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Agile leadership in new software development contexts

Using agile leadership concepts to achieve organizational success in the context of
enabling software development, in a new venture with legacies, and with multiple
internal stakeholders

KLARA JAKOBSSON & TINA SAMIMIAN

Department of Computer Science and Engineering

Chalmers University of Technology

Abstract

Leadership is a crucial element for project and organizational success. However,
the implementation of agile frameworks can result in complex organizational mix-
tures with unclear role responsibilities. This study investigates the applicability
and adaptability of agile leadership in new contexts, namely the development of en-
abling software products, new ventures emerging from larger traditional companies,
and environments with multiple internal stakeholders. The agile leadership concepts
are studied in an electric automotive company where all three contexts are present.
Through a single-company case study approach with qualitative interviews, this re-
search provides insights into challenges that arise in the three contexts and how
agile leadership can be applied and adapted to overcome them. The findings high-
light the need for adaptation of agile leadership concepts when working in a growing
enabling software development department with multiple internal stakeholders that
faces legacy issues from a parent company. Guidelines with specific recommenda-
tions for leaders and team members are developed and validated to support agile
leadership. These guidelines offer practical guidance for improving the hybrid agile
approach and the outcomes. The findings contribute to the understanding of agile
leadership and emphasize the importance of agile leadership adaptation.

Keywords: Leadership, Agile leadership, Agile software development, Software en-
gineering.
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1

Introduction

Agile methodologies have gained popularity in software development organizations
in the last decade [1, 2]. This popularity can be attributed to the increasing com-
plexity of projects and rapidly changing goals and business environments. Similar to
Gren and Ralph’s definition of agile software development [3], we include both the
ideology defined in the Agile Manifesto [4] and the methodologies and processes that
incorporate the manifesto, such as Scrum [2|, Kanban [5], Extreme programming
(XP) [6], Crystal [7], and Dual-track development [8]. We view agile as two-layered,
with one layer being the work with tools, ceremonies, and physical set-up, and the
other layer being leadership and how it empowers well-functioning high-performing
teams. Agile teams are described as cross-functional and self-organizing in iterative
loops towards common goals [9]. Appropriate and adaptive leadership behavior is a
key success factor for evolving into an agile self-organized team [10].

Leadership is a crucial element for the success of projects and organizations [11].
However, agile methodologies prioritize a flat organizational hierarchy, de-emphasize
management, and prioritize team empowerment [12]. In agile software development,
leadership involves guiding team members to achieve the team’s goals and is prac-
ticed by all teams, including self-organized and self-managed ones [3]. Effective lead-
ership depends on team members’ ability to identify with the group, take ownership
of their actions, and be sensitive to cultural differences [3]. Sometimes, leadership
work is undertaken by an outspoken leader, while at other times, it is dynamically
shared between team members [3]. In Scrum, the most commonly implemented agile
framework, leadership is shared between the product owner, the Scrum master, and
the development team [13].

Research on leadership in software engineering, especially in the context of agile
development, is limited [3]. A study of Microsoft managers by Kalliamvakou et al.
concluded that there is still a lack of understanding about what makes a great soft-
ware engineering manager and how to develop their skills to support their teams
[14]. This highlights the need for further research in this area. A recent systematic
review also emphasized the need for more empirical research on agile leadership to
achieve a better understanding [15]. All three studies motivate the need for this
research.

In many organizations, the implementation of agile processes results in complex
organizational mixtures with unclear role responsibilities [16]. Additionally, expect-
ing self-organization from teams without considering their maturity level can create
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problems [16]. The applicability and adaptability of agile leadership concepts can
also be challenging during agile transformations, especially in new contexts where
there is no previous literature to learn from.

Leadership in agile methodologies encompasses various layers and aspects, lacking
an exact definition as its core value lies in its ability to encourage agile work and
fulfill necessary leadership functions [17]. In this study, we refer to leadership in ag-
ile software engineering as agile leadership concepts, to describe the phenomena and
ideas related to leadership in agile frameworks and theory. These concepts comprise
self-organizing teams, shared leadership, team maturity, and leadership functions
implied by agile roles. Self-organizing teams are empowered to make decisions and
manage their workflow, which fosters a sense of ownership and accountability [18].
Shared leadership distributes responsibilities across the team instead of centralizing
them in a single role, resulting in better problem-solving and decision-making [19].
Team maturity assesses groups at different levels of development, allowing leadership
to be adapted to enable teams to become highly-effective [16]. Leadership functions
encompass desired aspects for organizing and enhancing work, which is implied by
one or more leaders [3]. In agile methodologies, these tasks and responsibilities are
addressed by roles such as Scrum masters and product owners.

Previous studies have primarily examined teams developing core software products
in tech companies without complex stakeholder environments ([1, 3, 20, 13], among
others). However, the development of software products in a non-software company
presents new challenges. This raises the question of how well agile frameworks ap-
ply to the context of enabling software development. We define enabling software
as software that is developed in a product organization with a non-software main
business. The enabling software supports the core business but does not generate
any revenue on its own. Additionally, small agile development teams often only have
external stakeholders, but when belonging to a larger organization and receiving the
majority of requirements from other internal departments, the stakeholder landscape
can become vastly different. A third context that can affect agile development is
when a new venture is founded by a larger company with a different culture and
established processes and systems. In this case, there is a question of how much
legacy is inherited by the new venture and its implications for agile leadership.

Agile approaches in software development are widely adopted and have been un-
derstood to a considerable extent since the introduction of the Agile Manifesto
roughly two decades ago [21]. However, the concept of self-managed teams can be
challenging to comprehend because agile teams require typical leadership tasks, such
as coordinating interdependence and supporting team members’ work to operate ef-
ficiently. A leader is often mistaken to be equal to a manager [22]. Although a
facilitator may be present in a Scrum-based process, this role is explicitly excluded
from planning activities and is somewhat external to the team.

Agile frameworks are adapted and interpreted differently in various contexts. In
this study, we examine a company that exhibits all three of these contexts within its
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organization. The study seeks to provide a deeper understanding of agile leadership
in these new contexts and to assist agile teams in achieving success by presenting
specific guidelines for handling situations in which leadership functions may falter.
These guidelines are developed based on agile leadership and organizational research
and are derived from phenomena observed in software development teams within the
company.

1.1 Research questions
This study aims to address and answer the following research questions:

RQ1: How applicable are agile leadership concepts to new contexts? In partic-
ular:

(a) In the development of enabling software products

(b) For new ventures that spring from larger traditional companies

(¢) When there are multiple internal stakeholders

RQ2: How can the agile leadership concepts be adapted? In particular for the three
contexts in RQ1

RQ3: What would be concrete guidelines to support leadership when issues arise?
In particular for the three contexts in RQ1

1.2 Delimitations

The empirical findings of this study should be considered within the context of
some delimitations. It is delimited to examine agile teams and their corresponding
leadership principles. This delimitation is justified by the educational and thesis re-
quirements, as well as the need for a clear focus to achieve in-depth understanding,
identify patterns, and comprehend fundamental causes.

The scope of this study is delimited to a specific IT department of the organiza-
tion under examination. While a more comprehensive analysis of other departments
could provide valuable insights, this research is focused solely on the specific IT de-
partment. It is acknowledged that exploring the other departments of the company
could provide additional information, but such an investigation is beyond the scope
of this study.

The scope is moreover delimited to not investigate whether any already existing
scaled agile frameworks would suit the studied organization’s needs. It rather fo-
cuses on the more high-level agile leadership concepts and how to apply and adapt
them according to the organization-specific contexts. Some of the findings and pro-
posed guidelines may interfere with an already defined framework, which would
advocate for implementing it, however, the study explores balances of practices and
values rather than any specific framework’s suitability.
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Additionally, as this research is based on a specific case, its findings may not be gen-
eralizable to other organizations. However, the objective of this study is to provide
a deeper understanding of the phenomena rather than to draw general conclusions.



2

Related work

This chapter presents related work to the objective and the subjects under study.
The fundamentals of agile software development are described as well as methods
used to implement it. Agile leadership concepts are explained by presenting previous
research on team maturity, shared leadership, self-organizing teams, and leadership
functions implied by agile roles. Effective leadership and agile ways of working are
covered to enrich the understanding of agile leadership. To better understand certain
factors and the contexts of the study, scaled agile projects, hybrid project manage-
ment approaches, organizational changes and culture, I'T departments viewed as
support, and managing multiple stakeholders are also covered. This chapter ends
with a summary of the current state of knowledge, where what is known and not
known in relation to our research questions is mapped out.

2.1 Agile software development

Agile software development is an iterative and incremental approach in which self-
organizing teams collaborate and adapt to changing requirements [23, 24, 25]. The
Agile Manifesto outlines the core values of agile methods, which prioritize: ”Indi-
viduals and interactions over processes and tools”, "Working software over compre-
hensive documentation”, "Customer collaboration over contract negotiation”, and
"Responding to change over following a plan” [26]. West et al. [27] describe agile
development as a collaborative approach to software delivery that requires team
members to work together to solve problems.

There are various methods for implementing the Agile Manifesto, including Scrum
[28], XP (Extreme programming) [6], Crystal [7], FDD (Feature driven development)
[29], DSDM (Dynamic software development method) [30], and Adaptive software
development [18]. Scrum is the most commonly used agile approach in companies
and focuses primarily on project management [24]. According to this framework, the
Scrum master is the agile leader who aims to empower the team to self-lead. Béck-
lander [31] describes the Scrum master as an enabling leader without disciplinary
power. However, empirical findings on such a leadership role are controversial, and
the understanding of how leadership unfolds in a self-organizing team is still limited
[16]. Further exploration is necessary to better understand leadership in agile teams

5
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2.2 Effective leadership

Some researchers suggest a facilitating leader who serves as a peer to the agile team
members [32], while others suggest a leader who empowers the team to lead itself
[33]. Yet others suggest self-organizing roles within the team instead of any formal
leader of the team [1]. What has also been found is that leaders adapt their behavior
to the culture and structure of the company [34]. Gren and Ralph [3] suggest view-
ing agile leadership as a team property rather than a role. This depends on team
members being considerate of cultural conflicts, identifying with the team, and be-
ing prone to take responsibility. They conclude that leadership involves balancing
opposing organizational cultures, is dynamically shared among team members, and
fosters a sense of belonging to the group.

In Gren et al’s study [3] on effective leadership in agile teams, the interviewed
leaders emphasized the importance of teams where everyone takes initiative. The
participants valued teamwork skills more than individual performance. Initiative-
taking individuals were described as fostering other members to take leadership
initiatives and making shared leadership the norm. Besides having initiative-taking
members, teams also need to feel heard and have autonomy for engineering practices
as well as for organizational and team improvements. A successful leader steps back
when there is a chance for shared leadership.

Similar to prior research on dysfunctional teams [35], Gren et al’s interviews [3]
revealed that one passive team member can ruin the effectiveness of the whole team.
Another aspect brought up in the interviews was that team members are used to
having a manager take responsibility for project failures. Changing their mindset
about leadership can be challenging. Spiegler et al. [16] focused on teams’ changing
maturity to explain changes in leadership over time.

In their study on geographically dispersed teams, Polzer et al. [36] highlight the
impact on leadership and teamwork. They find that team functioning declines with
greater geographical distance, and conflicts and reduced trust tend to increase when
teams are separated.

2.3 Team maturity

Spiegler et al. [16] cite Tuckman’s forming-storming-norming-performing model to
highlight that different leadership needs arise as teams mature. Gren et al. [34]
suggest that immature teams require more structure and order, which agile leader-
ship fails to provide, while mature teams are better at self-organizing, allowing the
Scrum master to step back. Moreover, they note that understanding group dynam-
ics and assessing team maturity is more critical in agile teams than in traditionally
organized ones. Gren et al. [10] connect the constructs of agility and team maturity
and conclude that agile teams adopt parts of team agility differently, depending on
their group development stage. Their findings support that managing agile projects

6
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must adapt to the group maturity levels of agile teams. One practical implication
is that agile software development teams can use Wheelan’s five-stage integrated
model of group development (IMGD) [37] to increase their responsiveness to change.

Spiegler et al. [16] note that the Scrum guide lacks a crucial link to team mecha-
nisms such as maturity and guidance for transitioning teams towards becoming agile.
They also observe that the team development process takes time, and traditional
views on hierarchy tend to remain in company culture, hindering the implementa-
tion of agile teams. In some organizations, a combination of Taylorism and agile
can cause complexity. Not aligning responsibilities can lead to uncertainty about
roles and responsibilities, and in a worst-case scenario, no one in the team takes on
leadership roles, resulting in a leadership vacuum. Spiegler et al. [16] suggest that
practitioners need to openly discuss roles and responsibilities and agree on specified
owners for some tasks and shared ownership of others. They also recommend crit-
ically examining the existing structure and processes within an organization before
implementing agile processes. Additionally, an agreement between management and
the team on decision-making responsibilities can create a shared understanding of
leadership within the agile team.

To cope with teamwork and group maturity, using tools that analyze group pro-
cesses and propose interventions can be helpful. The group development question-
naire (GDQ), for instance, is a tool that surveys group members to investigate their
maturity and generates insights into the team’s status. Based on Wheelan’s group
development theory, the GD(Q proposes interventions that guide the team in evolv-
ing to the next stage of Wheelan’s development model. [38]

Delegating tasks in a virtual team can have varying effects depending on the team’s
maturity level [39]. In a mature virtual team, delegating more responsibility can lead
to increased satisfaction among team members and better overall team performance.
This is because recognition and delegation of responsibility fulfill workers’ esteem
needs and improve their motivation. When team leaders recognize the team’s com-
petency and delegate more responsibilities, it boosts the team’s sense of self-worth,
leading to increased motivation and harder work. However, in an immature virtual
team, increased delegation can have negative effects. It can lead to decreased sat-
isfaction among team members and result in worse team performance. Therefore,
team leaders should be mindful of the team’s maturity level and delegate responsi-
bilities accordingly.

2.4 Shared leadership

Shared leadership can be incorporated by a leader who empowers a team to lead
itself [33]. The term "super leadership” refers to such a leader. In such teams, leader-
ship is distributed among team members. To achieve this in agile teams, rotational
leadership was suggested as early as 1987 [33]. However, leadership development
has been found to stem more from cognitive capacity than personal attributes [21].
While expertise-based leadership attributions are relatively stable when switching

7
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tasks between team members, they can be influenced by interactions and skill judg-
ments. Przybilla et al. [21] anticipate that individuals in agile teams will take
on leadership roles based on cognitive ability and knowledge attributions. Shared
leadership has been found to lead to increased participation and engagement among
team members, improving communication and collaboration [13]. Shared leadership
also enables teams to make quick and effective decisions, and to adjust to changing
circumstances. One challenge for agile leaders is to determine when to step back and
allow shared leadership to take over. Leaders may find it challenging to recognize
when the team is ready for increased responsibility [3].

Shared decision-making is another key aspect of shared leadership. Poor communi-
cation and a lack of trust between team members and leaders are the main obstacles
that can prevent shared decision-making and self-organizing [40, 19]. In addition,
a lack of these elements can lead to undefined roles and responsibilities, inadequate
support, and insufficient training, making shared decision-making even more chal-
lenging. Power imbalances can also occur in teams that practice shared leadership,
leading some team members to have greater influence over decision-making than oth-
ers [19]. Best practices for overcoming these challenges include setting clear goals
and objectives, promoting open communication and transparency, and encouraging
continuous learning and improvement. Addressing power imbalances and promoting
an equitable distribution of decision-making power within the team is also important.
The team should have a high degree of autonomy and decision-making ability, and
the organization’s culture should support and promote teamwork and collaboration.
Lastly, companies should develop clear processes and procedures for decision-making
and regularly offer opportunities for feedback and reflection [12, 19].

2.5 Self-organizing teams

Agile teams are said to self-organize [41, 42, 18, 2], which means that they man-
age their work internally and organize around tasks. The speed and accuracy of
problem-solving increase when decision-making is brought to the operational level
[40]. Self-organizing teams require shared focus, mutual trust, and respect for each
other [42]. A study of mature agile XP teams revealed that they are collaborative
and self-organizing in nature [43]. Self-organization is one of the twelve principles
stated in the Agile Manifesto, and it is claimed to produce the best software artifacts

[18].

Przybilla et al. [21] describe two sets of obstacles to self-organization: enabling and
implementing proper processes and understanding how self-organization produces
important leadership outcomes. Simard and Lapalme argue that the definition of
self-organizing in the literature on agile Scrum is vague [44]. They state that further
investigation is required to understand how teams function internally and together
with the rest of the company, particularly for mature and self-organizing teams.
The Scrum literature’s emphasis on self-organization alone may be a dead end that
encourages poor team structure.
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According to Simard and Lapalme [44], teams that self-organize manage their tasks
through shared understanding, accountability, and predictability. An informal hi-
erarchy may grow within a team over time, with more experienced team members
dominating decision-making and undercutting the integrating factors. Simard and
Lapalme recognize that in addition to status inequalities, which can weaken inte-
grating conditions and lead to coordination problems, such dominance may also be
accompanied by them. Status distinctions that prohibit acknowledgment hinder the
development of accountability because it necessitates understanding shared duties.
Low-status team members provide less feedback and ask fewer questions when work-
ing collaboratively, which limits the sharing of information and knowledge and thus
limits the group’s collective understanding. Hoda et al. [20] identified six roles that
agile team members adopt to support their team’s self-organization: Mentor, Coor-
dinator, Translator, Champion, Promoter, and Terminator, which are described in
detail in 2.9.

In the fast-paced, rapidly changing software development environment, self-organization
is particularly important [40]. Moreover, self-organizing teams are more likely to be
motivated and engaged, leading to higher levels of productivity and quality. Clear
goals and objectives are crucial elements in creating successful self-managing teams
[45]. These success factors, along with a high degree of autonomy and decision-
making power, are vital in today’s fast-paced business climate, making the team
more adaptable and responsive to changing circumstances. Access to the expertise
and guidance of more experienced team members is necessary to function as a self-
organizing team to its fullest. Effective leadership within the team and from the
organization as a whole allows for a well-operated self-organizing team [45]

2.6 Agile ways of working

Agile software development comprises methods that vary depending on the specific
agile framework being followed. The adoption of agile methodologies presents sev-
eral challenges, as it involves more than simply changing tools. The organizational
and managerial perspectives are critical when implementing organizational change,
such as adopting agile practices [46]. Despite agile ways of working being popular
for software development, some suggest that traditional methods such as object-
oriented or lifecycle-based development may be more suitable for certain projects or
organizations. For instance, Boehm points out that “organizations must carefully
evolve toward the best balance of agile and plan-driven methods that fits their sit-
uation” [47].

Tripp and Armstrong stress the importance of a customized approach to imple-
menting agile methods that varies between different companies [48]. They highlight
the need to understand the agile adoption process and suggest several approaches to
achieve customized agile ways of working. The authors advise companies to prioritize
the most pressing problems and the most urgent demands for agile work-ways before
attempting to broaden adoption. In addition, they suggest that companies should
determine the performance metrics they want to use to evaluate the effectiveness
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of their agile method. The authors also discuss goal alignments and the risk that
different teams’ and team members’ objectives may not align with the organization’s
goals, leading to a lack of compatibility. Hence, companies should provide teams
with some flexibility so that they can adapt to their unique situations and determine
how best to collaborate given their particular composition and the tasks at hand.
According to Tripp and Armstrong’s research, adopting many agile principles can
increase performance. However, as more agile methods are embraced, performance
may suffer due to the interaction between them. As a result, they advise teams to
be cautious when determining which practices to implement.

