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The growing popularity of agile approach to project management is documented and studied 
by a variety of researchers. However, the current research does not cover in many details 
the challenges of applying agile project management in cross-organizational teams. 
Therefore, this study aims to examine the challenges, which are faced in agile teams, from 
the perspective of one organizational group by studying the challenges from two 
perspectives (nexuses). Firstly, I study the cross-organizational team relationships focusing 
on the agile team (products team) and explore the relationships with the other organizational 
agile team (cross-organizational team nexus). Secondly, I study the intra-organizational 
team relationships of product team and its respective organization from change 
management perspective. 

Research was conducted using a case study approach with two case studies represented 
by two teams, which were both part of the same organization and have external vendors 
and adhere to agile ways of project management. Cross-case analysis showed that all 
challenges faced by these teams could be aggregated in three core dimensions: change 
ambiguity, preserving the credibility of the change effort and agile capabilities. This study 
discusses the dependency between each nexus and how they relate to the challenges faced 
by the cross-organizational team. Additionally, this thesis contributes to the existing theory 
by providing a novel view on relationships within the agile team. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Agile was officially “born” in 2001, when the Manifesto for Agile software development 

was published. Fairly rapidly many companies started adopting this framework, and the 

agile ways of working received academic attention (Reifer 2002, Korhonen, 2013 Koskel 

& Howell 2002b, Beck & Beedle 2001). Agile was quite conceptually different from usual 

waterfall frameworks, thus organizations have been struggling with two main challenges: 

to manage the change and to cultivate such organizational environments, in which agile 

practices would sustain and accelerate the organizational development (Chen et al. 

2016).  The shift of mindset from a traditional to an agile one requires investment in 

coaching, communication, and facilitation of agile mindset (Henderson-Sellers, Niazi 

2016, Akbas 2019, Moody, Peffers, Plachkinova 2018). 

Agile approach to project management was developed in the information technology 

industry for projects with high uncertainty as an approach to increase both efficiency and 

productivity and value generation for the customer in constantly changing environment 

(Gillian, Neal, Ted 2015). Agile is an iterative approach to project management, and it has 

been becoming more and more widespread among many industries and especially in 

software development (Vithana 2015, Goetz et al 2018, Serrador & Pinto 2015, Chen, 

Ravichandar, Proctor 2016).   Agile software development approaches tend to improve 

ability to address and manage constant requirement changes at a faster pace compared 

to waterfall practice, additionally it aims to increase team efficiency (Singh & Sharma 

2014). Furthermore, agile project management offers higher productivity, aids in 

maintaining strong communication between stakeholders and decreases time-to-market 

hence decreases investment (Reifer 2002, Kotaiah & Khalil 2017). The result of 

successful agile implementations shows a clear increase in productivity and quality 

(Nicholls, Lewis, Eschenbach 2015), and there are examples of how agile transformation 

improved motivation, achievement visibility and team’s reactive capabilities (Korhonen 

2013). 
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During recent years agile teams quite often consist of participants of two organizations: 

the product team and their vendor, e.g. software development team, making an agile team 

a cross-organizational unit (Bass 2016).  Various aspects of studying agile application in 

divided teams (when part of the agile team is in another location or being outsourced) is 

an area of growing interest (Bass 2016, Bass et al. 2018, Gill et al 2016). Author considers 

such divided teams as cross-organizational teams with cross-organizational relationships. 

This study aims to locate the challenges of cross-organizational teams from two 

perspectives. Firstly, author studies the challenges within the agile team itself (product 

team and its vendor), what is referred as cross-organizational team nexus. Secondly, 

author examines the relationships between product team and its organization, what is 

referred as intra-organizational team nexus. All relationships are analyzed only from 

product team perspective. 

1.1 Research background 

In this section the research background is presented. Firstly, the importance of agile as a 

project management approach is introduced, and the application among companies is 

presented. Secondly, the subject of cross-organizational teams and its growing 

importance is explored. The author of this thesis has been a part of agile teams for over 

seven years, and it is an interesting study subject for them. The current author’s team is 

still rather new to agile and is in the transition to new and agile ways of working. 

As any change, agile adaptation and change from previous project management approach 

to an agile one could be quite challenging, and already there is research on extended 

frameworks and specific agile applications, e.g. divided teams or cross-organizational 

teams (Bass 2016, Chen et al. 2016). Therefore, this thesis aims to highlight challenges 

perceived by the product team from the perspective of agile team development and from 

the perspective of change management of product team and its organization.   

Agile is a popular framework, and there are communities, where agile practices are 

discussed between active practitioners of this approach (e.g. scrum.org and scrum-
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institute.org). The academic literature on project management (agile being an approach 

to project management) proposes new frameworks and ways of working to assist 

organizations in completing the change (Chen et al. 2016). Agile adaptations and new 

models have been presented in some research, for example, by Gill et al (2016), where a 

new model for hybrid traditional-agile software development methodologies has been 

presented. Another example is scrum methodology, which seems to be one of the most 

popular agile methods and frameworks existing in agile approach (Singh & Sharma, 2014) 

with almost 400 000 official scrum masters listed in one of the acclaimed scrum 

organizations scrum.org. 

Agile is actively adapted and adopted across many companies and teams as the main 

project management approach for software development, as agile allows more flexibility 

and faster response to actively changing environment both within and outside the 

company (Bass 2016, Beck & Beedle 2001, Schwaber & Sutherland 2017, Korhonen 

2013).  Agile team is a team, which adheres to the agile project management (incremental 

product development cycles, specific roles within the agile team) (Schwaber & Sutherland 

2017, Medinilla 2012, Tenoria et al 2020). The average agile team would consist of a 

product owner team, a development team, and an agile coach (Schwaber & Sutherland 

2017, Medinilla 2012, Tenoria et al 2020). In recent years, companies tend to outsource 

development teams rather than keep them in-house, thus there would be at least two 

companies involved, with their respective strategies, corporate policies on purchasing and 

contract management (Bass 2016). In this thesis cross-organizational teams are agile 

teams, which consist of divided teams: product team and development team - other team 

belonging to another organization. Such divided structure of the agile team does not allow 

the product team to exercise control over the expertise on other (development) team 

employee retention and turnover, which could represent a risk for product (Bass, 

Beecham, Noll 2018). 

Organizations recognize that obtaining capabilities rather than building them within the 

company internally is quicker and more scalable (Ale Ebrahim, Ahmed, Taha 2009, Garg 

& Jean 2019). Empirical evidence in Bass et all (2018) research indicated that outsourced 

teams have a higher turnover rate compared to in-house teams. With lack of motivation 
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there could be negative effects on quality and performance in general. Interestingly, one 

of the teams perceives another as a client and aims to satisfy the client (other team) (Bass 

2018, Akbas 2019). In comparison, in-house team considers customers their actual client 

- end consumers or product users. In the end, there is an interesting paradox: from an 

organizational perspective there are two teams working on the same product, and from 

agile theory there is one agile team. Such setting is an interesting research problem, which 

is in details presented in the following chapter, where research questions are explained. 

