the agile transformation has been experienced 
by [case company’s] employees, leadership, and stakeholders and create recommendations 
for the future.  

• The research is a master’s thesis project of Sofia Levonen, who studies Information Net-
works at Aalto University. The study is commissioned by [R&D automation unit’s] lead-
ership and Janne Tarsa is the thesis advisor.  

• The interviews will last for 1 hour. They are conducted in Finnish or English, depending 
on the preference of the informant. The interviews are confidential, and results will be 
reported in a way that no individuals can be recognized. After the interviews, a joint work-
shop is organized where results are discussed and recommendations for the future are co-
created. 

• The informants have the right to decline from the study and discontinue their participa-
tion in the research at any stage of the research without any consequences.  

• The informants have the right to obtain additional information about the research at any 
part of the process.  

  
More information about the research can be found in the document attached. 
  
Let me know if you have any questions or concerns! 
  
Best Regards, 
Sofia Levonen 
[phone number] 
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Apendix B: Information about the research 

Sensitive information is concealed, and alternative general descriptions are given in brackets. 
 
Towards Agile Product Development: A case study of a technology company 
    
The aim of the research is to understand how the agile transformation has been experienced by [ 
case company’s] employees, leadership, and stakeholders and create recommendations for the 
future. The research is commissioned by the [R&D’s automation unit’s] leadership with the mo-
tive to learn about the ongoing transformation and find opportunities to improve upon. Also, the 
research will provide a reference of agile transformation to other parts of the [case company.] 
The research material is solely used for this research project. 
 
The research material consists of interviews that are conducted during the summer and fall of 
2021. The informants are [automation] unit’s employees, leadership and stakeholders who were 
involved during the agile transformation process or whose work was impacted by the transfor-
mation. The informants are contacted based on the recommendations of the thesis advisor Janne 
Tarsa. The interviews are based on voluntary participation. The informants have the right to de-
cline from the study and discontinue their participation in the research at any stage of the research 
without any consequences.  
 
The interviews will last approximately one hour. The interviews are conducted in English or in 
Finnish and they are recorded and transcribed. The recordings and transcriptions are deleted at 
the latest by the end of the year 2021. After the interviews and analysis, a joint workshop is 
organized, where the analysis of the interviews is presented to the research participants and rec-
ommendations for the future are co-created and discussed.  
 
The interview arrangements and reporting of the results are confidential. The personal infor-
mation of the informants will only be accessed by the researcher. The results from the interviews 
will be reported in a way that no informant can be recognized. The interview data is analyzed 
from three perspectives: employees, leadership, and stakeholders. These categories are the only 
identifying factor of the informants shown in the results. The informants have the right to obtain 
additional information about the research at any part of the process.  
 
The research is conducted as a Master’s thesis project of Sofia Levonen, who studies Information 
Networks at Aalto University.  
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Appendix C: Interview outline 

This interview outline reflects a combination of interview outlines. Three informant groups were interviewed for 
this study: employees (7), leaders (6), and stakeholders (8). Each group had their own outline where some ques-
tions were specifically chosen for that group. However, most of the themes and interview questions were the same 
across informant groups. Also, because the interviews were thematic, additional questions were presented based on 
informant’s answers and all questions were not asked in each interview. Each theme begins with an open-ended 
main question, presented in this outline in bold. Next questions were chosen from the list of supporting questions 
based on the topics that the informant talked about.  
Interviews were conducted both in Finnish and in English and this outline presents the questions in English.  
 
Introduction (All) 

• Brief introduction of the research. Anonymity of informants. Permission to record.  

• All your answers are valid. I am interested in learning about your point of view.  
• The interview is an open conversation, you are invited to talk about the themes freely, 

and elaborate on topics I have not specifically asked about. I’ll manage the time and that 
we cover everything.  

• Themes: background, agile transformation, personal experiences, impact on work (lead-
ers/employees), collaboration (stakeholders), recommendations for future 

• Any questions at this point? 
 

Background (All) 
Could you describe your role in your organization?  

• Name and title? 
• Main tasks in your work? 
• How long have you been working in the company?  
• How long have you worked in the automation unit? (Employees/Leaders) 
• How and how often do you collaborate with the automation and controls unit? (Stake-

holders) 
 
Transformation events (All) 
There has been a transformation to agile practices and structure in the automation unit.  
How would you describe the transformation? 

• What has changed during the agile transformation? When? How?  
• What have you understood to be the goals of the transformation?  

 
Employees 

• Have your work tasks changed? How? 
• How has the division of work changed from previous? 
• How has organizing changed? 

 



100 
 

 

Transformation experiences (All) 
How have you found the transformation process? 

• What do you think about the implemented changes? 
• Please talk about your experiences during the transformation. 
• How do you feel about the implemented changes? Why? 
• How have you been involved in the transformation? How would you have liked to be 

involved? 
• How did you participate in communicating about the transformation? 

Leaders 

• Were you involved in the decision-making process that led to the transformation? How? 
• Were you involved in managing the transformation? How? 

Employees 

• Are you able to impact how things are done? How? Is your point of view listened to? 
• How have the leaders succeeded in managing the transformation? 

 
Impact on work (Employees and Leaders) 
How has the transformation impacted your work?  

• Has your role in the organization changed? How? How do you feel about the change? 
Why? 

• How have your ways of working changed?  
• What skills and competences does the agile practices and structure require of you com-

pared to before? 
• Has the change brought new challenges to you work? What has become easier?   
• Has the implemented organizational structure change served the agile way of working? 

How? 
• How has the efficiency of your work changed? 
• How has the transformation impacted your well-being? Is your work more meaningful? 
• How has the collaboration with stakeholders changed? 
• How has leading changed due to the transformation? Do you feel that the organization 

is more self-managing? 
Employees 

• How has the teamwork and collaboration changed?  
• Has the working culture changed? 
• Have the values that guide work changed? How? How do you feel about the change? 
• What kind of meetings do you have and what is their role in the new way of working?  
• Teams have one manager. How does this management change show up? 

Leaders 
• Has your role as a leader changed? How? 
• What is the hierarchy like currently? What do you have power to decide on? 
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Impact on collaboration (Stakeholders) 
How has the transformation impacted the collaboration between your unit and the automation 
unit? 

• How does the way of working in the automation unit show up to you? 
• How is the communication between your unit and automation unit? How has the com-

munication between the units changed since the agile transformation? 
• Has the efficiency of the automation unit changed? How?  
• Has the quality of work of the automation unit changed? How? Is there now less need 

for improvements? 
• Is there something that worked better before the agile transformation? 
• What are the challenges and bottlenecks in the operation between the units? How can 

they be seen in practice?  
 
Recommendations (All) 
Are the goals of the transformation fulfilled? Is the way of working agile? 
What would you recommend when moving forward with the transformation? 

• Which of the current practices would you keep as they are? Why? What would you 
change? 

• What new changes would you try out?  
• How would you move forward with the agile transformation in the automation unit?  
• What is the current state of transformation?   
• What could be improved in the future as agile practices are adopted in other parts of the 

organization? 
 
Is there something that wasn’t talk about that you would like to add? 
Would you like to emphasize something you said during the interview? 
 
 
 