Hidalgo’s research focuses on the adoption of agile methods in distributed research
projects [49]. Hidalgo found that although the implementation of agile methodolo-
gies was generally successful, there were obstacles and constraints regarding shared
knowledge and consistent use of the Scrum framework. According to Hidalgo, the
use of agile methodologies in research collaboration is most suited for organiza-
tions that operate in dynamic, complex environments and have some ability for self-
organization. Additionally, integrating agile techniques in teams calls for high adapt-
ability and "learn by doing” strategies. Hidalgo further emphasizes that the Scrum
structure might backfire if applied too strictly or overly ambitiously. Throughout
the research, certain difficulties in the application of agile approaches in distributed
research projects were identified. One of the difficulties was striking a balance be-
tween the requirements for freedom and autonomy and the necessity to achieve
results. Hidalgo found that achieving this balance relied heavily on leadership when
the Scrum framework was applied. A lack of face-to-face meetings presented an-
other difficulty by complicating self-organization. Furthermore, Hidalgo explicitly
stated that relationships were highly valued and that a lack of trust could hinder
the implementation of agile approaches.

Hoda and Murugesan conducted research on the challenges that self-organized teams
face when managing projects at various levels, including the project, team, indi-
vidual, and task levels [50]. They explored the interrelationships between these
challenges and the context of agile teams. According to their findings, some of the
difficulties arise due to the self-organizing nature of agile teams, which are expected
to undertake tasks that were traditionally the sole responsibility of project managers.

At the project level, Hoda and Murugesan found that changing and delaying re-
quirements significantly affect project delivery. At the team level, cross-functionality
poses challenges in terms of efficient resource allocation. At the individual level, each
member must take responsibility for their assigned tasks since autonomy is critical
to all aspects of software project management. At the task level, the absence of
acceptance criteria is linked to assessing whether the requirements have been met,
and task dependency is related to the failure to identify dependencies during early
planning sessions.

The concept of "Three Amigos” encompasses the primary perspectives utilized to
evaluate a work increment before, during, and after its development [51]. These
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perspectives entail the three parts: business, development, and testing. The busi-
ness perspective is about understanding the particular problem that needs to be
solved. The development perspective revolves around devising a solution to address
the identified problem. It explores the methodologies and approaches that can be
employed to construct an effective solution. The testing perspective raises concerns
about potential outcomes and unforeseen circumstances that may arise throughout
the process. It encourages an examination of the possible consequences that could
manifest during the implementation and deployment of the solution. Individuals
with these diverse perspectives should collaborate in order to establish a collective
understanding of what needs to be done and reach a consensus on the criteria for
determining successful completion. However, one does not need to stick with these
three roles or the number of three participants in these meetings, it is encouraged
to gather the relevant perspectives of the problem and solution. Wang et al. raised
that the "three amigos” meeting can build a shared understanding between the per-
spectives that participate [52].

Hoda and Murugesan discovered that, in a self-organizing environment where team
members and leaders share tasks, project management-related challenges affect all
levels, and difficulties at one level can impact issues at other levels. For instance,
lack of management support at the project level leads to decreased external auton-
omy at the individual level, and changing or delaying requirements at the project
level adversely affect task estimation at the team level.

To address the problems associated with this type of multi-level project manage-
ment, the authors suggest solutions such as planning to create a shared understand-
ing of the product between the team and the stakeholders, which can help reduce
the number of change requests. They recommend knowledge exchange to handle
cross-functional team difficulties, where the team can increase confidence among its
members by analyzing their strengths and weaknesses. Hoda and Murugesan also
conclude that effective communication and coordination can facilitate successful
project execution by enabling a more straightforward integration of agile practices
and more accurate task estimation.

2.7 Scaled agile projects

Agile methods are well-suited for small projects [53]; however, their implementa-
tion in larger projects presents more challenges [54]. Despite these challenges, the
proven benefits of agile methods have made them increasingly popular for larger
projects and companies. Nevertheless, large-scale adoption of agile methods poses
challenges, including the need for inter-team coordination and issues in interfacing
with other organizational functions, which can increase the distance between devel-
opment teams and stakeholders [55]. This trend towards large-scale agile adoption
is evident [56]; yet, it is important to note that the adoption of agile development
often requires a change in the whole organizational culture [57], which can be dif-
ficult to achieve. In larger organizations, more dependencies between projects and
teams require more formal documentation, which can decrease agility [58]. More-
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over, development teams must collaborate with other parts of the organization that
are rarely agile, such as when the human resources department demands strictly
specified roles for individuals [53] or when a change control board hampers continu-
ous integration and refactorization [58]. An agile transformation affects not only the
development teams but also management and business units. Management needs to
adopt a new mindset and leave the traditional life-cycle models behind in favor of
iterative and feature-oriented models [46]. The focus on long-term project planning
also needs to shift to shorter-term planning [57] to incorporate agile values. How-
ever, this lack of planning can be problematic when relationships with businesses
and customers are founded on long-term road maps. Stakeholders must be educated,
and contracting practices need to be revised to enable operations that are planned
for the nearest future [53]. As a solution, Boehm suggests that each organization
should aim for a unique balance between agile and plan-driven models [47]. Dikert
et al. define large-scale agile as "software development organizations with 50 or
more people or at least six teams”, where all people do not have to be software de-
velopers but need to collaborate. This definition includes companies where software
development is the primary focus as well as the software development branches of
corporations with other main focuses [55].

2.8 Hybrid project management approaches

Gemino et al. define a project management approach as ”a set of principles and
guidelines that define how a specific project is managed” [59]. The hybrid project
management approach combines methods and processes from at least two differ-
ent approaches, specifically combining an agile approach with at least one other
approach. While traditional and agile project management approaches are well-
established in research, the hybrid approach is emerging. Gemino et al. reported
that as many as 50% of the projects in their study were categorized as a hybrid.
Their findings demonstrate that a hybrid project management approach can produce
the same quality and scope as traditional approaches without requiring additional
time or budget, while simultaneously achieving as much stakeholder success as agile
approaches. Moreover, project success is positively impacted by reduced complexity,
the establishment of clear scope requirements, and a high level of stakeholder en-
gagement. This supports the hybrid approach by creating clear scope requirements
according to a traditional approach and maintaining a high level of stakeholder en-
gagement through an agile approach. Gemino et al. state that "hybrid approaches
are not a poor second choice, but rather a natural evolution in the expanding range
of challenges in project management”. They do not view the hybrid approach as a
stage in the transition from one project management approach to another but rather
as a representation of a more mature project management discipline that combines
different approaches to achieve better outcomes.

West et al. predict that agile processes will become more about using a suitable
combination of different approaches and practices depending on the situation, rather
than applying a specific method such as Scrum [27]. The resulting hybrid approach
will be more robust, flexible, and dynamically situation-based, rather than a static
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process that assumes all problems to be alike. Additionally, these processes should
expand from development to also include operations and business change. Among
other practical implications, West et al. stress the importance of building shared
business-oriented goals to ease the friction between the business and development
side. Shared goals allow the teams to balance quality and functionality in software
projects.

2.9 Leadership functions and roles

Self-organizing teams should not be leaderless and uncontrolled [42, 32]. Instead,
agile leaders should provide feedback and subtle direction, rather than acting as
traditional managers [60, 61, 32]. Agile leaders are often compared to sports team
coaches who set direction, align people, obtain resources, and motivate teams [60].
The agile leadership roles outlined in the Scrum respectively XP frameworks are
Scrum masters [2] and XP coaches [62]. A Scrum master’s role is to protect their
team from external disturbances [40, 63, 2|, such as unrealistic customer demands or
insufficient tools, and ensure the team’s efficiency and adherence to Scrum processes
[2]. The role should focus on facilitating rather than organizing or managing the
team [28]. XP coaches are also encouraged to step back as soon as possible and lead
the team towards self-organization [62].

Agile methods require a shift in the project manager’s role from controlling and
planning to facilitating and collaborating [46]. Moe et al. [64] found that the
product owner and Scrum master initially reduced team leadership, i.e., the lead-
ership shared between the three Scrum roles; Scrum master, product owner, and
team member, by controlling team members and not listening to their concerns.
However, team leadership improved over time thanks to team members taking on
more responsibility as the team matured. The authors also concluded that teams
need management support and resources to grow into self-organization. Since most
agile practices are team-based, the agile approach increases the importance of well-
functioning teams.

Gandomani et al. raised the question of the relevance and presence of a project
manager in agile teams [65]. Their findings indicate that while there is no distinct
position in agile techniques known as a project manager, there is still a demand for
it. If such a role existed, it would be structurally distinct from the conventional
project manager role in terms of obligations and tasks. Their findings demonstrate
that in software teams without a project manager, agile roles often handle project
manager responsibilities. In Gren and Ralph’s study, some agile leaders stated that
strong and formal leadership roles hinder self-organization and shared leadership [3].

Previous research suggests that agile leaders should step back, based on several
findings. Moe et al. discovered that occasionally absent Scrum masters increase in-
formation sharing between team members[64], which Bécklander later recommended
as a way to improve teamwork [31]. Spiegler et al. found that the Scrum master role
provides a leadership gap by creating a non-hierarchical space where developers take
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the lead depending on the situation [16]. This gap can be intentionally created by
the Scrum master by stepping back, or it may occur unintentionally by the Scrum
master’s absence. The gap should ideally increase as the team matures. The Scrum
master needs to balance between performing different leadership roles and letting
other team members take on these roles. The team’s willingness and capability to
take on leadership roles are crucial in determining an appropriate gap size.

As earlier mentioned in 2.5, Hoda et al. found six informal, organizational roles
that make the agile development teams self-organizing [20]. These roles were not
assigned or known within the team but identified besides their formal roles. Some
were played by agile coaches, while others were played by developers or business
analysts. One person can have several informal roles, but the role is only played by
one person at a time. The informal roles are described as follows:

(1) Mentor, who encourages the team to adhere to agile practices through guid-
ance, understanding, and confidence in the agile methods.

(2) Co-ordinator, who coordinates communication and requests between the cus-
tomer and the team.

(3) Translator, who translates the team’s technical language into the customer’s
business terminology, and vice versa, to improve communication.

(4) Champion, who has the management’s support to start pilot teams and promotes
more self-organized teams in the organization.

(5) Promoter, who contributes to making the agile teams work by fostering customer
collaboration and involvement.

(6) Terminator, who cut the team members that hinder the team’s productivity by
not fitting into the agile methodology.

To enable the team to take on leadership roles, Spiegler et al. encourage the orga-
nization to adapt its processes and requirements to the agile approach[16]. Alterna-
tively, they suggest making the Scrum master responsible for project management
activities. They stress the importance of a common understanding of leadership in
agile teams within the organization and clearly communicated expectations. Other-
wise, they argue that teams may become frustrated due to conflicting expectations
regarding the agile way of working.

In Lambert’s study on the implications of having too many leaders in a company
[66], several downsides are highlighted. Firstly, an excessive number of leaders in-
creases bureaucratic burden within the organization. Secondly, overpaying leaders
leaves less profit to be distributed per employee. Lastly, Lambert argues that an
abundance of managers can result in a higher proportion of people being employed
in the non-productive sector of the company, such as advertising, public relations,
and promotions.

14



2. Related work

2.10 Organizational changes and culture

Duvall-Dickson identifies loss of confidence in management, cynicism, distrust, di-
minished morale, reduced loyalty, and loss of control as some of the unanticipated
psychological consequences of mergers and acquisitions [67]. These consequences
can be partially explained by the fact that organizations, like individuals, are bound
to history. When new employees join a company, they become a part of the history
that founded it while also contributing their own history. As organizations expand
and merge, their internal and external relationships evolve, requiring employees of
an acquired company to renounce their habits and culture and adopt the culture
of the acquirer. Just as a culture loses a portion of its identity when it loses its
traditions, the same is true with a corporation.

2.11 1IT departments viewed as support

Luftman argues that IT departments should be viewed as facilitators of corporate
strategy, rather than just a support function [68]. To ensure that IT investments
are yielding a return on investment, business strategy and IT should be closely cor-
related. To set business goals and identify opportunities for utilizing I'T to achieve
those goals, Luftman suggests that business and IT leaders collaborate and align
their objectives [68]. Devaraj and Kohli note that IT investments can lead to in-
creased efficiency and productivity, better decision-making, and improved customer
service for companies, given that they are used effectively [69]. However, the rela-
tionship between I'T investments and business value depends on several factors, such
as industry context. Companies must combine financial indicators, such as return
on investment, with non-financial criteria, like customer experience and employee
productivity, to assess the economic potential of IT investments [69].

Weill and Ross suggest that I'T should not be viewed as a support role, but rather as
a business asset that can provide value to the company [70]. I'T investments should
be prioritized based on their strategic relevance, and IT decision-making should
align with business decision-making. Similarly, Prahalad and Hamel argue that I'T
should not be seen as a separate role, but should be integrated into business pro-
cesses and decision-making [71]. They emphasize that organizations should focus on
developing organizational frameworks and procedures that support the growth and
application of core competencies, including IT.

2.12 Managing multiple stakeholders

According to Freeman et al., any group or individual who can affect or be affected
by an organization’s objectives is a stakeholder [72]. Schibi emphasizes that success-
ful IT project management requires managing stakeholder expectations [73]. Schibi
also argues that I'T project managers need to be informed about stakeholder require-
ments in addition to the project’s goals, scope, budget, and schedule. To effectively
manage stakeholder expectations, I'T project managers can use a knowledge-based
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framework that consists of four key pillars: stakeholder analysis, communication
planning, risk management, and change management. Stakeholder analysis involves
identifying stakeholders, evaluating their influence and interests, and creating en-
gagement strategies. A communication strategy includes establishing appropriate
channels for communication and addressing feedback. Risk management requires
identifying, assessing, and mitigating risks that could impact stakeholder expecta-
tions. Change management includes anticipating and managing changes that could
affect stakeholder expectations, as well as ensuring that stakeholders are informed
and involved in the change process. Schibi claims that this framework can help IT
project managers achieve project success by coordinating stakeholder expectations
with project results, reducing disagreements and miscommunications, and fostering
confidence and trust among stakeholders.

The historical approach to managing software development projects is based on
a plan-driven model that assumes requirements can be precisely defined and antici-
pated, and that variations can be managed and monitored [74]. However, Highsmith
argues that this strategy is not well-suited to the complex, dynamic, and unpre-
dictable nature of software development projects. Instead, advocating for an agile
approach, which emphasizes flexibility, adaptability, and responsiveness to chang-
ing demands and circumstances. This strategy is based on the agile manifesto,
which values people and interactions, functional software, customer collaboration,
and adapting to change. Highsmith suggests that agile project management tech-
niques enable IT initiatives to respond to shifting stakeholder demands and condi-
tions, as well as adapt to changing consumer and market demands.

Freeman et al. also contrast stakeholder management with conventional approaches
[72]. They argue that conventional strategic management methods prioritize maxi-
mizing shareholder value and assume that the company’s interests should be the only
ones taken into account. This approach is flawed because it overlooks the contri-
butions and interests of other stakeholders, such as the environment, communities,
customers, suppliers, and employees. In contrast, a stakeholder perspective requires
the company to define, value, and manage its relationships with stakeholders in a
way that benefits all parties and minimizes risk. Donaldson and Preston propose the
stakeholder theory of the corporation, which posits that the company’s purpose is to
create value for all its stakeholders, not just shareholders [75]. This theory recognizes
the interdependence and ethical obligations between the company and its stakehold-
ers and emphasizes the importance of stakeholder engagement and participation in
corporate decision-making processes. The theory implies that the long-term success
of a company depends on its ability to create value for all stakeholders.

2.13 Summary and missing work

This section provides a summary of the current state of knowledge in relation to
the research questions. The presented related work covers much of the agile leader-
ship concepts this study focuses on, namely self-organizing teams, shared leadership,
team maturity, and leadership functions implied by agile roles. However, there is
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a gap in understanding the applicability of these concepts and how they can be
adapted within the three specific contexts addressed by the research questions.

In terms of self-organizing teams, the literature establishes the link between agile and
other agile leadership concepts. It also explores the means by which self-organization
can be achieved and identifies previous challenges encountered in this area. How-
ever, there is a lack of literature on how self-organizing teams function internally and
together with the rest of the company. The existing body of work broadly covers
shared leadership and its implications, including its relation to decision-making pro-
cesses, role definitions, communication, collaboration, and transparency. Regarding
team maturity, the literature explains the connection between team maturity and
agile leadership, recognizing that different leadership approaches are required as
teams progress. Additionally, it emphasizes the importance of understanding group
dynamics and assessing team maturity in agile teams. In terms of the fourth con-
cept, leadership functions implied by agile roles, the related work presents diverse
perspectives on what makes an effective agile leader. It also delves into how lead-
ership can be distributed among different agile roles. Furthermore, addressing how
an agile leader should act and how a leadership gap can facilitate shared leadership.

Shifting the focus to the three specific contexts, what is known are some previ-
ous findings that can help understand the context-specific aspects to consider when
applying agile leadership concepts and striving for overall improvement within these
contexts.

For the first context, enabling software development, section 2.11 highlights the
challenge faced by IT departments in being perceived as support functions rather
than valuable business assets. Existing literature addresses leadership within this
context by emphasizing collaboration and goal alignment between business and IT
leaders. However, there is a lack of literature specifically addressing the implications
of agile leadership concepts in this setting. Regarding new ventures with legacies,
the literature gap is more pronounced. Section 2.10 briefly mentions the conse-
quences of mergers and acquisitions, which is used to describe the cultural part of
the legacy of another company. Previous work on legacy systems, tools, and data
connected to agile leadership was however not found in the literature search. For
the third context of multiple internal stakeholders, the literature in section 2.12
discusses the importance of stakeholder management and the need to manage stake-
holder expectations. It compares traditional management approaches, which are
based on a plan-driven model that assumes precise and anticipated requirements,
with agile project management techniques that enable IT initiatives to respond to
shifting stakeholder demands. However, the literature does not specifically address
the dynamics and challenges associated with managing multiple internal stakehold-
ers, such as different departments, teams, or individuals within an organization.
Furthermore, the existing literature lacks specific discussions on the implications of
agile leadership concepts within this context.

With this related work and research gaps in mind, our study aims to bridge the
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gap by linking agile leadership concepts with the three specified contexts and build-
ing upon the knowledge of previous studies.
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Method

This chapter details the procedures conducted to address the research questions.
First, the organization unit where the study took place is presented and information
about this case is provided. Then the data collection is presented by describing the
participants, the group interviews, individual interviews, and the static validation
of guidelines. Thereafter, the method for data analysis is described, followed by
ethical considerations.

3.1 Description of the case

The research questions were addressed by examining a specific department of an in-
novative electric automobile company, referred to as PowerRide, which was founded
and is partly owned by DriveForce, another automobile company. The company
names PowerRide and DriveForce are fictional and have been used for non-disclosure
reasons. PowerRide is currently in the scale-up phase, and many of its employees
previously worked at DriveForce. It is uncertain how many legacy practices Power-
Ride has inherited from DriveForce.

While PowerRide aims to work agile, they have not fully implemented any spe-
cific framework. How different teams work and to what extent the organization is
agile is currently unknown.