1.2 Research problem and objectives of the study 

Although agile has attracted the attention of project management scholars, there is no 

clear theory of agile (Schwaber and Beedle 2002, Korhonen 2013, Koskela & Howell 

2002a, 2002b). Schwaber and Beedle (2002) highlighted some theoretical perspectives, 

and Koskela and Howell (2002b) studied the theory of project management and undertook 

endeavor to explain new agile methods from theoretical perspective. However, they all 

(Schwaber and Beedle 2002, Korhonen 2013, Koskela & Howell 2002a, 2002b) conclude 

that there is no theory and their proposals on theoretical concepts are based on the values 

(Koskela & Howell 2002a, 2002b, Drechsler & Ahleman 2015), which agile project 

management generate, like value generation and flow concepts. Moreover, Drechsler and 

Ahleman (2015) researched a design for possible theory of agile project management with 

the first step of systemizing existing knowledge and relying on value presented in Agile 

Manifesto (2001). Even after two decades since Agile Manifesto, theoretical gap is still 

valid and, in general, Agile is approached theoretically from its benefits and values.  

Lack of agile project management theory did not stop the expansion and adaption of agile 

practices across the companies (Gillian et al 2015, Vithana 2015, Goetz et al 2018, 

Serrador & Pinto 2015, Chen et al. 2016). With the globalization, many agile teams are 

indeed divided teams, i.e. the team members could work remotely and be physically 

located in different places (Akbas 2019, Garg & Jain 2019, Mishra & Mahanty 2065). 

Moreover, the companies prefer to outsource development teams rather than create and 

build capabilities within the in-house team (Schwaber & Sutherland 2017, Bass et al 2018, 
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Garg & Jain 2019, Bass 2016, Mishra & Mahanty 2016). It leads to a new perspective on 

agile team: product team being in-house, and development team – being outsourced; 

nevertheless both product and development teams work as one entity, one agile team 

(Schwaber & Sutherland 2017, Bass et al 2018, Garg & Jain 2019, Bass 2016, Mishra & 

Mahanty 2016). This type of agile teams consisting of two divided teams is considered as 

cross-organizational agile team in this thesis, as each team belongs to a company with 

their own policies, organizational chart and corporate strategy, which respectively creates 

some barriers and challenges three pillars of agile project management: transparency, 

inspection and adaptation (Schwaber & Sutherland 2017, Bass et al 2018, Garg & Jain 

2019). 

Cross-organizational agile teams have been studied to some extent. Empirical data shows 

that although globally distributed software development can be preferable by the 

companies (Garg & Jain 2019), especially because of low labor cost, it brings many 

challenges, primarily less communication and collaboration, and decrease in teamness 

feeling (Akbas 2019). There are many additional factors affecting the flawless cooperation 

between the teams like knowledge management, lack of shared values, and release 

management practices (Akbas 2019, Bass 2016). 

Akbas (2019) proposed to conduct more research on cross-organizational teams and their 

challenges across other fields than software development. Mishra and Mahanty (2016) 

independently from Akbas (2019) also proposed to investigate other domains such as 

finance and manufacturing as future research. Serrador and Pinto (2015) confirm that 

agile is adopted across many countries and companies, but the results could be different 

based on the environment, professionalism of the teams, and it is useful to revisit the 

same field in a few years to validate the results.  

To sum up, there is no fixed and established theory on agile project management, 

nevertheless agile practices are becoming more widespread. Moreover, there is an 

additional trend of having a cross-organizational agile team, which could be challenging 

to arrange due to divided nature of those teams. There are additional factors to be 

accounted for, like contract management (Bass 2016) and, of course, how organizations 
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support agile teams and change management in general. The academic research mostly 

studies some specific challenges between the teams with the focus on ways of working 

(e.g. Akbas 2019, Bass 2016, Mishra & Mahanty 2016). This thesis aims to study the 

cross-organizational team and the challenges faced by this team from a brand-new 

perspective, which has not been commonly used by researchers, by expanding the focus 

beyond agile team and including organizational nexus as well. Moreover, analyzing the 

challenges of cross-organizational teams is relevant to the author of this thesis, who is a 

part of cross-organizational agile team. 

The purpose of this research is to study the agile team from the viewpoint of the 

product team and how it perceives the cross-organizational agile team from two 

perspectives. First perspective includes the context of the team development and agile 

approach between the product team and its vendor (cross-organizational team nexus). 

Second perspective is through the process of change management occurring between 

the product team and its organization (intra-organizational team nexus). Studying these 

relationships and challenges faced by the product team could provide new insights to 

accelerate the positive change and to increase agility in the team. Consequently, the main 

research question is as follows: 

What are the challenges in cross-organizational agile teams? 

The study examines the relationships within the agile team and focuses on the challenges, 

which agile teams have, when part of their agile team belongs to another organization. 

The focus is to understand this relationship cluster within cross-organizational agile team 

from the point of view of product team through Small team development theory and project 

management, thus the first sub-questions is: 

Q1. What are the challenges from the perspective of cross-organizational-team 

nexus? 

This thesis also focuses on studying the relationship between product team and its 

organization to look beyond the current agile manifesto by applying two change 



7 
 

management frameworks: OTIC and Kotter’s 8 Steps theory, consequently second sub-

question is: 

Q2. What are the challenges from the perspective of intra-organization nexus? 

1.3 Exclusions and limitation 

The scope of this thesis includes the case study of one company, which is in a country of 

the Commonwealth of Independent States. The research is limited to two teams. Both 

teams are a part of the same company and have been using an agile approach to project 

management for at least a year. As the aim of the thesis is to gather information on two 

nexuses, the teams were chosen, so their members would represent different managerial 

levels and departments: specialists, middle management, and upper-intermediate 

management of various functions within the company, but still being a part of the product 

teams in question. 

Moreover, product teams are working closely with outsourced vendors to create their 

respective products. Vendors are of software development or related areas of expertise. 

Another delimitation stems from the fact that the agile team creates a digital related 

product, where the core company business is not of such nature. 

Final delimitation is the company and its industry. The case organization is an international 

company of light manufacturing. It is possible to assume that findings could be limited to 

this specific industry, however they research result might be applicable to other locations 

due to the internationalization of the company. 

  



8 
 

1.4 Research strategy and structure of the study 

This thesis is based on case study approach, and two case studies are conducted. Such 

approach would enable the author to obtain comprehensive data on the agile teams and 

their respective challenges. Furthermore, qualitative data is more relevant and would 

stimulate the establishing of similarities and dissimilarities between two cases.  

The structure of the thesis is the following: firstly, a literature review is presented, and a 

theoretical framework is created. The framework is built on project concept, change 

management and team development model. Change management includes a model of 

relationships between entities and a Kotter’s 8 steps to change. Team development is 

considered from the point of updated Tuckman’s model in small team development. 

After the framework is established, following chapters delve into research methods and 

explain in more details the case study, data collection and data analysis. Fifth chapter 

presents the findings and results, and cross-case analysis finalize the chapter. Sixth and 

seventh chapters discuss the research, both theoretical contribution and practical 

contribution of the research as well as limitations and future directions. 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter contains three main sections. The first one presents a literature review on 

project management literature and agile project management. Secondly, two main models 

are introduced. The first model is called OTIC (OTIC stands for Organization, Team, 

Individual, Change) and explains relationships between main participants (organization, 

team and individual) of the change, and second model is Kotter’s 8 steps change model, 

which considers change management within organization. Last section is dedicated to 

small team development and is closely related to understanding agile team development. 