The specific department under study is referred to as "Digital”. Digital is respon-
sible for developing I'T solutions and marketing products that support PowerRide’s
primary business. In this report, we refer to their products as "enabling software”.
Although the software produced by Digital is crucial for the company, it is not part
of the core product and does not generate revenue on its own. Other parts of the
organization request services from Digital, often treating them as traditional I'T sup-
port. In contrast to the current state, Digital aims to work more autonomously and
direct its work, despite the numerous internal stakeholders involved.

Digital aims to adopt a tailored agile approach, where the general guideline is for
each team to consist of at least one digital lead and one technical lead. PowerRide
has defined these roles, where the digital lead "owns the vision and roadmap for one
to two digital teams and is accountable for planning and execution”. The technical
lead is defined as "responsible for the daily execution and planning within their dig-
ital team, including team performance”. Furthermore, the teams belong to different
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digital product areas, where all teams within an area share a digital product manager
(DPM), who is described as a "line manager for all team members and responsible
for defining the vision and goals for a digital product area”. Although Digital is just
one of eight departments at PowerRide, the employees at Digital have developed
an informal term to collectively refer to their internal stakeholders at the company.
This term, widely recognized but unofficial, is "Business”, which encompasses the
other seven departments, such as Marketing & Brand, Sales, and R&D. All these
Business teams are located in the headquarters, which is a different site than Digi-
tal’s. Figure 3.1 shows a simplified overview of the PowerRide organization, where
the division between Digital and Business is visualized.

PowerRide
Business
K &
Digital &
8 &K R AR
&K &
@@@ @8@
K KR K AR
& &
K &K
&

Figure 3.1: Simplified figure of the PowerRide organization and the division of
teams and departments in the two units. The purple circles visualize the eight
departments and the people represent that there are several teams within each de-
partment.

3.2 Data collection

The primary data source was a series of interviews conducted in three rounds. The
first round took place in groups, while the second and third rounds were conducted
individually, with the latter being more like a review and referred to as "static
validation”. Figure 3.2 provides an overview of the study design, which depicts the
main stages of the method.
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Figure 3.2: Flow chart of the method stages.
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Before the interviews, the participants were reminded of the anonymity and confi-
dentiality of the study, as well as its purpose, following the recommendations of Hove
and Anda [76]. This introduction to the interviews can be found in Appendix A.
Additionally, to promote a relaxed interview setting, informal conversation was en-
couraged and a variety of open-ended questions were introduced, following Hove and
Anda’s recommendations [76]. With permission, all interviews were audio recorded
for transcription purposes.

The initial two rounds of interviews were conducted using a semi-structured for-
mat. As suggested by Hove and Anda [76], a set of predetermined questions was
prepared to elicit anticipated information, along with some open-ended questions
and discussion topics to uncover unexpected insights. The predetermined questions
were derived from a set of themes to ensure consistency and comparability of re-
sponses across the interviews, while follow-up questions were formulated on-the-fly
based on the interviewee’s responses. During the group interviews, participants were
encouraged to engage in discussions and elaborate on the topics under discussion.
To effectively gather information, probing and prompting techniques were employed
during the interviews [77, 78], such as asking "Tell me more...” to prompt further
elaboration. All interviews were conducted by both researchers, which offers sev-
eral advantages as suggested by Hove and Anda: (1) two interviewers generally ask
more questions than one, thereby collecting more information, (2) dividing the re-
sponsibilities enables a better flow of follow-up questions, and (3) the probability
of accurately understanding the subject increases when the two interviewers can
interpret what is said and discuss it afterward [76].

The interview questions focused on themes based on the research questions out-
lined in section 1.1. To gain a better understanding of the participants and their
educational and professional backgrounds, the interview began with some simple
introductory questions. The first key topic that emerged pertained to team compo-
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sition and leadership. This included questions about potential self-organization, the
team’s level of agility, the presence of shared leadership, and the team’s maturity.
The second theme highlighted potential leadership challenges. The following three
themes corresponded to the three contexts described in research questions 1 (a),
(b), and (c), namely the development of enabling software products, new ventures
that spring from larger traditional companies, and when there are multiple internal
stakeholders. The final topic addressed other potential contexts that might impact
Digital’s agile leadership.

In the third round, the developed guidelines were statically validated, wherein a
selected group of individuals were handed the guidelines, and their perceptions of
their relevance and usefulness were gathered through a couple of questions.

3.2.1 Participants

Before the study started, ten software development teams that work agile to some
extent were said to be available for the study. The first step was to invite the leaders
of the teams, who held titles such as digital or technical lead, to a meeting called
"speed-dating”. During these meetings, the study was presented, and the suitabil-
ity and interest of the leaders and their teams in participating were discussed. This
process led to interview bookings with a total of eight leaders, which met the study’s
target number. Subsequently, messages were posted on the internal communication
channel to reach team members for the interviews and encourage them to partic-
ipate. While finding team members who volunteered was more challenging than
leaders, six team members were eventually recruited for the interviews. For the
static validation of the guidelines, interested employees were contacted by email to
participate. Each person only participated once in the first two interview rounds,
but all interviewees, along with additional participants, were invited to participate
in the validation.

All participants were given a chance to see and correct the results of the interview.
An email was sent with the results from the specific interview they participated in
before it was included in the report. This step increased the reliability of the results
as faulty statements could be corrected, as well as ensuring the participants were
comfortable with the included information.

3.2.2 Group interviews

In the first round of interviews, four group interviews were conducted comprising
two to three individuals each. Two of the groups consisted solely of leaders, while
the other two groups comprised only team members. The leaders’ groups consisted
of roles similar to Scrum masters, product owners, and team leads. Meanwhile,
the team members’ groups comprised developers, business analysts, and other titles
within the team without leadership responsibilities. This division was made to
gather data from both the leaders’ and team members’ perspectives and to encourage
honest thoughts and opinions without worrying about expressing criticism toward
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another level of the hierarchy. Results from this part of the process were important
in exploring the applicability and adaptability of agile leadership in new contexts
and formed the key aspects.

3.2.3 Individual interviews

In the second round, individual interviews were conducted with four participants,
consisting of two leaders and two team members. The interview questions were
derived from two perspectives. Firstly, to address any gaps in knowledge regarding
our research questions. Secondly, questions were developed based on the results of
the first interview round and designed to elicit in-depth responses. Additionally,
this round was more open to letting the interviewee lead the conversation and the
interview questions were used as support rather than rigidly following them. The
results of the second round of interviews yielded a more profound comprehension of
the case under study and facilitated the development of guidelines.

3.2.4 Static validation

In the third and final data-collecting method stage, five individuals with various
titles were employed to assess the relevance and applicability of the guidelines. This
validation aimed to determine the usefulness of the concrete guidelines. The par-
ticipants were provided with a study description, an explanation of anonymity, and
the guidelines. They were encouraged to respond via email with answers to two
questions, as well as any additional reflections.

3.3 Data analysis

To draw conclusions regarding leadership and the applicability of agile methods
within the studied teams, the collected data from the entire process were analyzed
and compared with internal documents and existing theories. All interviews were
recorded and transcribed. The transcripts were analyzed, and relevant materials
were extracted and grouped into analytical themes, one interview at a time. This
analysis was conducted concurrently by both researchers to increase reliability. Each
researcher proposed a theme for a text section, which was subsequently discussed
to determine the most accurate description. After the first round of interviews was
conducted, the themes identified in each interview were compared, and the material
was iteratively examined to identify common patterns and recurring topics. Based
on this analysis, the themes were reviewed and revised to prioritize consistency. For
instance, if one interview referred to a theme as "Goals” while another used "Ob-
jectives”, the terminology was standardized to facilitate comparability. The same
analysis process was applied to the second round of interviews.

Based on the data analysis from the first round of interviews, a set of key aspects
were identified. These key aspects were utilized to prepare questions and discussion
topics for the second round of interviews. To ensure a systematic analysis, the key
aspects were grouped together based on common themes. These groupings, along
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with the results from the second interview round and relevant literature, were used
to develop the themes that formed the guidelines that address RQ3. Additionally,
the responses from the static validation of the guidelines’ relevance and usefulness
were analyzed and mapped into tables.

The findings from the two interview rounds were also used to answer RQ1 and
RQ2. The discussion primarily focused on elucidating the findings and implications
of the study by linking the results with relevant theory. This study is aimed at
providing a comprehensive understanding of a particular phenomenon in a specific
context, rather than generalizable findings, following a case study approach [79].

3.4 Ethical considerations

During the planning and analysis phases of the interviews, the guidelines for ethical
interviews in software engineering presented by Strandberg have been followed [80].
However, there is always a risk when studying real situations and individuals. In this
study, the interviews were particularly sensitive, as a participant’s answer could po-
tentially be disapproved by their manager, leading to disadvantageous consequences
for the participant. Additionally, participants may have experienced pressure during
group interviews or other situations that made them feel uncomfortable.
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Results

This chapter presents the findings of our study that explored PowerRide Digital
employees’ experiences and perspectives on agile leadership in new software devel-
opment contexts. The study was conducted through group and individual inter-
views, and the data was analyzed by categorizing responses into common themes
and patterns that emerged during the interviews. To ensure anonymity, we assigned
fictional names taken from the television series The Office to refer to interviewees in
the following sub-sections. Table 4.1 displays the assigned fictional names of inter-
viewees, along with their high-level roles, the interview they participated in, their
tenure at PowerRide, and any prior work experience from DriveForce. The fictional
names were assigned before meeting the interviewees, and the gender of the fictional
character does not necessarily match the interviewee’s gender. It is important to
note that the attributes of the fictional characters do not reflect the personality or
role of the interviewees.
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Interview Role Fictional name Time at PowerRide DriveForce experience
Group 1 Leader Michael 8 months Yes
Group 1 Leader Jim 1.5 years No
Group 1 Leader Dwight 3 years No
Group 2 Leader Pam 7 months Yes
Group 2 Leader Oscar 1 year No
Group 2 Leader Angela 10 months Yes
Group 3 Team member FErin 2 months Yes
Group 3 Team member Meredith 1 year Yes
Group 4 Team member Andy 8 months No
Group 4 Team member Phyllis 1 year Yes
Individual 1 Leader Stanley 1.5 years Yes
Individual 2 Team member Kelly 8 months No
Individual 3 Team member Darryl 1.5 years No
Individual 4 Leader Kevin 3 years Yes

Table 4.1: Fictional names assigned to the participants and their professional
experience.

4.1 Group interviews

Table 4.2 presents a comprehensive summary of the themes that emerged during
the first round of interviews, which were conducted in groups. The table provides
an overview of the key topics discussed by both leaders and team members (TMs)
during the interviews. The themes in the table are categorized as either positive or
negative. A theme was considered positive when an interviewee expressed positive
thoughts about it, while negative meant that an interviewee identified problems
with the current state of a theme. Only predominant opinions, either positive or
negative, were included in the table. If an interviewee expressed both positive and
negative thoughts, the more significant opinion was counted. It is worth noting
that some themes had varying experiences among different interviewees, and each
interviewee had different preferences regarding the state of a theme. Furthermore,
not all themes are included in the results for all interviews, as some individuals did
not provide any significant insights or thoughts on certain topics, resulting in a lack
of relevant information.
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Themes Negative leaders Positive leaders Negative TMs Positive TMs

Goals

—_

Relation to Business
Roles

Scale-up company
Transparency

Task- or problem-based
Legacy

Documentation

Communication

N = N DO OO OO OO W ke

Ways of working

—_

Priorities
Sheltered by leader

Team maturity

N O O RN OO WY NN W RO
w NN OO OO O = = O = O O o o N
N N W N oD NN OO W R RO

S N O

Self-organizing

Table 4.2: Summarized themes that were brought up in the first interview round
and the number of employees expressing negative and positive views of the current
state of the themes.

4.1.1 Group interview 1 - leaders

Background

Michael holds an academic degree in media and has worked as an agile develop-
ment leader for the last decade, including a short period at DriveForce. He is
currently a digital lead at PowerRide, managing a team of eight individuals. Jim
has a background in management and has worked in various positions within the
e-commerce industry for the past 15 years. He joined PowerRide without any prior
experience in the automotive industry and is currently a product manager, leading
a team of 21 members. Dwight studied interaction design and began his career at
PowerRide as a service designer three years ago. He was recently promoted to the
position of roadmap lead, responsible for coordinating capacity and planning across
the department. Dwight supervises a team of 18 digital leads.

Goals

Dwight asserts that the various departments operate with distinct goals, which re-
sults in misaligned efforts. He says that attempts to enhance collaboration between
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Digital and Business are ongoing, but significant challenges remain. In particular,
the process for establishing goals, visions, and strategies requires refinement. Ac-
cording to Dwight, without alignment with stakeholders, the departments lack a
coherent plan. He advocates for a common overarching goal to drive the formation
of sub-goals across departments, facilitating alignment and understanding of their
collective aims. Dwight favors a top-down approach to goal setting, as opposed to
a bottom-up process.

In addition to the lack of clarity regarding goals, there appear to be tensions between
the goals of Digital and Business. While Digital strives to improve the customer
experience, the Business unit prioritizes selling cars. As noted in the interview, Dig-
ital’s products serve as enablers, making it difficult to measure the impact of their
work in terms of car sales. For instance, reducing technical debt will not increase
sales.

Relation to Business

Jim and Dwight agree that smaller teams with fewer stakeholders tend to have
stronger connections with their stakeholders, as they have an easier time function-
ing as an actual team. Stakeholders outside of the day-to-day team may lack a clear
understanding of the product and its vision. Dwight argues that Business fails to
consider that Digital has several mandatory tasks, such as maintenance and security
work, that require adequate time allocation. He highlights that the biggest challenge
they face in terms of agile leadership is the waterfall approach from the Business
side, adding: "We have several significant initiatives originating from the Business
side that are frequently driven in a waterfall approach.” Dwight also states that
they strive to be agile within Digital but must also manage the needs of the Busi-
ness side of the company. Michael describes how the Business side impedes Digital
from self-organizing by requesting that they adhere to last-minute requests.

Roles

Dwight highlights that the issue of ownership is unclear within the organization.
While some digital leads are aware of their boundaries and limitations, others are
not. The same applies to other roles within the team, as per Dwight’s observations.
He explains that while the roles are formally defined, their application varies based
on the team and its leader. Michael describes how he encountered a situation where
he raised some concerns, but nobody opposed or provided any feedback.

4.1.2 Group interview 2 - leaders

Background
Pam has experience in her role as a DevOps lead in various automotive compa-

nies. Oscar is a security officer in the information security team and has previously
worked with Pam in another automotive company. Angela has worked as a consul-
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tant for DriveForce for eight years and now works as a digital lead.
Goals

After deliberations, Angela says that her team’s goal is very clear, asserting that it is
to create an exceptional customer experience. Nonetheless, Pam disagrees, arguing
that there is a lack of key performance indicators (KPIs) and strategy breakdowns
to guide them. After further discourse, Angela and Pam conclude that a shared
vision and clearer definitions within the department and team are necessary. They
posit that this would enable the team to collaborate toward their objectives with-
out relying on individual interpretations. Pam acknowledges her ignorance of the
team’s stakeholders, only mentioning a Digital management team whose agenda she
is not privy to. Angela proposes that epics should be shared between the teams to
monitor the different contributions to the larger goals. Oscar and Pam assert that
the organization’s goals and visions are ambiguous.

Relation to Business

Pam and Oscar claim that there is a lack of comprehension from Business regarding
the nature of Digital’s work and the value it generates. Furthermore, they note that
the objectives of Business and Digital are not aligned. They advocate for a cohesive
vision that emphasizes the creation and upkeep of high-quality software as opposed
to Digital being treated as a mere "feature factory”.

Roles

Pam raised concerns about the number of people with the title "lead,” which she
believes could hinder autonomy and self-organization among teams. She questions
why the company seems to be increasing the number of leads instead of develop-
ers. Angela notes that the roles at Digital are similar to those at DriveForce, but
with different titles. Meanwhile, Oscar highlights issues with role responsibilities,
expressing a desire for clear accountability among team members while still main-
taining freedom in how they approach their tasks.

Scale-up company

Angela opines that PowerRide is still in its early stages of development, and as
such, not yet a mature organization. She further highlights that the company dif-
fers significantly from DriveForce, with fewer vehicles on the road and in the process
of being launched. Additionally, PowerRide’s unique strategy of selling cars directly
to customers sets it apart from other automakers. Pam suggests that the company’s
rapid expansion may contribute to the current lack of clear goals.

Transparency

Pam and Oscar raised their concerns about the lack of transparency at Power-

29



4. Results

Ride. They have been unable to find any records of previous decisions or evidence
of past meetings, despite transparency being one of the company’s core values. Pam
reflects on the possibility that this lack of transparency could be intentional, and
Oscar expresses his desire for everything to be public from the start. Both Pam
and Oscar think that everyone should be allowed to participate in any meeting they
wish, a practice they have experienced in previous workplaces.

Task- or problem-based

According to Angela, her team follows a problem-based workflow, where they focus
on addressing and resolving problems instead of predefined tasks. However, Pam
and Oscar express disagreement, suggesting that the workflow Angela describes is
more task-based than problem-based. Pam and Oscar believe that the current ap-
proach poses a challenge as it prioritizes tasks over solving problems. They express
a preference for a problem-based approach where they are presented with problems
to solve, rather than being assigned specific tasks without their input at the time of
task creation.

Legacy

Pam believes that there is a significant influence from DriveForce on PowerRide,
including inherited tools, support set-up, and communication practices. Angela
confirms this by stating that they are even using some of DriveForce’s plans for
their cars. Pam expresses a concern that leaders might revert to old habits from
DriveForce, both in terms of processes and administration, which could hinder in-
novation and progress at PowerRide. She suggests that PowerRide should capitalize
on its unique identity rather than being perceived as a continuation of DriveForce.

Ways of working

Pam and Oscar hold similar views on whether the department adheres to the Agile
Manifesto’s value of prioritizing people over processes. Pam asserts that the de-
partment fails to follow this tenet. Oscar concurs with her and also contends that
prioritizing processes over people can be detrimental to the workflow and overall
objectives. To illustrate his point, he cites an instance where achieving a specific
number of tests is not the end goal; rather, delivering high-quality software is, and
prioritizing processes over people could compromise this goal.

4.1.3 Group interview 3 - team members

Background

Erin, who holds a degree in computer science, worked as a consultant at DriveForce
before starting her current role as a senior developer at PowerRide two months
ago. She works alongside eight other team members. Similarly, Meredith has a
background in informatics and has previously worked as a consultant, including at
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DriveForce. She currently serves as a business analyst in a team of 20 members, a
role she has held for a year.

Goals

Meredith explains that although several teams within the Business department share
similar goals with her team, their collaboration is not as efficient as she desires due
to the current organizational structure. She believes that relocating these teams to
Digital would provide a more agile approach to handling and achieving results.

Relation to Business

Meredith explains that despite their team’s open communication culture, there is a
noticeable difference in mindset and culture when compared to their stakeholders in
Business. She points out that they often struggle to understand each other as if they
belong to different worlds. Erin agrees with Meredith and adds that the developers
on the business side are not fully aware of their work. Regarding power dynamics,
Meredith notes that the business stakeholder has the final decision-making power.
When discussing the challenge of aligning priorities between Digital and Business,
Meredith expresses a desire for a designated person to take on the responsibility of
ensuring alignment.

Roles

While Erin experiences that the roles are clearly defined and have a non-rotational
nature, she proposes that introducing some rotation could prove advantageous for
the team. In terms of task distribution, Meredith explains that there is an open
discussion about who should work on which task, but the digital lead ultimately
makes the final decision. She also notes that their software team currently lacks
designers, which she believes would be a valuable addition. Currently, the designers
are part of their stakeholder’s team, and Meredith sees this as a potential cause for
the difficulties they face in aligning priorities and working together effectively.

Scale-up company

Meredith notes that despite the company’s growth, it still maintains a sense of
intimacy. She feels that top management is always accessible when it comes to un-
derstanding decisions, giving her a sense of proximity to decision-makers.
Transparency

Meredith praises the transparency of the management in the decision-making pro-
cess. FErin shares Meredith’s view, stating that she receives more comprehensive

information here than she did during her time at DriveForce.

Legacy
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Erin and Meredith both have prior work experience at DriveForce and agree that
there is little influence of legacy from their past workplace in PowerRide, aside from
the usage of some common systems. Meredith particularly feels that PowerRide’s
culture is more contemporary compared to DriveForce. She explains that DriveForce
is more attached to their business model, which involves their dealerships, an aspect
that PowerRide does not have. Erin and Meredith share the opinion that DriveForce
is more internally divided, and that PowerRide is capable of responding to situations
in a more timely manner. They also observe that PowerRide is making efforts to
embrace the agile methodology. Regarding the presence of DriveForce alumni at
PowerRide, Meredith explains that the company only hires individuals who fit well
into their organizational culture, thereby preventing any undue influence from their
previous employment at DriveForce. As a result, she emphasizes that PowerRide
has not been transformed into DriveForce.

Documentation

Erin finds it frustrating as a new employee to have inadequate documentation on
past work, despite the availability of internal channels for documentation. She notes
that her team’s documentation is outdated, unstructured, and difficult to navigate.
Additionally, Erin struggles with understanding the purpose of certain tasks due
to the lack of well-defined user stories. She observes that their user stories tend
to focus on technical requirements, whereas Meredith works on specifying a more
comprehensive set of requirements that include purpose. Erin suggests that whoever
adds tasks to their backlog should be clear about their purpose, even if they are not
entirely certain themselves. She shares that she has experienced instances where the
task author did not understand the purpose and where team members dismissed the
importance of knowing it. Erin wonders if this is a cultural issue within their team,
as she has not encountered it elsewhere. In contrast, Meredith has not experienced
a similar lack of purposeful understanding, possibly because she is involved in re-
quirements specification. Erin mentions that their team shares a business analyst
with another team and that they may be understaffed.

Communication

Half of the interviewees’ teams consist of consultants who work remotely from
abroad, while the other half are employees of PowerRide who work in Sweden.
As a result, all team communication takes place digitally. When discussing the
development of new features across teams, Erin and Meredith believe that it can
be challenging to identify the appropriate individuals and understand whom to con-
tact. Erin expressed a desire for clearer expectations from the business stakeholders.

Ways of working

Meredith explains that historically, they have employed a waterfall-driven approach
but are currently transitioning towards agile development. Specifically, Meredith
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would prefer that they utilize minimum viable products (MVPs) in their develop-
ment process. At present, they deliver sizable components and evaluate their success
retrospectively.

Priorities

Meredith acknowledges the difficulty of establishing priorities when working closely
with stakeholders. She explains that the leadership function often fails to establish
and align priorities, which can create confusion. Additionally, Meredith’s team has
its own set of technical priorities that need to be balanced with the priorities of
the business stakeholders. She finds this task challenging, as it does not always
lead to clear decision-making. Meredith emphasizes that her team’s priority is to
make technical improvements that enhance the website’s user experience. However,
the business stakeholders have different priorities that are difficult to align with
the technical improvements needed. Meredith believes that more open discussions
could help clarify these priorities, stating that alignment and clarity would ensure
smooth teamwork. Erin believes that the leadership function could promote collab-
oration between teams and create a unified view of technical requirements and goals.

Sheltered by the digital lead

Erin explains that her team’s digital lead is skilled at sheltering the team from ex-
ternal disruptions. The digital lead enables the team to focus on what they consider
important, as a Scrum master would do. Erin clarifies that one of the business teams
they collaborate with has a different mindset, which prioritizes constant problem-
solving. Erin attributes this to the team’s greater pressure and different culture and
mindset compared to the team at Digital.

4.1.4 Group interview 4 - team members

Background

Andy and Phyllis are both senior software developers who work together in the
same team. Phyllis has prior experience as a software developer at DriveForce,
while Andy has no previous experience in the automotive industry. The team they
work in is quite large, comprising ten members, including developers, testers, a busi-
ness analyst, and a technical lead. On a higher level, they also have a digital lead
and a manager who oversees several teams. The team has weekly meetings with the
digital lead but has little to no contact with their manager.

Relation to Business
Andy and Phyllis explain that the business analyst acts as the intermediary be-
tween their team and the stakeholders, and is responsible for managing all the

requirements. However, they face challenges with changing requirements that are
not communicated effectively from the start or are vaguely defined. Sometimes the
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implementation process starts before the requirements are finalized. Despite this,
they are content with not having any direct contact with the stakeholders. They
also mention that they sometimes understand the purpose of their tasks, and some-
times they do not, but they do not find it problematic to work on tasks without
a clear understanding of the purpose. When asked if collaborating with Business
would make the purpose clearer, Andy shares his previous experience of interacting
with Business, indicating that sometimes, the stakeholders themselves are not sure
of the purpose of their requests. Phyllis agrees, stating that collaboration would
not necessarily clarify things. However, Andy believes that some level of interaction
with the stakeholders could be beneficial, as it might motivate the team and provide
insight into how the system is being used. He cites a previous experience where he
had to interact with five or six different stakeholders, and the lack of communica-
tion between the teams caused fragmentation and inefficiencies. Additionally, Andy
highlights that sometimes, Business requests something without providing a clear
rationale, and the team is expected to implement it regardless.

Ways of working

Andy and Phyllis’s team is currently not using a sprint-based approach, instead,
they use Kanban due to their project’s nature. However, most of the Digital teams
prefer sprint-based work. Andy is not a fan of sprints based on his past experiences,
where he found them to be less productive due to excessive meetings. In contrast,
Phyllis likes working with sprints because they provide better planning opportuni-
ties.

Andy mentions that their team decides what to do based on people, not the board.
In his opinion, the team lacks agile ways of working when dealing with projects that
have a predefined end date. Additionally, he suggests that the team members should
log every task that takes more than a set amount of time, which they currently do
not do.

Phyllis has experience with the SAFe framework in a team at DriveForce, while
Andy has used SAFe in another company. He found that SAFe was more of a way
to teach management how to be agile and hide the waterfall approach that was still
being used. He adds that sometimes, management has a plan for the next twelve
months over which the budget spans, and there is no feedback loop to improve the
process.

Sheltered by the technical lead

Andy and Phyllis describe that their technical lead protects the team from external
disturbances by handling communication with other teams and management who
require their time and work. According to Phyllis, the technical lead helps them
determine which tasks to accept and work on, explaining that ”if you are getting
hundreds of requirements it has to come through him. Because if they directly come
to us and start asking us to do things then it will be a complete mess.” Andy fur-
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ther states that they prioritize tasks at the top of the backlog, based on the business
analyst’s and technical lead’s recommendations.

Team maturity

When discussing team maturity, Andy states that the team is fairly immature,
with a lot of sub-groups formed. He further explains that they have not had any
challenges where they need to solve bigger things together as a bigger group. Most
of the things have been solved by working in pairs. According to Andy, the team
is not working as a team but rather working on separate tasks. He describes that
there is a small sub-team that has worked on a separate product. He also finds that
remote work leads to only talking to some team members during meetings and some
that they contact when needing something. The size of the team and distributed
tasks have resulted in often talking with the same persons in the team when solving
something, Andy points out.

Self-organizing

Andy thinks that their team is self-organizing. Phyllis adds that their team lead
does not need to micromanage them, as they have experience in their roles and
responsibilities, and know whom to contact if they have any issues. She also empha-
sizes that everyone in the team understands their tasks and works systematically.
However, Andy acknowledges that this causes them to communicate less as a team
since they are working on different parts of the tasks. Additionally, he notes that
the team’s visibility is limited due to the number of senior members, which would
be different if the team had some less experienced developers.

4.1.5 Analysis

This section provides a summary and analysis of the findings obtained from the
group interviews, establishing connections between the results and previous work.
Perspectives on the initial themes presented in Table 4.2, were compiled and led
to the identification of more specific themes. These new themes are presented as
bolded headings in the subsequent analysis and form the foundation for the key
aspects presented in the next section.

Lack of clear and shared goals

Multiple interviewees expressed their perspectives on goal setting, collaboration,
and organizational structure. One leader observed that different departments have
different objectives, resulting in misaligned endeavors, and recommended a shared
comprehensive goal to promote alignment among them. This statement is supported
by West et al. who argue that shared business-oriented goals ease the friction be-
tween the business and development side [27]. Several leaders perceived that the
organization’s objectives and visions lack clarity and specificity, and advocated for
a unified vision and unambiguous definitions which aligns with West et al’s rec-
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ommendation to have shared goals [27]. The interviewees also discussed the need
for epics to track contributions to broader objectives. One interviewee noted that
relocating some teams at Business to Digital’s division would enable a more agile
approach to achieving outcomes, as there is presently inefficiency in collaboration
between teams with comparable objectives in the Business department.

Complicated relation to Business

The interviewees generally perceived that there is a lack of understanding and align-
ment between Digital and Business. Three leaders expressed that Business fails to
recognize the mandatory tasks that Digital must perform, such as maintenance and
security work. This lack of comprehension regarding Digital’s work and value gen-
eration is a significant issue. As raised in one interview, Digital’s products serve
as enablers, making it difficult to measure the impact of their work in terms of car
sales. This situation aligns with the theory by Devaraj and Kohli, which empha-
size that the effectiveness of I'T investments depends on their proper utilization and
acknowledging their value [69]. Reducing technical debt was in an interview men-
tioned as an example that may not directly increase sales. To assess the economic
potential, Devaraj and Kohli argue that it is crucial to consider both financial indi-
cators and non-financial criteria. In the case of Digital, focusing solely on car sales
as a performance indicator may not capture the full value and impact of Digital’s
work. Agile leadership is challenged by the waterfall approach from Business, which
frequently drives significant initiatives. One leader observed that the power dynam-
ics favor Business stakeholders, who have the ultimate decision-making power. One
business analyst reported acting as an intermediary between Digital and Business
stakeholders but still faces challenges due to changing requirements and poorly de-
fined tasks. Collaboration with Business may not necessarily resolve all the issues,
but some level of increased interaction with the stakeholders could provide valuable
insight into how the performed tasks are being used and avoid fragmentation and
inefficiencies. Similarly, Luftman suggests that IT departments should be closely
correlated and collaborate with business departments in order to improve overall
outcomes. [68].

Inconsistent and confusing roles

The interviewees raised concerns regarding role clarity and accountability within
the organization. It was noted that some team members are unclear about the
roles” boundaries and limitations, which may lead to confusion and inefficiency. Ad-
ditionally, the number of individuals with the title of "lead” was discussed, and
some interviewees expressed concern that this could impede team autonomy and
self-organization. To address these issues, there was a desire for clear accountability
among team members and some interviewees suggested that discussing roles more
thoroughly could be beneficial for the teams. These suggestions are in line with
Spiegler et al’s conclusion that a lack of alignment regarding responsibilities can
lead to uncertainty about roles and responsibilities [16].

36



4. Results

Scale-up company

The interviewees discussed that PowerRide has grown from a start-up to a scale-up
company, and continues to grow. According to two leaders, the company stands out
from others in the industry due to its unique strategy of selling cars directly to cus-
tomers. However, one team member expressed concern about the rapid expansion
of the company, which may be leading to a lack of clear goals. Dyba and Dingsoyr
also observe that implementing agile methods and aligning goals in larger contexts
is more challenging than in smaller contexts [54]. To tackle this issue, Dikert et al.
propose extensive collaboration between departments [55]. Although the company
is in a growth phase, the interviewees agreed that PowerRide still maintains a sense
of intimacy, and top management is readily available to employees when it comes to
understanding decisions.

Varied perception of transparency

The interviewees held divergent views on the level of transparency at PowerRide.
Two leaders expressed concerns regarding the lack of transparency in the organi-
zation, as they were unable to find records of past decisions or meetings. They
advocated for greater transparency, which would allow everyone to participate in
any meeting. Moe et al. argue that transparency is necessary to avoid power imbal-
ances [19]. In contrast to the concerns expressed by the leaders, two team members
praised the management’s transparency in decision-making.

Task- or problem-based

Two leaders noted that the workflow at the organization was task-based rather than
problem-based. They argued that this approach does not promote a problem-solving
mentality among team members. Instead, they suggested that teams should focus
on addressing and resolving problems rather than completing predefined tasks. The
leaders suggested that providing teams with problems to solve can help clarify their
purpose and increase motivation, resulting in a more effective and efficient workflow.
This notion is in line with West et al. [27], who propose that agile development re-
quires team members to work towards solving problems. However, Highsmith [18]
argues that agile teams should organize around tasks. It is worth noting that the
interviewees’ suggestion to work with problems instead of tasks is primarily about
taking ownership, and not because they are averse to working with tasks.

Legacy from DriveForce

There are varying viewpoints among the interviewees regarding the extent to which
PowerRide has been influenced by its predecessor, DriveForce. Some leaders noted
that PowerRide has inherited several tools, support systems, communication prac-
tices, and car plans from DriveForce. Some leaders also expressed concerns that the
company’s leaders might fall back into old habits from DriveForce, impeding inno-
vation at PowerRide. In contrast, team members stated that PowerRide’s culture
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has little influence from DriveForce, and the company has a contemporary culture
that allows for timely responses to situations. Additionally, they mentioned that
PowerRide adopts agile methodologies in a different way than DriveForce and care-
fully selects individuals who fit well into the company’s culture, thus preventing any
negative influences from DriveForce.

Documentation of tasks and past decisions

One team member expressed frustration with the inadequate documentation of pre-
vious work at the company, resulting in navigation difficulties. Moreover, she noted
that user stories tend to concentrate more on technical requirements than on the
purpose, leading to difficulties in comprehending the significance of certain tasks.
Another team member proposed addressing this issue by adding clarity on the pur-
pose of tasks to the backlog. Hoda and Murugesan recommend knowledge exchange
in order to better understand the purpose of what is being done [50]. However, a
different team member, involved in requirements specification, held the belief that
user stories are sufficiently comprehensive and well-defined, with satisfactory docu-
mentation.

Remote work and communication

During the interviews, the composition of the teams arose as a topic of discus-
sion. The teams are comprised of both consultants who work remotely from abroad
and PowerRide employees based in Sweden, which means that all communication
takes place digitally. Two team members expressed that the remote work setup can
sometimes pose challenges in identifying the right individuals to contact when devel-
oping new features across teams. According to Zhang et al., remote work may have
an adverse impact on the performance of immature teams [39]. Given the low ma-
turity levels typically exhibited by teams within this department, it may be wise to
consider reducing the extent of remote work as a means of improving team outcomes.

No common ways of working

The interviewees shared similar perspectives on the importance of agile development
values, with two leaders acknowledging that the department needs to prioritize peo-
ple over processes to avoid hindering workflow and objectives, which aligns with
the agile manifesto [18]. Meanwhile, a business analyst mentioned that they are
transitioning towards agile development and would like to incorporate minimum vi-
able products (MVPs) into their development process. Depending on their project’s
nature, some teams use Kanban. However, two team members had contrasting opin-
ions on sprints, with one finding them unproductive due to excessive meetings, while
the other appreciated the planning opportunities provided by sprints.

Priority conflicts

Some team members discussed the challenges of establishing priorities in their work,
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highlighting the difficulty of balancing technical priorities with those of their stake-
holders in Business. They noted that the lack of clarity and alignment between
technical improvements and Business’s priorities can confuse, and suggested that
more open discussions could help address this issue. This suggestion is also pre-
sented in Spiegler et al’s study where they describe that a lack of alignment and
communication can lead to ambiguity and lack of motivation [16]. The role of the
leadership function was emphasized by the interviewees in promoting collaboration
between teams and creating a unified view of technical requirements and goals.
Overall, the team members emphasized the importance of clear communication and
alignment between technical and business priorities for effective project planning
and execution. These opinions are correlated to West et al’s recommendation of
finding shared business-oriented priorities to ease the friction between the business
and development side and balance quality and functionality in software projects [27].

Sheltered by leader

Some team members shared their experiences of being shielded from external disrup-
tions and distractions by their respective team leaders. They pointed out that the
digital lead or technical lead has protected their teams from external disturbances
and enabled them to focus on their priorities. According to them, the team leaders
manage all communication with other teams and management, ensuring that only
the business analyst and technical lead are in contact with stakeholders. These
team members emphasized the significance of shielding the team from external dis-
ruptions, and they consider the team leaders to be instrumental in maintaining this
focus and boosting productivity. Several authors emphasize the importance of agile
leaders protecting their teams from external disturbances [40, 63, 2|. In addition,
Schwaber & Beedle also support the interviewees’ preferences as their study shows
that agile leaders should shield teams from unrealistic customer demands to ensure
efficiency [2].

Team maturity challenges

Two team members expressed that team maturity is a challenge, noting that the
team is not working collaboratively but rather on separate tasks in sub-teams, and
that remote work has affected natural and collaborative communication within the
team. This assertion is consistent with the argument posited by Zhang et al. in
their study, where it is claimed that remote work in an immature team can lead to
unfavorable outcomes [39]. Such negative effects may manifest in the form of de-
creased team member satisfaction, and consequently, suboptimal team performance.

Self-organizing experienced teams
Some team members expressed that teams composed of experienced team mem-
bers are often self-organizing, reducing the need for the team lead to manage them

to the same extent as they would if the team had less experience. They have a sys-
tematic way of working and know who to contact if any issues arise. However, the
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interviewees stressed that this can lead to less communication among team mem-
bers since they are working on different aspects of the task. This experience is
described by Highsmith who claims that self-organizing teams have the tendency to
work internally and separately taking own responsibility in organizing around tasks
[18].

4.1.6 Key aspects

The following bullet points summarize the key aspects that emerged from the group
interviews. Subsequently, these aspects were categorized into themes that form the
foundation for the individual interviews in the second round of interviews. These
themes are presented in Figure 4.1.
Organizational issues
e Unclear goals
o Lack of shared goals
e Scale-up company
o Lacking team maturity
Communication & collaboration
o Complicated relation to Business
e No common ways of working
o Challenges with prioritization
» Lacking transparency
o Lacking communication caused by remote work
Process & documentation
» Inconsistent and confusing roles
o Problem with task-based workflows
 Insufficient documentation
Team structure
e Close to self-organized teams
Legacy
» Positive and negative views on the legacy from DriveForce
Leadership

o Sheltering from outside disturbances
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Figure 4.1: Key aspects grouped in themes on which to develop questions for the

individual interviews.

4.2 Individual interviews

Table 4.3 provides a summary

of the themes that emerged during the second round of

interviews, where individual interviews were conducted. The table offers an overview
of the key topics discussed by both the leaders and team members (TMs) during

the interviews as well as their

general perspectives. Similar to the group interviews,

not all themes are included in the results for all interviews, as some individuals did
not provide any significant insights or thoughts on certain topics, resulting in a lack

of relevant information.
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Table 4.3: Summarized themes that were brought up in the second interview round
and the number of employees expressing negative and positive views of the current
state of the themes.