2.1 Project management 

The modern world is very dynamic, and the business environment is constantly changing, 

thus its complexity is growing (Beck & Beedle 2001, By, Kuipers, Procter, 2018). Many 

companies find themselves in a predisposition, when change is a necessity, as existing 

organizational structures, patterns and business processes are too rigid, and 

consequently decision making takes a while (By et a 2018,Gill et al 2016). As a result, 

companies start changing to facilitate more efficient management and communication, 

thus new organizational forms and structures emerge to answer the challenges of the 

modern business environment (Kuster, Huber, Lippmann, Schmid, Schneider, Witschi, 

Wüst 2015). 

As one of the emerging disciplines, project management was born in the 1950s.  Planning 

methods were developed in the space and construction sectors, which gradually grew to 

other sectors. Now project management is an essential part of many businesses and is 

used to manage complex tasks, solutions, products in all management areas. (Kuster et 

al 2015, Medinilla 2012, Tenoria et al 2020) 

Project management has many various methods and principles. One of the most famous 

ones is waterfall i.e. top-down: from idea, development to planning, implementation and 

following solution delivery. Each of the steps mentioned above is split into smaller phases 
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to have a clear understanding and overview. Such sequential phasing facilitates a gradual 

approach to “planning, decision-making, and implementation, with predefined breakpoints 

(milestones) or intervention points”. (Kuster et al 2015) 

Koskela and Howell (2002a, 2002b) studied theory and origins of theory of project 

management and projects. They concluded that project theory has three relevant 

concepts: transformation, flow, and value generation, and only two latter are of relevance 

for agile project management (Koskela & Howell, 2002a & 2002b). Koskela and Howell 

(2002b) stated in their research that agile, one of the novel trends in project management, 

embraces the model of flow and value generation. The following paragraph presents the 

description of the two above mentioned concepts underlying the agile project 

management theory. 

2.1.1 Concepts of project flow and value generation 

The flow concept within project management highlights one especially important attribute 

of management - time. Time could be an unclear and undefined aspect, as any uncertainty 

in the project could have a direct impact in the project timeline. Such uncertainty examples 

are found in the production process and interdependencies between tasks. The flow view 

on project management focuses on the objective of “unnecessary work is not done”- 

unnecessary waste is removed from the flow process. Interestingly, flow view accepts 

uncertainty. (Koskela & Howell 2002b) 

Second theory is value generation, with its origins in 1930 initiated by Shewhart in 1931, 

later refined in 1997 and advanced in 2001 other researcher (Koskela & Howell 2002a). 

The value generation underlying concept is that the project needs to result in the best 

possible value from a customer perspective. What makes value generation theory stand 

out as a part of a conceptual set of theories in project management is the view that 

customer requirements do not exist on the outside and would be decomposed along the 

work. Value generation assumes that requirements could not be well refined and even 

understood at the beginning. Such approach aims to systemize the requirements, so they 
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could be changed and re-evaluated during the whole process (project). (Koskela & Howell 

2002b) 

2.1.2 Project management development and its current trends 

Agile approach to project management is one of the latest trends in project management. 

In the beginning one of the major approaches was waterfall, standard way of top-down 

project management. Other established alternatives to waterfall such as prototyping 

concept made its first appearance in the mid-1970s. Kuster et al (2015) describes the 

process: it starts with an abstract concept, and promptly shifts into a concrete plan. At its 

core, prototyping is a development tool. Like prototyping, the versioning approach relies 

on experience to make improvements to versions from previous to the next one, basically 

this cyclical approach is also known as the spiral model. (Kuster et al 2015). These new 

tools introduced a possibility to develop new projects incrementally, i.e. using an iterative 

process between the concept and implementation phases (Kuster et al 2015). The 

incremental trend kept growing and later, in the 1990s, lean inspired Queue Theory and 

Theory of Constraints, which in turn became a rather common approach to divide the 

project in small batches as well. (Medinilla 2012) 

The more complex an environment is the more challenging it is to capture the 

requirements. Additionally, with constant external environment changes respective 

requirements could become either redundant or grow their importance. A feature, which 

were crucial half a year ago, could be discarded by customers, as it is no longer addresses 

the customer needs. In some cases predictive requirement analysis might not be an issue, 

and more iterative approach is needed to design a solution to address customer needs 

quicker. Consequently, the results and feedback could be evaluated and incorporated 

promptly. It led later to inspect-adapt or empirical methods to be used in managing some 

products and projects.  (Medinilla 2012) 

Business needed more flexibility, responsiveness, customer and result-orientation, short 

delivery period, thus the movement for agility was forming (Medinilla 2012).  All new 
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emerging approaches like prototyping concept, versioning, eXtreme Programming, 

Scrum, Dynamic Systems Development Method helped to formulate and articulate the 

need and in the end led to Agile Manifesto of 2001, which was created by 17 founders of 

the Agile Alliance (Kuster et al 2015, Agile Manifesto 2001). Some of the principles 

include: 

• Individuals and interactions are valued more than processes and tools 

• Working software is valued more than comprehensive documentation 

• Customer collaboration is valued more than contract negotiation 

• Responding to change is valued more than following a plan 

Agile approach embraces the theory of value generation and flow at its core (Koskela & 

Howell, 2002b). Additionally, agile project management offers higher productivity, 

maintaining strong communication between stakeholders and decreased time-to-market, 

simultaneously decreasing investment i.e. development costs (Reifer 2002, Kotaiah & 

Khalil 2017). Agile software development approaches tend to improve ability to address 

and manage constant requirement changes at a faster space compared to waterfall 

practices (Singh & Sharma, 2014), and it has been becoming more and more widespread 

among many industries and especially in software development (Vithana 2015; Goetz et 

al 2018; Serrador & Pinto 2015).   

2.1.3 Agile project management 

Agile approach (Agile) to project management was officially “born” in 2001, when the 

Manifesto for Agile software development was published.  After the start phase, there are 

iterations (or sprints) that are short, scheduled time frames (timeboxes). The teams, which 

are self-organizing, work independently on the agreed tasks. The basic principles of this 

approach are the relatively short iteration cycles (or sprints), during which one or more 

highly motivated teams take responsibility for developing and testing solutions. (Agile 

Manifesto 2001, Schwaber & Beedle 2002) 
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Figure 1. Agile methodology 

(Danielle Goodman, mendix.com) 

In the complex software development sector, this approach has proved to be more flexible, 

faster, and more economical than planning-based project management. Many individual 

principles used in agile project management are eminently transferable to other projects, 

such as having flexible goals and a process-oriented approach in research and 

development projects, or self-organizing teamwork in change projects. (Kuster et al. 2015, 

Schwaber & Beedle 2002, Schwaber & Sutherland 2017) 

Agile implements three pillars of empirical control: transparency, adaptation and 

inspection and addresses the complexity of software development (Schwaber & Beedle 

2002, Schwaber & Sutherland 2017). With increments (less than one-month repetitive 

cycles of plan, design, build, test), the risks of failure are decreased, valuable increments 

are delivered more frequently allowing much faster market response and respective 

change (Schwaber & Beedle 2002, Schwaber & Sutherland 2017, Medenilla 2012). 