4.2.1 Individual interview 1 - leader

Background

Stanley, a technical lead, heads a supporting software team that caters to the entire
PowerRide organization, following the Kanban methodology. He has a background
in systems science and has worked as a consultant in various roles for over ten years
before joining PowerRide.

Goals

Stanley observes that Digital lacks KPIs, a clear vision, and mission. Although
the DPM (Digital Product Manager) and he work on crafting visions and missions
for the teams within their area, he feels that there is a missing link to PowerRide
and Digital. In his opinion, without a clear vision and mission, it is impossible to
determine whether agile is the best approach for their organization.

Relation to Business
Stanley highlights that at Digital, other teams often receive a large influx of re-
quirements and feature requests from the Business side, leading to a perception that

they are more of a "feature factory” than an organization that takes ownership of a
product and its responsibilities. In Stanley’s opinion, it is crucial to foster a positive
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collaboration with Business and to grasp their true needs, rather than simply relying
on surface-level descriptions of what they want. Without a clear understanding of
Business’s mission, vision, and needs, it becomes challenging for Digital to take true
ownership of the solutions they develop.

Roles

Stanley expresses concern about the confusion surrounding PowerRide’s roles, which
are purportedly linked to Scrum roles but are referred to differently and interpreted
variably by different individuals. In particular, Stanley notes that it is unclear who
holds the product owner role and observes that the Scrum master role is absent. He
believes that if PowerRide would transition fully to agile methodologies, the orga-
nization would require numerous agile coaches, as its agile maturity is currently low.

Legacy

Stanley notes that many of the employees at PowerRide have worked at Drive-
Force in the past, and as a result, they bring knowledge and experience to the table.
However, he also observes that there are some key differences between the two orga-
nizations. According to Stanley, PowerRide places a greater emphasis on developing
improved software architecture. While there may be similarities between the two
companies, PowerRide is committed to forging its own path forward.

Ways of working

Stanley describes that the problem is that PowerRide needs to be clearer on its
way of working, which he connects to the organization’s failure to live up to its
identity as a product organization. Stanley views PowerRide as a mixture of a
project, initiative, and product organization. He thinks that one contributing factor
is that they have many project managers instead of product owners. Stanley brings
up that they have many strict deadlines related to the launch of cars but believes
that it would still be possible to work agile.

Synchronized teams

Stanley describes that all teams have the freedom to choose whether to work with
Scrum or Kanban, without having a shared cadence throughout the organization. He
believes this hinders shared planning and collaboration between teams. Stanley also
notes that the cycle times tend to be long. Many Digital teams have many depen-
dencies, making it challenging to collaborate with other teams without synchronized
sprint schedules. He states that they struggle with processes such as requirement
intake, dependency management, and planning. This is due to the lack of a clear
structure for the way of working and processes.

Teamwork
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Stanley notes that there are many handovers between teams instead of working
together as one team towards a common goal, which contradicts the notion of being
a product organization. He also observes that there are project managers in the
organization, which could be a sign of limited agile maturity.

Priorities

Stanley finds it challenging to manage priorities within his team. When asked to
elaborate, he explains that 80% of the work they receive is unplanned, and it can
sometimes appear that the loudest voices get their needs met first. This creates
confusion as the team follows queues, and Stanley, as their leader, struggles to pri-
oritize them. He emphasizes the need for clearer guidelines on prioritization to avoid
disrupting the workflow.

4.2.2 Individual interview 2 - team member

Background

Kelly is a software developer in a team consisting of approximately ten members
that adhere to Scrum methodology. She previously served as a Scrum master in a
SAFe environment. Kelly has a background in systems science and economics and
had no prior involvement in the automotive industry before joining PowerRide less
than a year ago.

Goals

When discussing goal clarity, Kelly highlights the need for improvement within her
team. While they have estimations of what they can achieve in each sprint, they
fail to set clear goals to commit to finishing. This lack of commitment disappoints
Kelly, and she notes that their current goals are unclear from an agile perspective.
She attributes this to PowerRide’s fear of providing a clear structure and goals,
likely influenced by their past experiences with SAFe at DriveForce. As an agile
practitioner, Kelly advocates for clear goals and structure to improve planning and
synchronization, particularly for teams with many dependencies. To achieve this,
she suggests communicating goals at a team level, rather than at a broad organiza-
tional level that may be difficult to apply concretely.

Relation to Business

Kelly believes that her team needs a broader perspective of the scope to under-
stand why they are working on specific features and requests. Currently, they feel
too isolated from the end-user, hindering their ability to comprehend the purpose of
their work. To gain context, Kelly suggests either direct contact with the user or ac-
cess to the full system. Although Kelly’s team does not depend on other teams, she
still feels that collaboration between teams is hindered by too many intermediaries.
Typically, when a requirement comes from the end users or markets, it first reaches
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the sales lead, then the digital lead who is the product owner, who communicates
with the business analyst and technical lead, who then relay the requirement to the
team. Once the technical lead makes a decision, it is communicated back to the
Business side through the product owner. Kelly believes that these communication
chains can negatively impact their work. By the time a request lands on the develop-
ers’ desk, stakeholders have often been waiting for months. This leads to situations
where the original request may no longer be relevant or the work process becomes
highly stressful.

Roles

Kelly explains that her team follows Scrum methodology and has a dedicated Scrum
master and product owner with well-defined responsibilities. She also observes that
the team is proficient in sharing and assuming responsibilities. However, due to the
growth of the organization, Kelly feels that certain roles are missing. As a con-
sequence, the team members are increasingly accountable for their own work and
could benefit from more explicit guidelines to facilitate their responsibilities.

Transparency

Kelly believes that PowerRide fosters a culture of transparency, where information
is shared openly within the organization, while still maintaining necessary security
protocols. She finds that the company has a young and tight-knit feel, which she
hopes will persist as the company grows.

Legacy

Kelly describes not seeing any legacy from DriveForce that negatively affects their
work.

Ways of working

Kelly describes that her team has an agile ceremony called "three amigos”. During
this ceremony, a developer, someone from Business, and a UX designer or tester
meet to look at the requirements, build the user story, and clarify it. The main
purpose of this ceremony is to have people from different backgrounds build the
stories from different perspectives. Kelly also mentions that this ceremony helps the
team see the dependencies between the stories and facilitates collaboration within
the team and with Business.

Kelly believes that PowerRide gains a lot by not following in the footsteps of Drive-
Force in implementing the SAFe framework. She notes that DriveForce implemented
the SAFe methodology within the full organization and forced it upon their employ-
ees, which resulted in dissatisfaction. She believes that SAFe and agile methodolo-
gies are well-suited for I'T implementation but may not be the best fit for PowerRide
as it is not an I'T company.
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Kelly acknowledges that as a growing company, PowerRide may not have stable
teams, which makes it difficult to implement a SAFe methodology fully within the
organization. However, she still wants to have clearer guidelines and implement at
least some scaled agile to improve collaboration between teams.

Synchronized teams

Kelly would like to have synchronized sprint schedules between teams, to allow
for easier planning and collaboration with the dependent teams.

Teamwork

Kelly characterizes her team as tightly knit and notes that they generally work
from the office, facilitating excellent collaboration and communication. Familiarity
with each other and frequent interactions further augment the quality of their work.
Kelly identifies the willingness to ascribe responsibility to the team rather than in-
dividuals as a key factor in fostering teamwork.

Leadership

Kelly advocates for agile leadership that is not tied to individual roles, and which
could even be implemented at the top level rather than just at the project level.
Shared knowledge and leadership, she suggests, are fostered by providing feedback,
even when a particular implementation is deemed successful. This feedback can lead
to alternative approaches that may be more efficient or increase quality. Currently,
Kelly notes that there is no dedicated time set aside for providing such feedback,
which she would like to see changed. Additionally, Kelly observes that leadership
is struggling to keep pace with the speed of growth in terms of new hires, and
sometimes managers fail to follow up with employees and their goals due to being
occupied with new hires.

4.2.3 Individual interview 3 - team member

Background

Darryl is employed as a business analyst at Digital and has been with the company
for over a year. He holds a master’s degree in industrial engineering and manage-
ment and has previously worked in similar positions before joining PowerRide.

Goals

Darryl mentions that he occasionally feels the team lacks direction. During a dis-
cussion on how to improve this, he suggests that PowerRide could enhance its goal-
setting process. Specifically, Darryl believes that goals should be determined top-
down, with clear priorities set to avoid prolonged discussions on which projects are
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most critical.
Relation to Business

Darryl comments that, apart from occasional ambiguity from Business, they excel in
communicating the reasoning behind tasks assigned to his team. As a business ana-
lyst, his role includes clarifying the purpose of the work, allowing him to understand
the rationale behind his job almost always. When he encounters any uncertainties,
he proactively seeks clarification. Although Darryl receives more detailed informa-
tion than the developers, he acts as a gatekeeper, ensuring his team does not waste
time on extraneous tasks. Furthermore, Darryl states that his team receives re-
quirements from Business, but they are also encouraged to make suggestions and
participate in maintenance and development.

Roles

Darryl suggests that the role responsibilities at Digital are not well-defined and
that individuals tend to take ownership of tasks based on their interests rather than
explicit job requirements. While he acknowledges that this approach has generally
been effective given the high level of personal responsibility exhibited by employees,
Darryl believes that the company would benefit from greater clarity and structure
in this area.

Ways of working

Darryl believes that his team at Digital effectively follows the Scrum framework
and that the company as a whole operates with an agile mindset. He explains that
his team previously worked with sprints lasting two weeks, but they recently made
the shift to three-week sprints. This change significantly improved their work and
deliverables. This approach works well due to the modern technology stack and
working with micro-services. Darryl recognizes the benefits of being agile, such as
speed and flexibility for adapting to changes. However, he also acknowledges the
challenge of keeping track of everything as things evolve quickly. Despite not having
a dedicated Scrum master, Darryl explains that his team shares the responsibility
among three other team members. The only issue he sees is a lack of clarity on
how to prioritize work between multiple teams. Nevertheless, Darryl appreciates
the freedom to adapt and change structures and processes within his team. He also
reports that the team collaborates well together.

Synchronized teams

Darryl describes that there can be a lack of clarity in terms of responsibilities be-
tween different teams, which leads to an inefficient process of passing problems
between teams. Although Darryl states that the team eventually solves the prob-
lems, it takes a lot of time due to the long chain of passing the issue between teams.
Furthermore, there is no clear prioritization between teams and a fragmented team
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landscape, which makes it difficult to manage dependencies. Darryl also mentions
that his team is unsure about the level of the mandate they have for putting re-
quirements on other teams. To address this issue, Darryl suggests a regular forum
to discuss these issues rather than discussing them in the corridors.

Leadership

Darryl describes the leadership within his team as great and he likes his manager.
However, he feels that management overall is somewhat absent, and it is challenging
to see what they do. Darryl has not spoken to the management since he was in the
recruitment process, but he is not worried about it. He thinks it would be nice to
have more communication with them, but at the same time, he states: "I understand
they have more important things to do than just talk to all the employees.”

4.2.4 Individual interview 4 - leader

Background

Kevin, who has a background in management consulting and a track record of work-
ing primarily on business projects, currently holds the digital lead position. Kevin
studied industrial engineering and has no prior experience in the field of information
technology.

Goals

Kevin highlights a lack of clarity regarding the goals they are working toward. He
explains that although there have been discussions about defining key performance
indicators and metrics, no clear decisions have been made on what they should be
or how to measure them. Furthermore, he notes that teams have to actively search
for their goals rather than receiving them directly. While there are high-level goals,
Kevin finds it unclear how they translate into actionable steps for the teams and
how the teams can contribute to them. He points out that the Digital goals are not
aligned with the business objectives and that addressing this uncertainty requires
leadership guidance. Kevin suggests that collaboration from the outset could im-
prove goal setting and alignment.

Relation to Business

Kevin describes that although they have weekly alignment meetings with business
stakeholders, he has experienced situations where Business treats his team as IT
support and requests tasks without providing the bigger picture or reasons for the
request. He believes that it is important for him to communicate the role of his team
and have discussions with business stakeholders to ensure that they work collabora-
tively. He prefers a proactive approach to their collaboration rather than reactive,
where his team is not just reacting to requests from Business but is also helping
them understand how they can utilize digital capabilities in a better way. He men-
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tions that some members of his team have expressed frustration when they receive
tasks without proper explanations from Business.

When asked about how Digital and Business should collaborate, Kevin suggests that
they should adapt their way of working to the type of tasks, activities, and products
they are working on. He believes that having a common framework for certain tasks
and features could help ensure that they have the same view on how to approach
them. He mentions that one challenge they have faced is getting their stakeholders
in Business to understand the criticality and importance of some features and to
prioritize them in their backlog. To address this, his team has introduced weekly
alignment meetings to ensure they receive feedback from stakeholders in Business
and can discuss their work.

Roles

Kevin mentions that a roadmap lead has recently been appointed at the domain
level, which he considers being a crucial role for their team. He believes that the
lack of this role was the reason for their governance-related challenges in the past.
Kevin also points out that there is some uncertainty regarding the differences be-
tween the technical lead, digital lead, and DPM roles. He feels that unclear roles
and responsibilities can be better addressed through extensive discussions instead of
solely relying on general role descriptions. While acknowledging the importance of
having clear role descriptions, Kevin feels that discussions on how to apply them in
different situations can help clarify who is responsible for what and what is expected
of each team member.

Transparency

Kevin states that the organization is quite transparent at low levels, such as within
and among the teams. However, from a certain level and up, transparency decreases
significantly, and he thinks this is a challenge. When discussing management, he
states that it seems like they have not found the right tools or ways to ensure
transparency. He also adds that he believes it is difficult to maintain complete
transparency when working at a high speed. He also highlights the fact that they
want to empower teams to be self-driven, and not disrupt them. High levels of
transparency create high levels of communication, which Kevin describes as time-
consuming for people.

Legacy
Kevin has observed that the integration of DriveForce data into their systems has
resulted in some negative effects. He elaborates that this has led to a situation where

they are bound to licenses for software that are connected to DriveForce.

Ways of working
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Kevin acknowledges the superior agile skills of his team members and endeavors
to maintain an open and receptive attitude towards their input, allowing them to
work as they see fit, provided that they deliver satisfactory outcomes and main-
tain customer satisfaction. While the team has established basic Scrum practices,
Kevin confesses that there was a time when they discontinued retrospective meet-
ings, which he now realizes are invaluable.

Regarding the distinction between developing enabling software and the main prod-
uct, Kevin speculates that the latter involves greater clarity, guidelines, and struc-
tured procedures within the teams. He also believes that they would benefit from
more robust frameworks and structures. While they must tailor their approach to
each team’s specific tasks and products, even the flexibility to select their preferred
methodology would be helpful. According to Kevin, the Digital department op-
erates too remotely from the company’s established structures. Nevertheless, he
acknowledges that it would be challenging for the organization to embrace complete
agile practices due to their rigid car-launch schedules, which can complicate agile
operations.

Synchronized teams

Kevin describes that the absence of a standardized approach to work among dif-
ferent teams poses a challenge when collaborating with other product teams. He
believes that having a common approach would help clarify the process for taking
on tasks during the scoping phase of a new feature. With greater understanding,
collaboration could improve.

Teamwork

Kevin believes that his team has good teamwork, but he also acknowledges the chal-
lenge of finding a balance when there is a lot of work to be done. Although working
together is more enjoyable, being efficient requires them to divide the tasks. To
achieve this, Kevin emphasizes the importance of clarifying who is in charge of what
initiative within the team. By doing so, team members can take responsibility and
collaborate with others to ensure that no one is working in isolation.

Priorities

Kevin notes that different teams have varying approaches to prioritization and
decision-making, with some using a top-level approach to determine the most impor-
tant initiatives, while others have road maps. However, he highlights the challenge
of prioritizing tasks that are dependent on multiple teams” work, and currently, they
ensure that other teams prioritize the tasks related to the initiative in their backlogs.
Kevin thinks that having a clear approach to handling these situations would help
resolve the challenges related to prioritization.
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4.2.5 Analysis

This section provides a summary and analysis of the findings obtained from the in-
dividual interviews, establishing connections between the results and previous work.
The perspectives on the initial themes presented in Table 4.3, were compiled and
led to the identification of more specific themes. These new themes are presented as
bolded headings in the subsequent analysis and form the foundation for the guide-
lines.

Lack of clear and shared goals

All of the interviewed leaders and team members expressed concerns about the
current state of PowerRide’s goals. They wish for a clearer formulation of and
connection between goals for Digital, PowerRide, and individual teams. One in-
terviewee specifically called for a top-down decision-making process for goals and
several wanted the goals to be broken down into team-level objectives. This relates
to Tripp and Armstrong’s discussion of goal alignments and the risk that different
teams’ and team members’ objectives may not align with the organization’s goals,
leading to a lack of compatibility [48]. Clear goals would improve awareness of the
direction and foster better teamwork, as well-functioning teams organize around
shared goals, as previously found by Wageman [45].

Complicated relation to Business

Clear and shared goals could also contribute by improving the relationship with
the Business. If both parts of the company understand how their work contributes
to a shared, overarching goal, it would increase understanding and improve collab-
oration, in parity with Wageman'’s findings of shared goals [45]. One leader pointed
out that Digital’s teams receive many requirements and feature requests from Busi-
ness that describe what they want rather than what they need, hindering Digital’s
teams to work problem-based and take ownership of the solution as you should when
working agile, as described by West et al. [27]. The second leader, as well as one
team member, described similar situations of receiving tasks from Business without
any explanation of why. The team member who works as a business analyst did not
share this view, which is expected since their role focuses on eliciting and handling
requirements. However, the question remains as to where a link is missing in the
chain.

Inconsistent and confusing roles

The role description of the digital lead is similar to that of the Scrum product
owner, while the technical lead is defined similarly to the Scrum master when com-
paring with Schwaber and Beedle’s definitions [28]. However, these roles defined
by PowerRide seem confusing since they have different names than the Scrum roles
and are interpreted differently by different individuals. In some of the interviewees’
teams, the digital lead works as the product owner and the technical lead as the
Scrum master. However, in one case, the Scrum master was a third person, and
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in another case, the Scrum master was described as missing. In one instance, the
digital lead was also described as having the Scrum master role. One positive as-
pect of these differences in role practices is that they allow for flexibility to adapt to
what works best for a specific team, in accordance with the self-organizing concept
[41, 42, 18, 2]. However, it is challenging to ensure that the roles and responsibilities
are fulfilled when not knowing who takes which part of the role in practice. Hoda
et al. found informal roles in well-functioning, self-organizing, agile teams [20], but
for a relatively immature team with certain issues, these roles may need to be ac-
tively fulfilled rather than happening naturally. The teams may become frustrated
due to conflicting expectations of the agile way of working, as a consequence of no
common understanding or clearly communicated expectations within the organiza-
tion, as argued by Spiegler et al. [16], which calls for organizational guidance and
structure. Another potential downside of inconsistent roles is when collaborating
with other teams and not knowing whom to turn to for a specific issue. This can
also lead to confusion when moving team members to new teams, where they must
adapt to a new practice of these roles. Assuming that management believes that the
roles are practiced as they are described, there can also be issues related to sharing
information and scheduling meetings with leads who may, in fact, act in a different
role within their team. Some of the interviewees would like these roles to change to
commonly known ones, i.e., product owner and Scrum master, to ease the confusion.
They mean that the Scrum roles would not be as easy to misinterpret. Another pos-
sible root cause could be insufficient explanation and training of the roles, which are
some of the factors Moe et al. argued hinder shared decision-making [19]. PowerRide
could overcome these challenges by following Moe et al’s best practices, which are
to promote open communication and transparency, encourage continuous learning
and improvement, and set clear goals and objectives.