With the growing Agile presence, many researchers focused on how Agile is being 

implemented and what challenges Agile teams face both when shifting to agile and when 

using this approach. Tenorio, Pinto, Silva, and Bortolizzi (2020) concluded that in general, 

for example, Scrum activities support knowledge management cycle (knowledge capture, 

creation, storage, dissemination, sharing and use). However, some researchers indicate 

that knowledge management could be one of the weak points and misaligned with some 

companies' policies on knowledge management (Brito, Figueiredo, Venson, Canedo, 

Júnior 2017). 

Sprint 1

 aunch  aunch  aunch

Sprint 2 Sprint  
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As it has been mentioned above, the focus of this paper is divided teams meaning that 

one part of the agile team is physically located at a different geographical location. 

Additionally, the development team is employed by a separate business entity than the 

product team. One of the researched aspects in divided agile teams is the concern and 

pain points, for example, Brito et al (2017) points on knowledge management, especially 

when knowledge transfer occurs between two companies, which both participated and 

which members were of the same agile team. According to Bass (2016) findings, vendor-

customer relationships, technical architecture and solution design, delivery, overall 

operational issues could be considered as a risk source. Contracts are one of the most 

often points of conflict and tension (Bass 2016). 

Bass (2016) research also addresses release artifacts, product, sprint, which are to be 

considered usual artifacts and/or patterns with scrum framework and is a part of standard 

process. To ensure maturity of the released content additional artifacts are added to the 

process to support clarity, integration, and act as means of communication. New 

ceremonies are created to support creation, inspection, and adaption of new artifacts into 

the scrum process (Bass 2016). 

2.1.4 Understanding agile from project perspective  

As it was mentioned above, agile is the result of project management theory development 

and an answer to a changing environment and business needs.  The principles of flow 

theory are incorporated in agile, e.g. feedback cycles. During sprint planning new inputs 

are evaluated to tackle down the uncertainties and adjustments made within the sprint 

cycle. Additionally, daily scrums allow dealing with uncertainties daily. The self-organized 

team is a solution to allow information to flow between the agile team and relevant 

stakeholders.  

As for value generation, its principles are visible in the agile framework very vividly. Value 

is driven through the constantly updated backlog which is updated and re-evaluated often 

(at least each month depending on the sprint length). Additionally, agile embraces the 
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concept that customers may not know their requirements and struggle to define them.  The 

customer participation in the process (sprint panning, sprint review, for instance) ensures 

that requirement management is an ongoing and constant process and has a direct impact 

on the project.  

To sum up, agile approach to project management has a set of roles, events, and artifacts. 

Its prime goal is to create value for a customer by building such an environment, where 

uncertainty is accepted, and customer requirement management is a constant process. 

To understand the agile team, it is necessary to research flow process and value 

generation within the team, customers, and other stakeholders. 

2.2 Change management 

New approaches to project management ultimately lead to some organizational change. 

The change often concerns organizational structure, people, activities and what is more 

important behaviors and attitudes.  Hornstein (2014), Tang (2019) highlight that most 

project implementations would result in organizational change. Moreover, the ways the 

change is managed would result in project management implementation success.  Such 

competencies like functional competencies, education, managerial support play a 

significant role. Many researchers conclude that change is often neglected and lacks wide 

acknowledgement among the company. (Hornstein 2014). 

Changes that happen are job roles, organizational structure, and types of used 

technology; basically, change needs to be embraced or initiative will fail (Tang 2019). 

According Kotter (2012), the senior management needs to fully be onboard and support 

the change driven and have full commitment to it. Many changes often fail due to lack of 

commitment (Kotter 2007). One of the most significant impacts on change is introduced 

by management team who actively engage in the change process consequently this 

change is extended toward other staff within organization (Kotter 2007, Medinilla 2012). 
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Medinilla (2012) highlights that commitment of managers and leaders lead to a more 

successful agile culture adaptation, to quote the author of the book “Agile Culture and 

Driving Change”: “the right people, culture and the right leadership” would provide a 

company with better chances of succeeding with the change. (Medinilla 2012). With new 

approaches to project management like agile ones, it is essential to support change as 

adapting and adopting agile approaches lead to significant change within organization. 

Nevertheless, organizational change is a challenge, and it requires time (Medinilla 2012, 

Kotter 2014).  

2.2.1 OTIC model 

Interesting concept has been introduced by By et al (2018) named OTIC model of 

organizational change. OTIC stands for four elements:  Organization, Team, Individual, 

Change, and reflects on connections between them. The first connection is the 

organization-individual relation. The second connection is the individual-team nexus 

reflecting on individual and team autonomy interaction with each other. The third 

connection is the intra-organizational team relation where organizational culture and 

values impact teamwork which in turn help to shape adaptive and flexible organization. 

(By et al 2018) 

 

Figure 2. OTIC model (By et al 2018) 
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OTIC presents a new perspective on change management. It studies them as a cluster of 

relationships between two elements. By et al (2018) states that team is an important part 

of the change and has a meaningful contribution to the change. Joining OTIC with 

organizational change and team development literature could contribute to a conceptual 

framework by exploring the role and importance of organizational change when 

considering team development and respectively challenges faced by cross-organizational 

teams. 

To sum up, change could be considered from the perspective of relationships clusters 

between three entities: organization, individuals and teams. By exploring the intra-

organizational team nexus it would drive the understanding of the role of teams in 

organizational change. Even though there are two other crucial connections (organization 

- individual and team - individual) they would be out of the theoretical scope, as this thesis 

focuses on teams. OTIC model provides a useful insight and inspiration on how to answer 

the research question by focusing on studying the relationships between the team and 

organization. Further theoretical review would focus on exploring the literature on change 

management and suitable frameworks.  

2.2.2 Successful Change process, Kotter’s Eight Steps Change Management 

There are various models regarding change management theory, e.g. ADKAR, which 

stands for Awareness, Desire, Knowledge, Ability and Reinforce change and was 

developed by Jeff Hiatt in 2003 (Hiatt, 2006, Tang 2019). One of the limitations quoted by 

Tang (2019) is that this model misses the role of leadership as well as aspects of program 

management which assist in bringing more clarity and direction to change. 

As the opposite of ADKAR,  ewin ‘s Three Stages Change model is also a well-known 

model - a simple model to address change from a leader’s perspective (Tang 2019). One 

of the most well-known theories on accelerating change in the organization was 

introduced by John P. Kotter and is known as Kotter’s Eight Steps, which is used as a 

main framework within this thesis, as it addresses change management from a strategic 
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perspective and provides vision for change. The first framework was presented already in 

1996 and was focusing on leading the change. In the current dynamic world the change 

needs more to be accelerated, which led to an updated enhanced framework of these 8 

Steps in 2014 (Tang 2019, Kotter 2018).  

Kottler developed at first glance simple but effective 8 steps to address and implement 

the change process. These steps are (Kotter 2018): 

1. Establishing a sense of urgency 

Change is driven from the senior management and it should find a response in individuals, 

i.e. appeal to heads and hearts. It is essential to cultivate a sense of urgency and convey 

the clear need and pre-conditions leading to this change. According to Kotter (2018), any 

call for a change is a statement, and consequently by creating a sense of urgency it would 

assist in mobilizing and assembling passionate and motivated individuals together. Often 

the opportunity window for change is small, and lack of sense of urgency could lead to the 

transformation failing.  (Kotter 2018, Kotter & Rathgeber 2006) 

It is imperative to highlight that before establishing the sense of urgency the so-called Big 

Opportunity should be identified, and the way sense of urgency (e.g. what the company 

would gain if they succeed, what are the stakes, opportunity window etc.) is articulated 

and communicated to the team would drastically impact the change outcome. (Kotter 

2018, Kotter & Rathgeber 2006) 

2.Creating the guiding coalition 

When the sense of urgency is communicated, the involved parties are to be convened, 

the guiding coalition should be created as a group, which has sufficient power to lead the 

change and drive teamwork.  Guiding coalition could be perceived as change sponsors 

and promoters. To succeed in their mission, a group shall be diverse and include multiple 

skills and expertise, for instance, competent communication and analytical skills, 

authority, and credibility among the team, and of course, leadership competencies. 
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Additionally, the members of the guiding coalition are to be represented by members of 

different company functions and grades to support cross-functional cooperation and 

succeed in their mission to lead the change. (Kotter & Rathgeber 2006)  

3.Form a strategic vision and initiatives 

Guiding coalition is required to set the vision, basically a picture, which could be easily 

communicated to necessary stakeholders. With time a strategy to reach the vision is 

created and initiatives are developed. Kotter (2012, 2018) characterizes a strategic vision 

as great, should it include the following attributes: 

1. Communicable 

2. Desirable 

3. Creates a verbal picture 

4. Flexible 

5. Feasible 

6. Imaginable 

7. Simple 

By executing initiatives in a timely manner and with sufficient quality, the strategic vision 

would be reached. Lack of strategic vision would create a blurred understanding in the 

change cause for all participants. To deliver the change multiple initiatives could be 

launched, and without a sensible vision such transformation could disintegrate in several 

puzzling and unrelated projects. (Kotter 2012)  

4.Enlist a volunteer army 

The fourth step of Kotter theory is to communicate the change vision. By making the 

employees excited about the change and relevant initiatives, the change would receive a 

necessary drive and contribution. True contribution exists in the environment when 

change agents are motivated and feel that they want to contribute, rather than the 

mentality of “have to contribute”. (Kotter 2017, Kotter & Rathgeber 2006) 
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Transformation is only possible when relevant parties are willing to assist in this change, 

and thus credible communication and its amount and channels is a key to prevail in the 

change. The track of successful transformations show that stakeholders have been using 

all available communication channels to convey the strategic vision and “walk the talk”. 

When superiors demonstrate their commitment towards the transformation and change 

their behavioral patterns accordingly, they lead by example and create a positive non-

verbal communication to the employees. (Kotter 2007)   

5.Empowering broad-based action 

One of the crucial actions to be undertaken during change, it is to remove the barriers. By 

discarding the bureaucratic practices and inept operations, change leaders facilitate the 

necessary freedom for employees to drive the change and generate legitimate progress. 

Kotter (2018) lists the following barriers as common: “silos, parochialism, pressure to hit 

numbers, complacency, legacy rules or procedures, and limited access to key 

stakeholders and leaders”.  (Kotter 2012, Kotter 2018, Kotter & Rathgeber 2006) 

When the transformation begins, there could be a lack of resources and even momentum 

to discard all barriers, nevertheless the “elephants in the room” should be addressed. One 

of the risks of change collapsing could be lack of managerial support and commitment to 

change by not acknowledging and facilitating the barrier removal. Kotter (2018) 

emphasizes that undertaking action is crucial for success by motivating the team and 

provisioning them with necessary resources as well as preserving the credibility of change 

effort within the company. 

6.Generating short-term wins 

The wins, both small and big, are an essential part of the transformation process. By 

tracking the wins and communicating the success of the ongoing change to the 

participants would generate a positive momentum and motivate them to drive the change. 

Any tangible and visible results demonstrate that the transformation is ongoing and 
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motivate stakeholders to replicate and adapt wins, which could result in these wins being 

scaled up across the organization. 

Kotter (2018) emphasizes that a win could be taken actions, learned lessons, improved 

process, behavioral pattern, etc. In most cases the change is a long-term endeavor, by 

setting short-term objectives it assists in creating a compelling evidence that the 

transformation is ongoing and creates tangible evidence. The emphasis is on creating 

short-term wins, rather passively anticipating these wins to occur naturally. Managerial 

pressure on reaching these short-term objectives could be perceived excessive, however 

some pressure would deem to be necessary as urgency level with time could decrease. 

Next paragraph explains how to sustain the change. 

7.Sustain acceleration 

According to Kotter (2018), pressing for acceleration of the changes after a few first wins 

could be a good strategy, as the positive momentum could incite the speed of change and 

sustain it for a longer period. The wins basically represent that the change could be a 

success, and that organization has enough capabilities to proceed with the transformation. 

In his work, Kotter (2018) highlights the fact that reigniting complacency for a second time 

could be far more challenging than it was the first time. 

8. Institute the change 

To seize the change and ensure its permanent adaptation, it is crucial to establish and 

communicate a clear dependency of the transformation success and newly emerged 

patterns in processes, organizational structure, behaviors, etc. All previous steps were 

focusing on erecting new patterns, the current 8th step is focusing on sustaining this 

pattern and ensuring it becomes a new norm. Only deeply rooted practices would replace 

old behavioral and ways of working patterns. 

After studying all 8 steps it is visible that within intra-organizational team nexus Kotter’s 8 

steps model could be viewed under two different perspectives:  
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Management and their perception of how the change is organized and proceeds (or shall 

proceed), and if the team could impact and affect the change. 

Team, as a recipient and doer of this change “in the field”, and assessment of their belief 

and actions of the change on the organizational level. 

The table below highlights a simplified version of Kotter’s model and crucial aspects which 

must be evaluated within intra-organizational team nexus. 

Table 1. Simplified table of Kotter’s 8 steps. 

1. Establishing a 

sense of urgency 

• Big Opportunity 

• Sense of Urgency 

2.Creating the 
guiding coalition 

• Sponsor and promoters 

• Multiple skills and expertise 

• Diversity 

• Cross-functional cooperation 

3.Form a strategic 
vision and initiatives 

• Great vision 

• Integrated initiatives to deliver the change 

4. Enlist a volunteer 
army 

• True contribution 

• Motivation and commitment  

• Communication 

• Superiors “walk the talk” 

5.Empowering broad-
based action 

• Removing barriers 

• Managerial support 

• Commitment to change 

6.Generating short-

term wins 

• Tangible and visible transformation results/wins. 

• Creating positive momentum 

• A win could be taken actions, learned lessons, 
improved process, behavioral pattern, etc. 
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7.Sustain 

acceleration 

• Enough capabilities within organization to sustain the 
transformation 

• Change is an accelerated process after first wins. 