Varied perceptions of transparency

In the first round of interviews, transparency was highlighted as an issue. How-
ever, in the second round, interviewees expressed a more favorable attitude toward
the level of transparency within PowerRide. A team member considered PowerRide
to be highly transparent while adhering to necessary security protocols, whereas a
leader noted that transparency tends to decrease at higher levels of the organiza-
tional hierarchy. Open communication and transparency could also help overcome
challenges of shared decision-making and improve the communication and trust be-
tween team members, which helps teams to succeed with self-organizing, as Moe et
al. found in their study on challenges of shared decision-making [19].

Legacy from DriveForce

Only one leader expressed a negative impact on their work due to the legacy from
DriveForce, while one team member saw a more positive influence from DriveForce’s
legacy. The amount of cultural legacy is difficult to determine, as it can be latent
and all individuals bring more or less from their previous employers, which is de-
scribed in a merger and acquisition context by Duvall-Dickson [67]. It is however
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challenging to trace where specific attributes come from, as they can be inherited
from DriveForce, some other previous employer, or from somewhere else where the
employee adopted habits and culture. What is found is however that there are some
common systems and data dependencies, but that the cultural part is differently
interpreted between employees.

Mixed organizational structure

Several interviewees have emphasized the need for PowerRide to establish clearer op-
erational procedures. According to one leader, the organization operates as a blend
of a project, initiative, and product structure, despite identifying as a product or-
ganization. Having project managers can be interpreted as a concrete example of
PowerRide’s deviation from a product organization. Additionally, multiple intervie-
wees noted that PowerRide works toward many rigorous launch-related deadlines,
which could conflict with agile methodologies that prioritize flexibility and evolving
requirements over adhering to a plan, as defined by Highsmith [18]. Nonetheless,
agile methodologies could be adapted to prioritize strict deadlines while prioritizing
the product, thus enabling PowerRide to function more effectively as a product or-
ganization.

Unsynchronized teams

A lack of synchronization among teams presents significant challenges for effective
collaboration. As many teams depend on and have dependencies from others, hav-
ing a well-functioning collaboration is crucial. However, agile methodologies such as
Scrum were developed for single-product development by one team without internal
stakeholders, competing products to prioritize, or other teams to collaborate with
due to dependencies, extended from findings of Boehm and Turner [53] and Dybaa
and Dingsgyr [54]. Therefore, additional elements and adjustments are necessary in
larger organizations, such as PowerRide, that experience these aspects.

Scaled agile

Scaled agile frameworks have been developed and implemented in other organi-
zations, with the SAFe implementation at DriveForce being one example. While
some interviewees see potential in adopting the SAFe framework due to more struc-
tured collaboration between teams, others have had bad experiences with too much
time spent in meetings when working at DriveForce, leading to widespread dissat-
isfaction with this transformation. One leader mentioned that the new framework
was imposed on employees rather than involving them in the transformation process
and explaining how they would benefit from it. Furthermore, the leader suggested
that DriveForce would need to bring in external agile coaches to achieve a full agile
transformation due to the low level of agile maturity in the organization. However,
it is unclear if a strictly agile framework is the best option for PowerRide, which is
supported by Gemino et al’s findings of hybrid project management approaches as
both common and successful [59].
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Teamwork success stories

Some interviewees described the teamwork within their teams as excellent. One
common factor among these teams is that they often work from the office, which we
speculate fosters closer relationships, higher team spirit, and efficient collaboration.

Teamwork struggles

As found in the interviews, hybrid teams that include members working remotely or
abroad tend to struggle more with spontaneous communication and collaboration.
Some interviewees shared experiences of their team not functioning as a cohesive
unit, but rather as a group where every member works independently. It is not clear
whether physical proximity is the main reason for this observation since it could also
be a cultural or personal difference. For instance, those working from abroad might
prefer to work independently, while collaborative individuals tend to enjoy coming
into the office more often. However, investigating further could be worthwhile to
enhance teamwork across all teams.

Leadership and management

The interviewees expressed satisfaction with the leadership within their teams. How-
ever, for management on a higher level, some noted that they are relatively invisible,
making it challenging to understand their responsibilities. A solution to this issue
could be to establish and communicate a clear vision and goals, in parity with Tripp
and Armstrong’s suggestions for adapting agile methodologies [48]. Additionally,
sharing more of the management’s agenda during the existing town hall meetings
may help increase visibility and transparency.

Priority conflicts

Difficulties with prioritizing and decision-making between different initiatives and
products are found to occur when teams collaborate. If teams were more synchro-
nized, it would be easier to plan. Clear structures and action plans for how to
prioritize conflicting tasks, how much to ask other teams to do for your initiatives,
and how much your team is expected to prioritize helping other teams with their
requests could also be helpful. There are road maps in place, road map leads, and
the digital lead owns the road map for their team. However, there seems to be a
coordination function lacking for prioritizing the road maps between different teams.
It is not lacking for all teams but seems to hinder some.

4.2.6 Summary of findings

This section presents a summary and analysis of the findings derived from both
rounds of interviews, explaining their connection to the theory of agile leadership.
The summary and analysis serve as a foundational basis for proposing guidelines.
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Way of working

We found that PowerRide does lacks a specified framework for the way of work-
ing. Consequently, leaders and team members experience confusion regarding how
they are expected to organize and the available options for utilizing tools and pro-
cesses. Additionally, the level of agility the organization aspires to achieve remains
unclear. The individual teams can choose whatever agile framework they want to
follow, if any at all. Dikert et al. found that large-scale adoption of agile poses
challenges, and raised the need for inter-team coordination [55]. They identified dif-
ficulties in collaborating with non-software organizational functions, which can lead
to a disconnect between development teams and stakeholders—an issue observed
within the PowerRide organization.

Some teams have arranged three amigos meetings, a practice they have found suc-
cessful in gathering diverse perspectives. Wang et al. share this positive view, by
raising that the three amigos ceremony can build a shared understanding between
the three perspectives of business, development, and testing [52]. Although ret-
rospectives are conducted regularly by some teams, others do not engage in this
practice. Retrospectives serve as a valuable platform for reflection and feedback,
which relates to Moe et al’s best practices for overcoming challenges of shared
decision-making, where providing regular opportunities for reflection and feedback
is included [19].

The projects at PowerRide are often large and Digital rarely receives any feed-
back from the end-user. This misalignment with the principles of agile approaches
becomes evident, as one of the fundamental values of agile methods emphasizes
”Customer collaboration over contract negotiation”; as outlined in the Agile Mani-
festo [26]. Communication and collaboration with Digital’s stakeholders at Business
encounter challenges, particularly concerning changing requirements and lacking de-
scriptions of the project’s purpose.

We discovered that teams characterized as well-functioning and cohesive had the
habit of often working together from the office in common. This advocates for
working more at the office and less remotely, which aligns with Hidalgo’s finding of
that a lack of face-to-face meetings hinders self-organization [49]. Furthermore, the
majority of teams at PowerRide Digital appear to be immature. Zhang et al. found
that delegating tasks and responsibilities in an immature virtual team can lead to
decreased satisfaction among team members and result in worse team performance
[39]. This implies that leaders of remote teams should exercise caution in delegating
responsibilities, taking into consideration the team’s maturity level.

Another finding was the lack of synchronization among teams, which causes prob-
lems when having dependencies on other teams and project planning is required.
When one team relies on deliverables from another team to commence their devel-
opment, obtaining the necessary deliverables becomes problematic if the other team
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has already concluded the planning phase of their sprint. Consequently, the depen-
dent team’s project remains on hold until the other team completes their sprint.
This aligns with Dikert et al’s findings on the need for inter-team coordination [55].
By adopting a shared sprint schedule, synchronized deliveries can be achieved when
all teams are in the planning phase, facilitating resource allocation to fulfill other
teams’ requirements.

Organization structure

We discovered some issues with the organizational structure, such as too many
leaders and a low amount of developers relative to the number of leaders. The
consequences of such cases are mentioned in Lambert’s study on having too many
leaders in a company [66], including an increased bureaucratic burden and reduced
profit distribution per employee. Spiegler et al. recommend critically examining the
existing structure and processes within an organization before implementing agile
processes [16].

PowerRide has implemented its own organization-specific role titles which have led
to varying interpretations and confusion regarding responsibilities. Moreover, this
can cause confusion when team members are relocated to new teams, requiring them
to adjust to different role practices. Spiegler et al. suggest that employees need to
openly discuss roles and responsibilities and agree on specified owners for some tasks
and shared ownership of others [16]. An opposing argument to clearly defined roles
is also found in the literature, where an advantage of these variances in role practices
is the flexibility to tailor the roles to the specific needs of a team, in line with the
principles of self-organization [41, 42, 18, 2]. However, teams can experience frustra-
tion when confronted with conflicting expectations regarding agile work practices,
resulting from a lack of shared understanding or clearly communicated expectations
within the organization, as pointed out by Spiegler et al. [16]. This underscores the
need for organizational guidance and structure.

The employees at Digital feel that there are too long communication chains in
certain situations and connect this to uncertainty of who has the final say in the
decision-making. Moe et al. establish a connection between communication and
decision-making, arguing that poor communication is the main obstacle that can
prevent shared decision-making and self-organizing [40, 19]. Spiegler et al. suggest
that an agreement between management and the team on decision-making respon-
sibilities can create a shared understanding of leadership within the agile team [16].

Some teams’ technical leads have taken on the responsibility to shelter the teams
from outside disturbances, enabling the team to focus on their work and priorities.
The team members emphasized the importance of team leaders in protecting the
team from external disruptions, recognizing their crucial role in maintaining focus
and enhancing productivity. The significance of agile leaders protecting their teams
from external disruptions is supported by several authors [40, 63, 2]. Additionally,
the interviews uncovered that the team members expressed their satisfaction with

56



4. Results

the technical lead’s role in managing all communication. This aligns with the find-
ings of Schwaber and Beedle’s study, which highlights the importance of agile leaders
shielding teams from unrealistic customer demands to promote efficiency [2].

Our findings indicate that some teams at Business have aligned goals with the
teams at Digital, resulting in a desire to relocate these teams for improved collabo-
ration. Polzer et al. argue that team functioning declines with greater geographical
distance, and conflicts and reduced trust tend to increase when teams are separated
[36]. Although their research focused on a geographical distance within the team,
we consider their findings relevant between teams with shared goals and close col-
laboration as well.

Goals

We found a lack of clear and shared goals across PowerRide, PowerRide Digital,
and individual teams. Different departments have different objectives, which has re-
sulted in departments working in different directions. With support from Tripp and
Armstrong’s findings, we emphasize that goals for different teams and team members
may not align with the overarching objectives of the organization, which leads to a
lack of compatibility [48]. Establishing clear goals would foster a common vision and
improve teamwork, aligning with Wageman’s findings that well-functioning teams
organize around shared goals [45] and West et al’s recommendation of having shared
goals [27]. The lack of clear and shared goals was also analyzed as a contributing
factor to the complicated relationship between Digital and Business. This friction
could ease by sharing business-oriented goals, as argued by West et al. [27].

Clarity and tangibility of goals can be achieved by breaking down the overarch-
ing goals into smaller, measurable targets at the team level. In addition to goals
encompassing values such as profitability, growth, quality, and sustainability, it is
essential to establish performance metrics for evaluating the efficacy of agile meth-
ods, as recommended by Tripp and Armstrong [48]. Key Performance Indicators
(KPIs) are quantifiable measures of performance for specific objectives over time.
We found that PowerRide Digital does not work with KPIs, even though it could
contribute to clear goals.

Relation to Business

We found that there is a lack of understanding between teams at Digital and Busi-
ness. Fostering a mutual understanding of how each division’s work contributes to
a shared, overarching goal would enhance comprehension and promote collabora-
tion, according to Wageman'’s research on the importance of shared goals [45]. The
absence of understanding concerning Digital’s work and value generation poses a
significant challenge. As highlighted in an interview, Digital’s products function as
enablers, making it challenging to quantify their impact in terms of car sales. De-
varaj and Kohli emphasize the crucial significance of comprehending and using IT
appropriately to fully acknowledge their value and achieve optimal effectiveness [69].
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Most of our findings point to a lack of communication and collaboration between
Digital and Business. This absence of communication leads to Digital receiving
tasks from Business without any explanation of their purpose. Luftman suggests
increasing the alignment between business and I'T leaders to increase collaboration
[68]. The employees at Digital have expressed feeling like a traditional IT support or
a "feature factory” with no ownership of the solution. West et al. argue that teams
should work problem-based and take ownership of the solution as one should when
working agile [27]. Furthermore, Simard and Lapalme argue that power imbalances
lead to fewer asked questions, decreased communication, and less feedback [44].

Transparency

We found varied perceptions regarding transparency within PowerRide. Based on
the literature findings, there are no known risks associated with increasing trans-
parency while adhering to legal and security boundaries. We argue that increased
transparency would be beneficial, as emphasized by Moe et al., who stress that trans-
parency is critical to avoid power imbalances [19]. Power imbalances are destructive
for agile teams since they can cause coordination problems and limit the team’s col-
lective understanding, as recognized by Simard and Lapalme [44]. Open communica-
tion and transparency could help to overcome challenges of shared decision-making
and improve the trust between team members, which Moe et al. suggested for suc-
ceeding with self-organizing [19]. Transparency was found to decrease the higher
up in the organization level one gets, thereby highlighting the need of sharing the
management’s work and agenda better with the rest of the organization.

4.2.7 Guidelines

Based on our findings we propose the below presented guidelines to improve certain
aspects related to agile leadership in PowerRide Digital, tailored to its specific con-
text. The guidelines aim to achieve overall improvement rather than maximal agility
since we acknowledge that fully embracing agile may not be the optimal solution
for this organization. These guidelines aim to assist team members, leaders, and
management in addressing leadership-related issues and improving the application
of agile development. However, it is important to note that the guidelines are tai-
lored to the specific context of this organization and are not necessarily applicable
to other organizations. The guidelines are grounded in the applicability and adap-
tion of agile leadership concepts, addressing RQ1 and RQ2, which were presented
in section 1.1. Primarily, they aim to answer RQ3 by providing concrete guidelines
to support leadership within the three studied contexts.

Table 4.4 outlines the guidelines and identifies the respective organizational levels
responsible for their implementation. The intended effects on the implementations
are however aimed to benefit the whole organization. At the team level, the entire
team, including the digital lead, technical lead, product owner, and Scrum master,
is included. Team Mgmt encompasses leadership roles such as DPM and road map
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lead roles that are seen as above the development team level. Digital Mgmt refers
to the management of the Digital department, and PowerRide Mgmt refers to the
management of the entire PowerRide organization. Although some guidelines re-
quire collaboration from various levels and affect the whole organization, the table
primarily focuses on the main responsibility for driving the actions that each guide-
line implies. If several levels are mentioned as responsible, it indicates that they
could be responsible for different parts or decide which level is most appropriate
for the ownership. Figure 4.2 visually represents the specific organizational levels
accountable for each of the guidelines. This diagram serves as a complementary
visual aid to Table 4.4, offering a comprehensive overview of the distribution of re-
sponsibilities within the organization. It can be utilized as a reference tool to gain
a better understanding of the overall structure and allocation of duties within the
organization.

The guidelines are categorized into five themes, which are illustrated in Figure 4.4.
The emergence of these themes can be traced back to the themes of key aspects
found after the group interviews and follows the same pattern as the summary of
findings. Some guidelines themes are more connected to the key aspects themes
than others, as a result of different findings from the two interview rounds. Which
key aspects theme inspired which guidelines theme is illustrated in Figure 4.3 by
connecting them with arrows.

As an attempt to illustrate the connection between agile leadership concepts and
the guidelines, the guidelines were grouped into the three sets of a Venn diagram.
Figure 4.5 presents the Venn diagram that maps the guidelines, comprising the two
agile layers of processes and tools, as well as leadership and mentality, along with
an organizational set outlining actions that should be taken to optimize the organi-
zation. The diagram depicts the relationships between the guidelines and specifies
the value(s) a particular guideline contributes to. Notably, guidelines in the two
agile sets may enhance agility, while those in the organizational set may lead to a
less agile organization but offer other benefits that contribute to an optimal, hybrid
approach, organization.

Way of working

G1: Framework for the way of working - To reduce confusion, it would be
helpful to establish a framework that outlines how teams should work and
organize. The framework should clearly define which agile practices and cere-
monies teams should adhere to and in which areas teams can exercise auton-
omy. By gathering the best practices, underperforming teams can learn from
the successes of others, and new teams can quickly organize themselves more
effectively. Training for these practices should also be offered. More specifi-
cally, the following suggestions (G2-G6) should be included in the framework:

G2: Three amigos - The three amigos ceremony has received positive feed-
back from teams that have implemented it. This practice can be sug-
gested to teams that struggle with communication and collaboration be-
tween Business and Digital roles. By incorporating diverse perspectives,
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G3:

G4:

G5:

G6:

the quality of outcomes can be enhanced.

Retrospectives - Retrospectives provide a valuable platform for reflec-
tion and feedback. This practice fosters continuous improvement and
enables teams to evolve to higher levels of maturity by addressing con-
flicts, discussing issues, and celebrating successes. We suggest ending
every sprint with this ceremony.

More minimum viable products - The PowerRide teams often work in
large projects. By adopting a minimum viable product (MVP) approach
and delivering incremental solutions to stakeholders, the team can iter-
ate on the product multiple times, ensuring it meets the requirements
and users’ needs. This approach reduces the effort spent on unnecessary
development and results in higher-quality outcomes.

Less remote work - Whenever possible, it should be encouraged to
work collaboratively from the office, as it has been shown to improve
various aspects of teamwork. In-person meetings enable the development
of personal relationships and self-organization. Additionally, the ability
to share ideas and build inter-team connections can occur spontaneously
during informal conversations in the hallways while working from the
office.

Common sprint schedules - All teams that have dependencies should
be coordinated by following a common scheme. Sharing the same sprint
schedule across the organization makes it easier to plan and synchronize
teams for inter-team-dependent work. Based on the experience of a team
member who was interviewed, the sprint cadence should be at least three
weeks.

Organization structure

G7: Refine the organization structure - Some of the identified issues can be
traced back to the organizational structure, such as having too many lead-
ership titles and an excessive number of leaders compared to the number of
developers and business analysts. Additionally, there is a lack of understand-
ing between Digital and Business’s work and needs. The communication is
poor and there are no clear guidelines for decision-making or prioritization in
certain situations. To address these issues, the following guidelines G8-G11
are recommended:
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GS8:

Clarify roles and use common titles - As demonstrated in the case
of PowerRide Digital, organization-specific titles may result in varied in-
terpretations and, therefore, different practices of these roles. Using com-
monly known role titles facilitates understanding of their responsibilities
and mandates. Additionally, the role descriptions should be comprehen-
sive, clear, and understood by all employees, ensuring that all roles are
fulfilled and that employees know whom to turn to when encountering
uncertainties. External agile coaches could be engaged to improve under-
standing, and discussions about the roles and their application in real-life
situations could also help increase comprehension.
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G9: Develop clear processes and procedures for decision-making -
Clear processes and procedures for decision-making can help shorten the
communication chain in situations where there is uncertainty about who
makes the final decision. This would also alleviate any insecurities re-
garding which team can request what from whom and hopefully prevent
initiatives from being frozen due to prioritization issues.