 8. Institute the 
change 

• Seizing the change (sustaining the change and new 
norm) 

• Establishing and communicating transformation 
success, newly emerged patterns in processes, 
organizational structure, behaviors, etc. 

• New practices become deeply rooted practices to 
replace old behavioral and ways of working patterns. 

2.3 Teamwork development 

As the focus of this work is on teams, it is essential to consider team development theory. 

The team’s formation and interaction has been widely studied and there are multiple works 

by different authors like Regel and Simon, Waite et al, Rutherwood, etc (McGrew et al 

1999). In the 70s, B. Tuckman (1977) studied various research papers on small groups 

and proposed, what is now called, Tuckman’s four-stage model of small group 

development. Even after almost five decades, his model is considered a standard model 

of small group development in social sciences and many examples listed in Largent & 

Luer’s work (2010). The mentioned studies indicate that Tuckman’s model is rather 

suitable in various small groups of different professional areas, i.e. generally indicating 

that the model could be applicable for this research, especially as the studies by Largent 

& Luer (2010) showed that software development teams follow the same curve.  

Tuckman’s model is also known under the mnemonic of “forming, storming, norming, 

performing” (McGrew et al 1999).  Tuckman (1965) in his work underlines that a team 

progresses from disorganization through conflict to step by step development of group 

unity, which leads in the end to a team achieving its full operational and performance 

potential. The stage, which the team is currently in, could be determined by the 

combination of their enthusiasm and skill levels (Largent & Luer 2010).  
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Firstly, the five phases of group development are explained, as they were presented by 

Tuckman (1977), and later the focus is on the Largent and Luer’s (2010) study, which is 

used as a theory framework reference in this research. The figure below presents the 5 

stages of Tuckman’s model. 

 

 

Figure 3. Tuckman’s small group development model (by D.  argent and C.  uer 2010).  

1. Forming 

The first step is forming the team. All group members could have various expectations 

about future team ways of working, project goals, behavioral patterns, and norms. At this 

stage members tend to reserve their behavior and express less negative behavior and 

emotions, i.e. reserving their standard behaviors. (Largent & Luer 2010) 
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2. Storming 

Second stage is when the group social standards have been defined. Each member 

gained understanding of other participants and formed their opinions on each other. Group 

members start expressing their “normal” behavior, levels of trust are established, and 

participants gently open to each other. If previously somebody was reserving their urge to 

exert influence and authority, at the second stage such reserve starts wavering. 

Consequently, colleagues commence opening emotionally up and increasingly 

demonstrating their “normal” behavior. (Largent & Luer 2010) 

In phase 2, leader’s behavior and management style are discussed between members. 

Team becomes more accepting of aggression, and especially it is tolerated towards their 

manager/leader. Additionally, the social structure of the team is gradually arranging its 

state, as the participants are looking for their specific roles and for their place within the 

team structure. (Largent & Luer 2010) 

3. Norming 

The third stage is norming. After the 2nd phase, members now freely express themselves, 

thus the team itself becomes attractive for its participants, open and personal behavior is 

accepted. Appreciation and acceptance of each other's personality is taking place. It leads 

to relaxation and cultivating a feeling of “belonging”. These stage traits are team unity and 

cooperation. (Largent & Luer 2010) 

4. Performing 

The following phase occurs when members dedicate themselves more and more to 

current team tasks. (Largent & Luer 2010) 

“Through the division of labor, delegation of responsibility, an effective communication 

system and a reliable feedback procedure, the group of individuals has become a 

dynamically working team.” 
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Nevertheless, depending on the team it could revert to phase two. Should it happen, the 

team has already experienced phase two and have necessary experience and resources 

to overcome it and reach cohesiveness again. (Largent & Luer 2010) 

5. Adjourning 

In the final phase of team development, Tuckman (1977) focuses on the team break up. 

It is perceived that the project has been accomplished, and the team is ending its 

collaboration. This stage refers to a “highly emotionally charged asynchrony of the 

participants”. Besides evaluating its performance, this stage also includes essential steps 

like securing team members’ re-integration to new teams or to new stations. (Tuckman & 

Jensen 1977, Mcgrew et al 1999). 

Largent and Luer (2010) pointed out that the length of these stages would greatly depend 

on team members and the challenges observed by the team. Moreover, based on the 

level of enthusiasm and skills, it could be defined roughly what stage the team is currently 

in. The figure 3 above represents the level of these two parameters peculiar to every 

stage. Tuckman’s model initially was a hypothesis, which has been later tested by other 

researchers. Larhent and Luer (2010) refer to works of Kivlighan and Goldfine, Lindell and 

Brandt, Neuman and Wright, Skopec and Smith, Strong et al. and Sundstrom et al that 

their finding of small team development studies correspond with the Tuckman’s model. 

(Largent & Luer 2010) 

It is interesting, how Largent and Luer (2010) conducted their research and what 

observations they made. In some cases, the core problems in the teams showing rifts 

between its members were indeed in the skills, and to be more precise, the lack of thereof. 

When studying the collected data, it was visible that the signs of those problems could be 

upcoming as some members indicated in their surveys the need to improve their skills. 

Largent and Luer (2010) indicated that by determining which stage the team is the team 

interactions could be better built and maintained. Additionally, for the team leader it could 

be beneficial to know the stage, as it could help to clarify why the team performs in a 
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specific way. Besides, struggling teams could use periodical questionnaires to help 

assess the stage; should the replies be drastically different, it would be a crucial indicator 

that the team is struggling or at least has a difference in opinions. 

The research by Largent and Luer (2010) investigated if Tuckman’s model applies to 

software development teams and they looked at Tuckman’s model under the definition 

that 

“Over time, the team’s skill level rises” 

“Over time, the team’s enthusiasm level starts high, drops, and then returns to a high 

level.”  

Moreover, for the interviews the following statements were used. Some of the statements 

aimed to reflect the skill levels, and the other half focused on enthusiasm level. Below 

some example of statements are provided as per Largent and Luer’s questionaries (2010): 

“I am currently very happy to be a part of my team.  

I am frustrated with one or more of my team members.  

All members on my team are working well together. 

I feel I have every skill I need for my project.  

I need to learn new skills to do my team job well.  

I need to improve my skills to do my team job well.  “  

Applying Largent and Luer (2010) findings to this thesis would indicate how the cross-

organizational teams are aligned and where their challenges lie within skills and 

enthusiasm. By incorporating the agile approach and project management with team 

development the following table could visualize the corresponding statements, which 
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Largent and Luer (2010) used in their research, with the agile framework and researched 

challenges. 

Table 2. Overview of team development statements with incorporated project 
management challenges of agile approach. 

I am currently very happy to be a part of my 
team.  

Enthusiasm 

Motivation 

I am frustrated with one or more of my team 
members.  

Challenges: 
Knowledge management 
Communication 

Skills 

Not sufficient agile practices - 
events 

Lack of productivity 

All members on my team are working well 

together. 

Communication 

Adherence to agile practices 

Understanding of agile ways of 
working 

Self-organization 

I feel I have every skill I need for my project.  
Cross-functional 
Motivation 

Efficiency 

Capabilities 

Time to market I need to learn new skills to do my team job well.  

I need to improve my skills to do my team job well. 
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3 RESEARCH FRAMEWORK  

In this chapter the research framework built on previous literature analysis is presented. 

According to the OTIC framework (By et al 2018), there are four elements of organizational 

change and connections between them vary. As it was mentioned above, this research 

accentuates agile teams, consequently its focus lies on intra-organizational team nexus. 

Moreover, the scope is cross-organizational agile teams, meaning there are two separate 

business entities involved and their respective teams form one agile team, e.g. product 

team of company Y and development team of organization X (Figure 4).  

In this case, the OTIC model would be “duplicated” and additional relationships added 

between Teams and Organizations as well as Individuals. The focus of this thesis is to 

observe the relationship of intra-organizational team nexus, and cross-organizational 

team nexus, excluding the individuals and focusing on the one organization and product 

team (Figure 4). The chosen nexuses of this research are marked in red circles.  

Cross-organizational team nexus: It refers to the relationship between the product team 

and development (dev. team) of the same cross-organizational team. The nexus is studied 

though the product team perception of agile team in general and is marked with red arrow 

(Figure 4). Small team development model and agile project management concepts are 

used.  

Intra-organizational team nexus: It refers to the relationship between the product team 

and its organization. The nexus is studied though the product team perception of change 

management (Kotter’s 8 Step to change model) and is marked with red arrow (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Proposed model of interactions between entities. 

 

3.1 Cross-organizational team nexus 

After establishing the two relationship groups, the next step is to elaborate on each one 

of them by starting with a cross-organizational team nexus (further in the text referring 

also as team nexus). The agile team is formed by product and development teams, which 

belong to different organizations. Agile project management is an approach of constant 

cycle of inspection, adaptation, and transparency (Schwaber & Sutherland 2017). From a 

theoretical perspective, it is expressed as project flow and value generation concepts, 

which drive the ongoing incremental flow of agile teams (Korhonen 2013). However, these 

concepts are not enough to cover the complex interrelationship within the agile team. 

Based on the literature review, the extended small team development model could be 

applied at this instance. Team nexus would be evaluated using Tuckman’s small team 

development model, to be more precise, on the revision by Largent and Luer (2010), as 

they specifically researched software development teams.  
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 aying the Tuckman’s model as a cornerstone for the team analysis enables the author 

to build a cohesive insight into the team dynamics. Understanding the level of skill and 

enthusiasm of each team would contribute to deducing product team-dev. team 

relationships, to apprehend their enthusiasm and professional (i.e. skills) level, their 

attitude and perception of established events, artifacts, and roles. Such approach could 

bring forward the discrepancies, which in turn would highlight challenges the teams are 

facing and could potentially face. Being able to classify a team in terms of the extended 

model would enable it to predict its performance over time, thus the challenges the team 

has experienced or would encounter. Mcgrew et al (1999) concluded that extended model 

“can be a powerful technique for disambiguating relationships among variables”. 

3.2 Intra-organizational team nexus 

Another nexus is intra-organizational team and is studied by applying Kotter’s 8 Step 

model to observe organization - team interaction. Applying this framework from the team's 

perspective provides understanding on how the team perceives and follows the proposed 

changes by organization. Kotter’s framework prompts evaluation of organizational change 

from a holistic perspective. Moreover, it could indicate product team contribution to 

organizational change and strategic goal and indicate how organization supports and 

accelerates the change. This interaction [intra-organizational team], based on the original 

OTIC model, showcases the organizational design, supporting functions, general top 

management leadership and management qualities to facilitate the change. It is important 

to note that the change between team and organization does not always transmit to 

individual change. In addition to that, teams could evaluate how their obstacles are being 

removed and how organization supports and drives the change by rooting new practices 

and behaviors as “new norm”.   
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3.3 Research framework 

Based on the previous analysis of intra-organizational team nexus and team nexus, I 

propose a research framework that guides the empirical study. Each element of the 

research framework is explained below and summarized in the table 3 with the literature 

to support it. In addition, the figure 5 represents how theoretical frameworks interact with 

each other.  

 

Figure 5. Framework interactions overview.  
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Table 3. Overview of research frameworks, their key explanations and literature. 

Focus of 
analysis 
Nexus 

Main dimensions of this nexus Corresponding research 

Intra-

organizational 

team nexus 

• Relationship between 

Organization, Team and Change 

• Change-driven 

• Leadership: guiding coalition and 

how the change is leaded 

• Barriers and drivers: obstacles 

and elements that facilitate the 

change 

• Relationship between agile 

team’s project and company 

strategic vision 

• Organizational strategy agenda: 

team alignment with company 

strategy 

OTIC by By et al (2019) 

Kotter’s 8 steps model by 

Kotter, J. (2007, 2012, 

2018) 

Cross-

organizational 

team nexus 

• Relationships between teams: 

• Enthusiasm and skills: 

motivation and capabilities of 

the team 

• Agile ways of working: 

practices to driving agile 

approach to project 

management and establishing 

a continuous cycle of creating 

value for the end client 

Tuckman’s small team 

development model by 

Largent and Luer (2010) 

Agile approach (Kuster et 

al. 2015, Schwaber & 

Sutherland 2017, Koskela 

& Howell 2002a, 2002b) 
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4 RESEARCH METHODS 

4.1 Research approach 

This master thesis is based on a qualitative inductive approach. Qualitative approach 

enables “contextual understanding”, when researchers pursue understanding of values, 

behaviors, beliefs, experiences, and underlying assumptions (Bryman and Bell, 2011). 

Azungah (2018) suggested that a qualitative approach is necessitated when a researcher 

conducts “a rich descriptive, exploratory and explanatory study”, which is indeed the case 

with this study (Azungah 2018). Qualitative approach is more suitable to generate insights 

that could be challenging to replicate with quantitative approach by providing 

comprehensive and thorough descriptions (Azungah 2018). 

The inductive approach is used for qualitative data analysis, as inductive approach is 

suitable for working with the data based on solely interviewees’ experiences, which lead 

the analysis fully (Miles and Huberman, 1994). The deductive approach, which is not 

suitable in the study, employs a start list and particular concepts are expected to be in the 

data (Miles and Huberman, 1994). The use of multiple participants allows the researcher 

to cross-validate the information supplied by different sources (Bryman and Bell, 

2015; Creswell, 2009). 

4.2 Research context 

The aim of this study is to conduct qualitative research to answer the core question: “What 

are the challenges in cross-organizational agile teams?”. The study examines the 

relationships between the teams and focuses on the challenges the product team has as 

a cross-organizational agile team. The two main supportive questions are: 

Q1. What are the challenges from the perspective of cross-organizational team nexus? 

Q2. What are the challenges from the perspective of intra-organizational team nexus? 

https://www-emerald-com.ezproxy.cc.lut.fi/insight/content/doi/10.1108/qrj-d-18-00035/full/html#ref016
https://www-emerald-com.ezproxy.cc.lut.fi/insight/content/doi/10.1108/qrj-d-18-00035/full/html#ref016
https://www-emerald-com.ezproxy.cc.lut.fi/insight/content/doi/10.1108/qrj-d-18-00035/full/html#ref022
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The focus is on one company and two teams within this firm, which use an agile approach 

to project management and have similar background culturally, although are of different 

functions within the company. Thesis aims to highlight challenges perceived by the 

product team from the perspective of agile team development and challenges resulting 

from change management between the product team and its organization.  The case 

study approach is explained in the next paragraph. 