G10: Provide sheltering through the technical lead/Scrum master -

Assigning the responsibility of sheltering the team from outside distur-
bances to one role can ensure this function. As sheltering is the Scrum
master’s responsibility in Scrum, we recommend assigning it to the role
most similar to a Scrum master, which is currently the technical lead.
However, if the role titles change according to our recommendations, this
function should be assigned to the Scrum master.

G11: Relocate teams - By analyzing the interdependencies between teams,

a more effective physical structure can be established. Currently, some
employees have reported that certain Business teams have greater simi-
larities with Digital teams, and relocating them to the Digital site could
enhance collaboration. The obvious reason for the separation is to pro-
vide the necessary office space to accommodate the growing number of
employees. While the physical distance between the two offices is cur-
rently impeding communication and collaboration, it could also promote
a positive cultural difference and closer internal connections within the
department.

Goals

G12:

G13:

Clarify and break down common goals - Effective teams are those that
work collaboratively towards common objectives. In the case of PowerRide,
the high-level goals are challenging to apply in the Digital section of the or-
ganization. Since the success of digital solutions cannot be measured in the
number of cars sold, alternative goals are necessary for this part of the com-
pany. The overarching goals should be divided into more specific objectives
until there are clear and measurable targets for each team to work towards.
Some interviewed team members prefer the goals to be determined top-down
but influenced by input from the bottom-up. Although some individuals un-
derstand their purpose, others struggle to comprehend the mission and vision
of the organization. The absence of direction from management negatively
affects teamwork, as it is unclear which work should be prioritized. Addition-
ally, it is difficult to assess team performance and progress. By clarifying the

goals and breaking them down into measurable objectives, these concerns can
be addressed.

Introduce KPIs - The goals can be made more tangible and measurable by
concretizing them into Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), which can aid in
monitoring projects and assessing performance at both the team and orga-
nizational level. It is essential to carefully choose the KPIs to ensure that
they accurately capture what they are meant to measure. Hence, we advise
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the company to start by thoroughly investigating which KPIs to implement.
Additionally, making these KPIs visible to all employees can contribute to
transparency within the organization. However, it is important to discuss and
clarify how the KPIs will be used, to prevent any negative consequences or
perceptions of surveillance, while still capturing the most value from them.

Relation to Business

G14:

G15:

Common forum for Digital and Business - To enhance communication
and collaboration between Digital and Business, implementing a common fo-
rum, such as an intranet channel, can serve as a platform for sharing ideas,
asking questions, and exchanging knowledge. This can create a more approach-
able environment and encourage open communication between teams of the
two units, fostering a culture of transparency and collaboration. By provid-
ing a central platform for information exchange, employees can have access to
relevant information and resources, leading to increased efficiency and produc-
tivity. Additionally, this platform can serve as a repository of best practices
and lessons learned, allowing teams to learn from each other and continuously
improve their work processes.

Weekly stakeholder alignment meetings - Having weekly meetings with
both the Digital and Business teams that are working on the same feature
or project can bridge the gap between the teams and foster a better under-
standing of each other’s work. Including feedback as a standard agenda item
is crucial for achieving continuous improvement.

Transparency

G16:

G17:

62

Accessible documentation of past decisions - Sharing documentation of
past decisions within the organization promotes transparency among employ-
ees, which can increase their loyalty and save time by avoiding redundant
discussions. Strategic decision-making is primarily handled by the Business
side. By fostering transparency, this approach can reduce the gap between the
Business and Digital teams.

Demonstrate management’s work on the town hall meetings - Town
hall meetings can serve as a valuable platform for sharing the management’s
work and agenda with the rest of the organization, fostering a better under-
standing of their responsibilities and contributions. This creates an opportu-
nity to build trust and align the organization toward a common set of goals.
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Guidelines | Team | Team Mgmt | Digital Mgmt | PowerRide Mgmt
G1 X X
G2 X X

G3 X X

G4 X X

G5 X X

G6 X X
G7 X
G8 X X
G9 X
G10 X X

GI11 X X
G12 X X X X
G13 X X X
Gl14 X X
G15 X

G16 X X
G17 X X

Table 4.4: Table showing which guideline is aimed at which organizational level to
take action on. Mgmt is an abbreviation of management and an x means responsible.
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Digital Mgmt

Figure 4.2: Guidelines mapped in a Venn diagram to show which guideline is
aimed at which organizational level to take action on.
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Figure 4.3: Illustration of how the themes developed from the individual interviews
can be traced back to the initial themes from the group interviews. The arrows show
which key aspects theme inspired which guidelines theme.
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Figure 4.4: Illustration of the guidelines grouped in themes.
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Agile processes and tools Agile leadership and mentality

G10: Provide
sheltering through
the technical lead/
scrum master

G15: Weekly stakeholder
glignment meetings

G3: Retrospectives

G2: Three amigos

G17: Demonstrate
management's work on
the town hall meetings

G4: More minimum
viable products

G1: Framework for the
way of working

G5: Less remote work

GE: Common
sprint schedules

G12: Clarify and break
down common goals

G8: Clarify roles and use
common titles

G13: Introduce KPIs G14: Common forum for

Digital and Business

G16: Accessible
documentation of
past decisions

G7: Refine the
organization
structure

G9: Develop clear G11: Relocate teams
processes and
procedures for
decision-making

Organization

Figure 4.5: Guidelines mapped in a Venn diagram to show how they relate to the
two layers of agile, i.e., processes and tools, and leadership and mentality, as well as
organization-enhancing aspects.

4.2.8 Validation

In order to assess the relevance and usefulness of the proposed guidelines, five indi-
viduals statically validated them. To do this, they responded to two questions: (1)
Do you consider the guidelines relevant for your team, department, and organiza-
tion? Please point out which specifically are relevant or not and briefly comment on
why. and (2) Do you think the guidelines could be useful? Please describe why or why
not.. These employees have different roles, referred to as "Leader” or "Team mem-
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ber” to keep anonymity. The reflections are presented in two tables below. Table 4.5
presents the reflections that were expressed for the guidelines in total, by showing
which aspect they reflected on as well as their role. Two leaders expressed their
reflections on relevance and usefulness separately, while two other leaders expressed
them collectively. One of the leaders shared additional reflections that considered
other aspects than relevance and usefulness. The aspect "Other” gathers both re-
flections that covered relevance and usefulness in general, as well as reflections on
other aspects. Table 4.6 presents the reflections that were expressed specifically for
each guideline, by showing the guideline’s index and the employee’s role.
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Aspect

Reflection

Role

Relevance

Since PowerRide is a scale-up, most of the proposed guidelines
can help us strengthen as one team but to be specific, the
guidelines mentioned in G2-G5 & G10 are things we are
working on within our teams to improve. For example,
retrospectives help in improving and learning from mistakes,
sheltering teams from outside disturbances helps deliver the
set priorities on time and be more effective, and MVP helps in
securing revenues rather than not being ready with anything.

Leader 1

From a general perspective, I find most guidelines relevant from
a meta-perspective. I may have differing opinions on the details
but would agree on a conceptual level that any given

guideline is relevant. To clarify: G5: “Less remote work”

for example. On a detailed level, I could argue why we

should do more remote work but agree that we should codify
remote working behavior. Some guidelines (I am thinking of
G2 as a good example) seem to be more of a useful tool or
method to have in the Scrum master’s toolbox rather than

a fully applied guideline affecting work every day.

Leader 3

Usefulness

PowerRide is a growing organization, and to meet the
challenges faced by a scale-up, we need to adapt to most
of these guidelines and come up as a strong organization
both Digitally and revenue-wise.

Leader 1

Yes, the guidelines are useful. I was expecting some categories
to be less useful for the team as an entity

(while being more useful for other entities), but the guidelines
under the “business” category for example, are highly useful for
enabling a better development climate and correct alignment of
expectations between stakeholders and the team.

Leader 3

Other

I think the recommendations are good.

Leader 2

Good and wise insights overall.

Leader 5

Some of these points aim at reducing team autonomy in favor
of better alignment within the whole organization. To a point,
that kind of alignment can potentially increase overall efficiency,
but in some cases, I would expect some teams to

feel tied to decisions being made above their head.

The daily working process may differ between teams by the
nature of the product they are building/maintaining, and there
is a potential conflict in forcing ways of working on

an incompatible product or team.

Addressing and discussing these guidelines within a team, and on
the rare occasion intentionally contradicting them would be a
good way to customize and tailor the guidelines to the

needs of any given team.

Leader 3

Table 4.5: Generally expressed reflections from the validation of the guidelines.
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Guideline | Reflection Role
Relevant and useful. Would like to not have the same

G1 framework for all teams or products. Would like it to Leader 4
be optional, not mandatory.
Relevant and useful. User story mapping methods by Jeff

G2 Patton et al. have been discussed. Leader 4

a3 Rele\{ant and 1‘18ef1'11. Should be mandatory to have in a Leader 4
learning organization
Relevant and useful. Since this MVP, MV Solution, etc., comes

G4 ) ) . L Leader 4
in a variety of flavors, more specification is needed.
Relevant and useful. Root causes for why some teams work

G5 Leader 4
as a group and not a team needs to be understood.

a6 Unsure about this. Deliveries are continuous, not sprint based. Leader 4
This might be a “relic” from SAFe. cace

G7 Very relevant and useful. Leader 4

G8 Relevant and useful. This is already ongoing work. Leader 4

G9 Relevant and useful. Needs to be improved. Leader 4

G10 Relevant and useful. Related to G8 and G1. Need to Leader 4
clarify the responsibilities of a Scrum master/tech lead.
Relevant and useful. Would like this to happen but not

Gl sure how to do something about it in the short term Leader 4

G12 Relevant and useful. Already ongoing work. Leader 4
Relevant and useful. Working to clear goals creates

G13 engagement. It will be easier to understand if Leader 4
the work takes us in the right direction.
Relevant and useful. This already exists in some way

Gl14 but more transparency is needed about how it works Leader 4
and how it can be improved.

G15 Not.sure if this should be'wgekly, but yes, alignment meetings Leader 4
are important and any existing gaps need to be closed.
Relevant and useful. This will create more transparency

G16 (which is one of our values) and avoid redundant decisions Leader 4
as the guideline describes.

G17 This happens already but could maybe be improved. Leader 4

Table 4.6: Reflections from the validation of the guidelines that received particular
input in the review.
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Discussion

This study examines agile leadership concepts in new contexts, particularly in the
development of enabling software products, for new ventures that emerge from larger
traditional companies, and in the presence of multiple internal stakeholders. Three
research questions were formulated: the first aims to explore the application of agile
leadership concepts in different contexts, the second focuses on the adaptability of
these concepts to diverse situations, and the third on guidelines to support leader-
ship when issues arise in the aforementioned contexts. We discuss the findings in
which sections 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 address all three research questions from the perspec-
tives of their respective contexts. Furthermore, section 5.4 discusses other relevant
findings that extend beyond the specified contexts. All three research questions,
with particular emphasis on the third, were systematically addressed by iteratively
identifying themes within the results. These themes were then consolidated into
key aspects, which were refined and expanded upon to formulate concrete guide-
lines. An explicit discussion of the findings in relation to the research questions is
presented in section 5.5 Finally, we suggest potential areas for future research in
section 5.6, and present potential threats to validity in section 5.7. Prior research
has focused on other software development contexts, while our findings build on
the knowledge base of organizations experiencing internal conflicts between agile
and non-agile departments in growing product organizations, as seen in the case of
PowerRide.

5.1 Development of enabling software products

This study suggests that the relationship between an I'T department similar to Dig-
ital and other parts of the organization strongly influences the applicability of agile
leadership concepts in enabling software product development. Concepts such as
self-organizing teams, shared leadership, team maturity, and leadership functions
implied by agile roles rely on certain conditions for successful implementation. These
conditions include the presence of clear and shared goals, a high level of trust and
communication, and autonomy. The conditions are in turn influenced by the rela-
tionship between departments, the collaboration within individual teams, as well as
the guidance and support provided by leaders and management.

Our findings are in line with Luftman’s argument that IT departments should be

considered facilitators of corporate strategy, not just a support function [68]. To ease
the friction between Digital and Business and improve the outcome, we suggest more
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collaboration and common goals across the organization, as per Luftman’s sugges-
tions. In scale-up contexts where software development is not the core business, the
coordination and support of agile methods across different teams and organizational
levels are important. Empowering the IT department can enhance the organiza-
tion’s I'T competence, thereby increasing its value as a business asset. Additionally,
improving the inter-departmental climate through goal alignment and structural en-
hancements can enhance overall operational efficiency.

Regarding the applicability of agile leadership concepts from an autonomy and self-
organizing perspective, conversations with Business and clear understanding of du-
ties and responsibilities can help to operate more cooperatively and effectively, even
though Digital partly is a support department. Self-organizing teams, which allow
for greater collaboration and flexibility, are particularly valuable in enabling soft-
ware product development. They enable teams to adapt to changes in requirements
and priorities, ensuring that the software products meet stakeholders’ needs and are
delivered efficiently. Shared leadership can also be applied to this context, empower-
ing team members to take ownership of their work and collaborate more efficiently.
This approach, combined with a clear understanding of leadership functions and
alignment with the team’s overall objectives, can help the team deliver high-quality
software products in a timely and efficient manner.

5.2 New ventures that spring from larger tradi-
tional companies

The study partly aimed to investigate the applicability of agile leadership concepts in
new ventures that emerge from larger, traditional companies. The research involved
determining the degree of legacy and assessing how inherited factors impact appli-
cability today. Upon discovering that several PowerRide employees had previously
worked at DriveForce, we considered Duvall-Dickson’s [67] suggestion that employ-
ees can bring their former employer’s culture, traditions, and practices to their new
workplace, which may explain the legacy experienced by some PowerRide employees.
Although their research focused on a merger and acquisition context, we consider
their findings relevant to the relationship between DriveForce and PowerRide as well.

Some agile leadership concepts may be less applicable when legacy systems or skep-
ticism from employees hinder agile ways of working. For instance, bad experiences
from implementations at the parent company may cause resistance to change. At
PowerRide, skepticism about SAFe arose because of bad experiences with Drive-
Force’s implementation of the agile framework. Similarly, some employees were
reluctant to follow the Scrum framework due to previous experiences of endless
meetings.

Team maturity is critical to the successful adoption of agile practices. For a new

venture, team maturity may be hampered by the rapid growth of the number of
employees causing unstable teams. The addition of new members can change the
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maturity stage, impacting their ability to self-organize and adapt to changing re-
quirements. By assessing the team’s maturity level and providing the necessary
support and training, the team can mature, acquire the skills and experience needed
to effectively implement agile practices, and deliver high-quality software products.
Without a proper assessment of the maturity, it becomes challenging to determine
the true level of maturity for PowerRide Digital’s teams based solely on interview re-
sponses. It is unclear whether the perceived maturity is genuine or simply relative to
the individual’s past experiences. Furthermore, one participant claimed that there
are no mature teams at PowerRide at all. Low team maturity may cause difficulties
in self-organizing, understanding agile principles, and adapting to changes in re-
quirements. Mature teams have a greater chance of successfully adopting advanced
agile practices which can increase productivity and efficiency.

5.3 Multiple internal stakeholders

The study furthermore investigated the applicability and adaptability of agile lead-
ership concepts in the context of multiple internal stakeholders. Our findings suggest
that implementing more agile ways of working could improve the relationship be-
tween Digital and its internal stakeholders. This can be achieved by increasing
flexibility, adaptability, and response to changing requirements, which is an exten-
sion of Highsmith’s findings that agile methods enable I'T initiatives to respond to
shifting stakeholder requirements [74]. While Highsmith focused on external stake-
holders, we argue that this aspect is true for the internal stakeholders in the case of
PowerRide as well.

Connected to the autonomy needed for shared leadership, the ability of the Dig-
ital teams to prioritize their work and make decisions may be restricted due to
stakeholders on the Business side having the final say. This, in turn, negatively
influences the evolution of self-organization and team maturity.

Furthermore, our findings provide insights into the potential challenges of imple-
menting scaled agile in a growing organization like PowerRide. Similar to Dikert
et al’s findings of issues in interfacing with unique organizational functions when
applying agile to larger projects [55], we claim that scaled agile is not an easy op-
tion for PowerRide due to the organization’s growth and differences from a pure
software development company. Moreover, we found a distance between the devel-
opment teams in the Digital department and their stakeholders. As Dikert et al.
stated, a large-scale agile approach poses a risk of increasing such a distance. This
serves as another argument for not relying on a large-scale agile transformation.
However, some elements from the large-scale approach are needed for coordination,
decision-making, and goal alignment. Focusing on our findings of a lack of clear
goals, research from Misra et al. suggested that the adoption of agile on a large
scale requires a shift from long-term project planning to a shorter-term one [57].
This limited planning can be troublesome when relationships with businesses and
customers are founded on long-term roadmaps, as also mentioned by Boehm and
Turner [53]. In the case of PowerRide, the ultimate deliverable, the car, is founded
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on long-term planning and roadmaps. If an agile transformation on a larger scale
is still desired, a solution for combining long-term goals with shorter-term project
planning is needed. The proposed goal breakdown can contribute, but the overar-
ching goals need to be flexible and adaptable to allow the lower-level goals to be
addressed in an agile manner.

Conflicting priorities and needs of multiple internal stakeholders are found in the
case of PowerRide. The stakeholders at Business desire more features while Digital
aims to enhance performance. Coordination, shared objectives, improved commu-
nication, and mutual understanding between Digital’s teams and the rest of the
organization is needed to cope with this conflict. Transforming a relatively large
company to an optimal organizational structure is undoubtedly more complicated
than transforming a single development team to agile. Similar to Simard and La-
palme, we call for further research to understand how agile teams can effectively
collaborate with the rest of the organization [44].

Our finding that poor communication and coordination hinder successful multi-
team project execution and integration of agile practices is similar to what Hoda
and Murugesan found when studying the difficulties self-organized teams encounter
when managing projects at several levels [50]. They advise using planning to create
a shared understanding between the team and the stakeholders, similar to how we
recommended the three amigos ceremony in the guidelines. Furthermore, they sug-
gest knowledge sharing to cope with the difficulties of cross-functional teams. We
suggest that the exchange of knowledge occur between teams in different depart-
ments since the lack of understanding between Digital and Business is described as
troublesome in this case.

Gemino et al. have found that a hybrid project management approach that com-
bines agile methods with traditional project management ones, can deliver the same
quality and scope as traditional approaches without additional resources, while also
achieving stakeholder success similar to agile approaches [59]. Therefore, we suggest
that organizations similar to PowerRide focus on combining agile practices with tra-
ditional ones to create the best possible hybrid approach for their unique contexts.
Therefore, we claim that fully transitioning to agile is often not the optimal choice
for larger organizations with multiple functions, especially when software develop-
ment is not the primary business. Different approaches can be integrated to generate
better outcomes. However, a hybrid approach should not be equated with having no
approach at all. Defining and continuously improving the approach is critical to en-
abling it to mature into a suitable and effective hybrid. Consistent with our findings
on the importance of goals, West et al. have emphasized the significance of shared
business-oriented goals in reducing the friction between business and development,
and in balancing functionality and quality in software projects [27].
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5.4 Other findings

In PowerRide Digital, our findings align with two of the four fundamental values of
agile methods [4]. Prioritizing individuals and interactions over processes and tools
is fulfilled by teams experiencing autonomy in selecting their own processes and
tools and working software seems to be prioritized over comprehensive documenta-
tion based on findings of scarce documentation. However, our study suggests that
customer collaboration and stakeholder engagement need to improve to fulfill the
third agile value of "customer collaboration over contract negotiation”. Regarding
the fourth value, we found that adhering to strict deadlines may impede the ability
to respond to change.

Regarding the collective applicability of agile leadership concepts for the three con-
texts, we identified the importance of roles and common agreements. At PowerRide,
we observed that some teams were able to experience the advantages of agile leader-
ship, even in the absence of a dedicated Scrum master. These teams were reported
as being close to self-organizing, which suggests that the organization fosters an
environment that allows for some benefits of agile leadership to be realized without
rigidly adhering to an agile framework.

Our study revealed that frequent face-to-face meetings were a success factor for
well-functioning, self-organizing, agile teams, consistent with the findings of Hidalgo
[49]. On the other hand, we found that unclear expectations and a lack of common
understanding regarding leadership in agile teams could lead to frustration, in line
with Spiegler et al’s previous work [16]. Similarly, our findings support Spiegler et
al’s findings that vagueness regarding roles and responsibilities leads to uncertainty
that can result in no one taking on leadership roles, creating a leadership vacuum.

We suggest that agile leaders must be flexible and adapt to the context. Although
self-organizing teams should not be leaderless, several studies suggest that agile
leaders should step back as the team matures, and other team members take on
leadership roles [3, 34]. However, we cannot conclude the extent to which Power-
Ride leaders tend to step back or what the optimal gap size is for individual teams.

Finally, we argue that no specific agile framework is best for all organizations. In-
stead, organizations must strive to find their optimal balance between agile and other
organizational methodologies, which will improve through continuous adaptation of
methods, processes, and structures based on feedback from across the organization.

5.5 Considering the research questions

In addressing RQ1: How applicable are agile leadership concepts to new contexts?,
we claim that the applicability of different concepts varies depending on the specific
context. Team maturity can be assessed in any kind of team, regardless of the con-
text. However, the actual maturity of a team and its evolution can be influenced by
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various circumstances, such as the context. In an immature team, it can be difficult
to successfully share leadership and self-organize due to low levels of communication,
collaboration, and productivity. In the case of a new venture, achieving high levels
of team maturity, self-organization, and shared leadership can be challenging due to
rapidly changing teams.

In the development of enabling software products, power imbalances caused by lack-
ing mandates can hinder self-organization. However, if teams get problems to solve
instead of orders to deliver from stakeholders, they will more easily self-organize.
Self-organizing can be a particular strength in the context of multiple internal stake-
holders as the agility and responsiveness to changing requirements increase. Achiev-
ing mutual understanding across the organization is crucial for teams to evolve into
self-organizations.

Shared leadership enables team members to take ownership of their work, which
is important in any context. However, it can be more challenging to share leader-
ship in contexts where the team is far from decision-making, as leadership requires
information. To empower teams that develop enabling software products, decisions
must be clearly communicated and transparent. When working with multiple in-
ternal stakeholders, the team’s ability to prioritize their work and make decisions
may be limited. Shared leadership improves shared understanding within the team,
strengthens the team’s negotiating power in collaboration with stakeholders, and
positively impacts teamwork.

When developing enabling software products, there is a risk of being treated as
traditional I'T support and receiving commands without room for ownership of the
problem and solution. Agile leader roles are needed to shield the team from over-
whelming requests, understand, contextualize, and communicate the bigger picture,
explain the purpose to the team, and elicit requirements properly. Understanding
the root cause of the problem is crucial to the agile strength of adapting to chang-
ing requirements. As a new venture grows, the risk of leadership functions falling
through the cracks increases, and therefore, thorough role descriptions are neces-
sary. When working with multiple internal stakeholders, clearly defined leadership
functions can be advantageous to know who to contact regarding stakeholders.

With regards to RQ2: How can the agile leadership concepts be adapted?, we assert
that agile leadership concepts can and must be adapted to an organization’s specific
contexts. Agile frameworks are developed from and aimed at small-scale software
development contexts, and when applying them in other, more complex settings,
the optimal methodology may be a hybrid approach rather than the original agile
framework. Organizations are by nature complex and dynamic, and changes must
be faced with a willingness to adapt other parts of the organization as well. If new
team members join a team, the maturity of the team may change, affecting the
team’s ability to self-organize and creating a need for a more present agile leader.
Failure to adapt agile leadership to changing circumstances can negatively affect
team collaboration and outcomes. Similarly, various agile methods can be adopted,
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but only bring value if enough time is dedicated to actual tasks, rather than spend-
ing an excessive amount of time on ceremonies and other aspects of planning for
agility. Thus, it is essential to strike a balance that considers both task and team
characteristics. Furthermore, certain aspects of the actual business must be taken
into consideration. In the case of PowerRide, strict product launching deadlines hin-
dered an agile mentality by focusing more on meeting the deadline than on product
performance and meeting user needs. Business was described as sometimes working
with a Waterfall approach, which points to development driven by deadlines. There
were also findings of changing requirements, but it was unclear whether they were
caused by changing deadlines or changing needs. The latter would point to a more
flexible and agile approach. A hybrid approach that combines agile frameworks with
other practices can be used to create a tailored mix that suits the specific organi-
zation. Employee satisfaction, stakeholder needs, and business outcomes are more
important artifacts than a full transformation to agility. However, it is important to
actively organize by defining a framework with a clear structure, assigning roles and
responsibilities, and providing training and support, to ensure all team members
understand expectations and know when they can make decisions together or for
themselves. The framework is needed to support situations when decision-making
power is unclear and when agile leadership fails. A framework reduces chaos, al-
lowing for a more flexible adaptation of agile leadership concepts to achieve better
outcomes.

In addressing RQ3, What would be concrete guidelines to support leadership when
issues arise?, we proposed 17 guidelines to assist leadership and contribute to gen-
eral improvement. These guidelines were based on issues identified in the studied
organization and supported by agile leadership theory.

We selected the guidelines based on successful cases previously described in the
literature, with a particular emphasis on factors that multiple interviewees high-
lighted as significant. Additionally, some guidelines, such as G2: Three amigos and
G11: Relocate teams, were developed primarily based on success stories within the
studied department. However, some guidelines we considered were not included due
to insufficient supporting data and theoretical grounding.

The Venn diagram depicted in Figure 4.5 illustrates the relationship between the
guidelines and three key aspects: the dual layers of agile encompassing (1) processes
and tools, (2) leadership and mentality, and (3) organization-enhancing factors.
While some guidelines contribute solely to one of these categories, others have an
impact on two or all three, thus occupying the intersecting regions. Guidelines falling
within the agile layers primarily enhance agility, whereas those within the "Organi-
zation" set aim to improve the overall functioning of the organization, regardless of
agile considerations. In fact, some of these guidelines may even trade off agility in
favor of establishing a well-functioning organization.

Analyzing the guidelines individually and their placement within the Venn diagram,
G1: Framework for the way of working is placed in the intersection of all three
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sets. It ensures the appropriate adoption of agile processes and tools, enhances
agile leadership and mentality by allowing teams autonomy in various areas, and
contributes to organizational improvement by guiding effective team organization.
Similarly located in this intersection are G5, G6, and G8. G5: Less remote work
aims to increase team performance and foster self-organization, in accordance with
Hidalgo’s findings [49]. Self-organizing is a concept within agile leadership and men-
tality, while reducing remote work is an adjustment to the agile processes and tools.
It also relates to the organization by considering its operational aspects. G8: Clarify
roles and use common titles increases agility by incorporating common agile roles,
which can be viewed as a process and tool artifact, and similarly increases the agile
leadership and mentality. The organization benefits from clarified roles, address-
ing issues that hinder efficient decision-making, collaboration, and the fulfillment
of essential leadership functions. G13: Introduce KPIs aims to establish key per-
formance indicators (KPIs) for measuring organization performance and evaluating
the effectiveness of applied agile methods, following the recommendation of Tripp
and Armstrong [48].

G2: Three amigos, G3: Retrospectives, and G4: More minimum viable products
are all classified as "Agile processes and tools” guidelines since they promote the
adoption of additional agile processes and tools. G10: Provide sheltering through
the technical lead/scrum master aims to use a role defined in the Scrum framework,
to contribute to agile leadership. G15: Weekly stakeholder alignment meetings seeks
to facilitate continuous improvement and foster stakeholder collaboration, which are
integral components of the agile mentality values outlined in the Agile Manifesto
[26]. G17: Demonstrate management’s work on the town hall meetings is recom-
mended for the sake of transparency, a crucial factor emphasized by Moe et al. [19]
in achieving successful self-organization. Moving to the intersection between ”Agile
leadership and mentality” and ”"Organization”, G12: Clarify and break down com-
mon goals empowers agile teams to work towards common goals, aligning with the
findings of Wageman [45], as well as ensures the organization is aligned and works
in the same direction. G14: Common forum for Digital and Business fosters ag-
ile stakeholder collaboration between Digital and Business, bridging organizational
gaps. (G16: Accessible documentation of past decisions enhances open communi-
cation and transparency, thereby contributing to both an improved organizational
environment and the values of agile leadership and mentality.

Regarding the "Organization” guidelines, G7: Refine the organization structure does
not increase agility but improves the collaboration and outcomes for the organiza-
tion with other means than agile methodologies. G9: Develop clear processes and
procedures for decision-making can be seen as reducing team autonomy by estab-
lishing a structure, but it can actually increase the teams’ decision-making abilities
by defining a structure that gives the teams decision-making power. This aligns
with the insights of Moe et al. [19], who explored the challenges of shared decision-
making and suggested the development of clear processes and procedures for effective
decision-making, providing motivation for G9. Furthermore, the recommendation
G11: Relocate teams stems from the findings that some teams at Business have more
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in common with Digital, and would collaborate more effectively if they were located
on the same site.

Upon reflection on the provided guidelines, the majority of the participants found
them useful and applicable. The guidelines serve as recommendations, and many
participants expressed that they provided valuable insights and guidance. However,
despite the overall positive response, a few guidelines generated some uncertainty
among some participants. Specifically, G6 and G15 were identified as particularly
challenging to comprehend and apply to their work by one leader.

Regarding G6: Common sprint schedules, a participant noted that deliveries are
continuous rather than sprint-based, rendering the guideline potentially useless. As
teams may have different deliverables and project sizes that result in varied sprint
lengths, it is important to acknowledge these differences and allow teams to adjust
their sprint lengths to fit their specific needs.

The uncertainty concerning G15: Weekly stakeholder alignment meetings, also per-
tained to time alignment, with one participant expressing concerns that weekly
meetings could be problematic. While the guideline underscores the importance
of regular schedule and progress alignment, we acknowledge that teams may have
different preferences or constraints that make weekly meetings challenging. Thus,
the frequency of alignment meetings should be determined based on what works
best for the teams involved. Some teams may benefit from weekly meetings, while
others may prefer less frequent or alternative formats. Ultimately, the timing and
frequency of these meetings should be decided based on the project’s needs and the
involved teams to ensure that everyone is aligned and working towards the same
objectives.

Another leader expressed that some of these guidelines aim at reducing team au-
tonomy in favor of better alignment within the whole organization. The team’s
autonomy risks being compromised when decisions are made without their input.
Additionally, they highlighted the challenge of establishing a shared sprint schedule
due to variations in working processes across teams, influenced by the nature of
their respective products, which may not be compatible. However, as the leader
also suggests, we posit that these concerns are valid but can be addressed through
team discussions, allowing them to select, customize, or disregard specific guidelines
based on their unique circumstances.

5.6 Suggestions for future research

A promising avenue for future research is to examine the perspectives of Business
and include their views on the topics and themes studied. Additionally, interviewing
top management could provide strategic insight into the reasons for the current roles,
goals, and organizational structure. A more detailed investigation of different teams
could reveal patterns between well-functioning and malfunctioning teams, leading
to the identification of effective practices and areas for improvement. This could re-
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sult in the development of more reliable and detailed best practices and frameworks.
Furthermore, it would be valuable to explore how agile work methodologies could be
leveraged within the organization in greater detail, taking into account additional
factors when evaluating the suitability of agile practices for different departments
and settings.

Another perspective on this study could be gained by using a different data col-
lection approach. While this study relied primarily on qualitative interviews, an
alternative method could involve surveys or questionnaires to gather quantitative
data that can be compared to the qualitative data obtained from this study’s inter-
views. This could provide a more comprehensive understanding of the prevalence of
different views and phenomena and identify more reliable patterns.

Alternatively, a case study could be conducted on a company with a similar struc-
ture and work methods that has successfully implemented agile work methodologies.
This approach would provide an opportunity to investigate their best practices and
learn from their experiences. The insights gained from this investigation could be
valuable for successfully transforming to agile and improving team collaboration,
communication, and productivity. However, finding such a success story in practice
might be challenging.

Another approach would be to use action research, which involves conducting re-
search while taking action at the same time. In this case, the action would be to
implement the guidelines and study the effects. Furthermore, the guidelines could
iterate by evaluating and rewriting them based on the results, rather than simply
validating them statically. The researchers involved in the process would be highly
involved and obtrusive, in contrast to this study’s case study approach. Similar to
this study, the level of realism would be high and the generalizability of the findings
would be low.

Furthermore, it would be valuable to delve deeper into the effects of remote work
on agile leadership concepts. The increasing prevalence of remote work necessitates
a comprehensive understanding of how teams can collaborate and communicate ef-
ficiently in a virtual environment, how agile methods can be adapted, as well as
which practices can be employed to enhance remote team performance. This could
be studied in the three contexts of this study with a case study approach.

5.7 Threats to validity

There is a potential risk that the interview results may not accurately reflect reality
due to various human factors. For instance, one possible scenario is that a partici-
pant may have felt pressure to hold back and not speak freely during the interview.
Another possibility is that a participant may not have been entirely truthful, out of
fear of negative consequences such as punishment for criticizing leadership within
the team or organization.
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Another threat to the study’s validity is the relatively small sample size, which may
have impacted the findings and proposed guidelines. Since leadership is subjectively
perceived and context-specific, the findings may not apply even to the specific orga-
nization studied in this case. What one person perceives as a flaw may be viewed as
a success factor by another. Additionally, selection bias is another threat to validity.
It is possible that the participating interviewees may not have represented the entire
population. For example, if the study only selected participants from certain groups
within the department, the findings may not apply to the department as a whole.
Different leaders and roles may have varying definitions and actions, which could
affect the results of studying a particular aspect.

Measurement bias is also a potential risk. This can occur if the researchers’ interpre-
tation of the responses is biased. For instance, if the interviewer has preconceived
notions about what constitutes good leadership, they may unconsciously interpret
the responses in a way that confirms their beliefs.

Another threat to validity is the potential misinterpretation of the contexts of the
case study company. If there are other contexts that are the underlying causes im-
pacting the applicability and adaptability of leadership concepts, then the findings
and guidelines presented in this study are specifically tailored to those alternative
contexts rather than the ones initially stated.
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Conclusion

Leadership is a crucial element for the success of projects and organizations. How-
ever, the implementation of agile processes can result in complex organizational
mixtures with unclear role responsibilities. This study investigated the applicabil-
ity and adaptability of agile leadership in new contexts, namely the development
of enabling software products, new ventures that emerge from larger traditional
companies, and environments with multiple internal stakeholders. By using a case
study approach that prioritizes qualitative interviews for data collection, this re-
search provides valuable insights into challenges that arise in these contexts and
how agile leadership can be adapted to overcome them.

The findings of this study suggested that relying solely on a specific framework
is no sustainable approach. However, structure and clarity in ways of working are
essential to achieve a well-functioning organization. By combining agile with non-
agile practices, teams can improve collaboration, leadership, and outcomes. Agile
concepts have been proven to apply to new contexts, but their success depends on
several circumstances, such as the context and the organizational needs.

This study concluded that the relationship between an enabling software devel-
opment department and the business side of the organization strongly influences the
application of agile leadership concepts. The implication for other organizations is
that ways to bridge the gap need to be figured out to enable collaboration, com-
munication, and mutual understanding across the organization. Common goals and
goal breakdowns, collaborative agile ceremonies, and defining a framework are sug-
gested to cope with these issues, as well as to address other identified issues such
as decision-making, roles, and responsibilities. Moreover, the study found that the
growth of an organization in terms of employees results in unstable teams, which
impacts the implementation of agile leadership concepts in practice.

Specific guidelines and recommendations for leaders and team members were de-
veloped and evaluated to support agile leadership in these contexts. The guidelines
aim to improve the overall performance and collaboration within PowerRide’s orga-
nization. The focus is on establishing a clear framework for the way teams work and
organize, refining the organizational structure, clarifying and breaking down com-
mon goals, enhancing the relationship between the Digital and Business units, and
promoting transparency. These guidelines underwent a validation, confirming their
relevance and usefulness. Upon reflection on the provided guidelines, the majority
of the participants found them useful and applicable. The guidelines serve as recom-

83



6. Conclusion

mendations, and many participants expressed that they provided valuable insights
and guidance. The findings of this study enhance the understanding of the concepts
that need to be adapted when working agile in new contexts. By comprehending
these aspects, leaders and team members can take action to adapt agile leadership
concepts and methods to better suit the organization’s needs.
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Appendix 1

A.1 Introduction to Interviews

Welcome to this interview on the subject of Agile Leadership in new contexts. The
purpose of this interview is to contribute to a deeper understanding of how agile
leadership works or could work within PowerRide Digital due to its contexts.

Our research aims to find out how agile leadership models can be adapted to these
contexts and what concrete guidelines can be developed to support leadership when
issues arise. To achieve this, we will analyze the leadership within development
teams at PowerRide Digital, and investigate how agile models have been imple-
mented, what works well, and what could benefit from a change.

We appreciate your input and value your privacy. It is important to note that
any information you provide during this interview will be handled with the utmost
confidentiality and anonymity. We will however refer to your role when presenting
the results from this interview (such as leader or developer), but your responses
will not be linked to your identity and will only be used for research purposes. No
manager, colleague, or anyone else will see your answers before they are anonymous.

We would like to ask you for your permission to audio record this interview to
transcribe it afterward? The audio recording will not be shared with anyone else
and be deleted as soon as the report is finalized.

Please feel comfortable and open in sharing your thoughts and experiences, as they
are critical to our understanding of the topic at hand. If you have any concerns or
questions about the handling of your data, please do not hesitate to ask. You can
also contact Andreas Sandberg or our supervisor from Chalmers, Robert Feldt if
you have any questions you don’t want to share with us.

In this interview, we will discuss your experiences and perspectives on agile leader-
ship within the context of PowerRide Digital. To ensure that we are on the same
page, let’s establish some definitions of key concepts.

o Agile leadership is a style of leadership that emphasizes collaboration, flexibil-
ity, and continuous improvement, and it is often applied in software develop-
ment teams that use agile methodologies.

» A new context refers to a situation or environment that is different from what
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is typically experienced or encountered, such as the development of software
products that are not part of the main product, new ventures from larger
traditional companies, or multiple stakeholders involved.

We define leadership as a function rather than a role. With this definition,
there can be sufficient leadership within a team without having an outspoken
leader.

Team maturity refers to how developed the group is. This concept is based on
the ideas of Tuckman and Wheelan, where groups are seen as going through
certain stages toward becoming a well-functioning and productive team.

With these definitions in mind, let’s dive into the interview and explore the situation
of agile leadership in your team.

IT
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