4.3 Case study 

To obtain in-depth comprehension of challenges and detailed understanding on cross-

organizational team and intra-organizational team nexuses, this study is based on case 

study research design (Eisenhardt 1989, Yin 2009). Such an approach would allow to 

study the agile teams and the challenges faced from two nexuses. Qualitative data is more 

relevant and would enable the author to establish similarities and dissimilarities between 

two cases (Eisenhardt 1989). According to (Yin 2009), selection of case studies should 

be based on such qualifications like being typical, enlightening, or uncommon in some 

way. Eisenhardt (1989) indicated in his paper that “engaging in cross-case analysis 

extends the investigator's expertise beyond the single case”, thus extending the case 

studies to two ensures more solid results and could provide more sophisticated research 

to conclude analytical generalization, than a single case study. 

After collecting the data and analyzing case-studies separately, the cross-case analysis 

was conducted. Some tactics were used by selecting the dimensions and looking for 

within-group similarities and differences. As a result, new model was introduced, which 

embraces the cross-organizational and intra-organizational team nexuses and findings of 

cross-case analysis. 
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4.4 Case company 

The case company is of Fast-moving consumer goods companies (FMCG) and of light 

industry. Such companies produce high consumer demand products, which are acquired 

on a regular basis by consumers. Such examples of FMCG companies could be Mars, 

Unilever, P&G, Coca-Cola, Pepsi, and many others. The company is a beverage FMCG, 

and it is in the top five FMCGs in its area and has a long history. 

In this research the author is part of the case company, thus the sample (case teams) 

were chosen very carefully to ensure the objectivity of answers. Core criteria for the 

sample were as follows. The section of the case is based on these criteria: 

• Have an outsourced development team 

• Operate within agile framework 

• Have been working together over one year  

• All teams are a part of the same company 

• Teams are of different functions or could be of the same function but from different 

operational companies (countries). 

The data was collected from two teams. Product team 1 (team 1) represents a sales 

department and Product team 2 (team 2) - marketing department. Nevertheless, the team 

members of interviewed product teams are of different functions. It is important to mention 

that the general approach is waterfall project management in the case company, and a 

limited number of teams operate under agile approach in the company.  

4.5 Data collection 

The core data collection strategy was semi-structured interviews with the questions 

grouped by respective steps of Kotter’s 8 step model and  argent and  uer’s interview 

framework for Tuckman’s model analysis. According to Saunders et al (2007) such an 

approach with limited interview structure is quite suitable for revealing answers for why, 
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how, and what type of questions. Semi-structured interviews provide an interviewer with 

an opportunity to obtain extensive comprehension on the answers and prompt interviewee 

to reply with in-depth responses (Saunders et al. 2007). To pursue the free flow of the 

interview, the interviewer allowed the conversation to move forward on its own pace. The 

conversation was guided by the interviewer and was based on the predetermined 

questions (see Appendix 1 and 2). It is essential to mention that all questions are 

presented in Appendix 1 and 2 are in their basic form and thus, they were modified for 

each interview to match the position of the interviewee and prompt them for fuller replies. 

For instance, the question could be paraphrased or asked in a different manner. In some 

cases, the answer could be already given as a part of a reply to a previous question, in 

such instance the question would be omitted entirely to avoid repentance and to save 

time. As the interviewer is employed by the Company, it was easier to formulate or 

paraphrase questions based on the local and department specific jargons to ensure the 

complete understanding of the questions by interviewees.  

Тable 4. Interviewees’ details. 

Person 

interviewed  

Organization  Position in the Team 

Female Team 1 Upper-intermediate 

Female  Team 1 Intermediate 

Female Team 1 Junior 

Male Team 1 Junior 

Female Team 1 Junior 

Male Team 2 Upper-intermediate 

Female Team 2 Junior 

Female Team 2 Upper-intermediate 

The interviewees were invited for an online interview.  The anonymity promise was made. 

Consequently, the positions of the interview cannot be disclosed. Eight interviewees 

participated in the interviews, three were of upper-intermediate positions, one middle 

manager and four team members with junior positions (see table 4 above), representing 



38 
 

in total 4 functions and three departments of the company. Generally, the interview lasted 

around 30-40 minutes. All interviews were recorded with the permission of the 

interviewees with a purpose of having them transcripted. Due to the anonymity request, 

transcripts are not shared in the appendix. 

The interviewer followed the time set by prompting the next question should the 

interviewee waver from the subject and/or start repeating themselves. The interviews 

were conducted as the conference calls due to the distance and due to COVID-19 

precaution measures employed by the company. The teams were represented by their 

respective product owners or any other position, who oversees this product/project 

roadmap, development, and budget, in addition to at least two volunteer members of the 

product team. 

4.6 Data analysis  

The analysis was based on Gioia methodology (Gioia et al., 2013). The assumption on 

which Gioia’s approach is based is that people are “knowledgeable agents”, and they 

know their responsibilities and understand the whole situation, thus they can explain their 

logic, actions, and motives. Such belief validates the interviewees as knowledgeable and 

trust-worthy sources of information (Gioia et al., 2013).  

After conducting the interviews, the recordings were transcripted. The results were 

analyzed through a qualitative research process based on qualitative inductive 

codification. The research methodology of conceptual codification is based on Gioia et al 

(2013) methodology. It includes three stages. 

1st order concepts. Firstly, the researcher red the transcripts very carefully and assigned 

relevant paragraphs or text segments to the relevant research questions. Research 

questions were grouped under two nexuses: 1) cross-organizational team nexus with the 

three main question blocks of motivation and enthusiasm, skills, and agile practices, and 

2) intra-organizational team nexus. The data was grouped if it had similar meaning, then 
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refined and clusters reduced. By such approach 1st order concepts were created based 

on a descriptive process of analyzing the interviews considering two main research 

questions. 

2nd order themes. Based on the received statements, specific groupings (blocks) were 

generated under each nexus, and 2nd order themes emerged based on concept analysis, 

which also included grouping of similar statements together and removing duplicates to 

reduce the number of categories to a more manageable number, aiming to 25-30 as 

proposed by Gioia et al. (2013) codification methodology. Themes were derived from the 

raw transcripts with inductive approach. This step was iterative, moving between first-

order concepts to establish the patters and connections. The first order was more 

information centric, and second order has more research-centric concepts (Gioia et al 

2013). 

3rd order aggregate dimensions. Next step was to generate final aggregation or 

conceptual code that aggregated different second order themes into same categories. At 

this stage, the author is considered as a knowledgeable agent. This analysis phase 

includes looking deeper and seeking connections between 2nd order themes, to challenge 

them and establish aggregate dimensions linking those themes under one dimension. 

After analyzing each case separately, the cross-case analysis was done to indicate 

similarities and commonalities. The analysis was performed by comparing each case 2nd 

order themes by seeking similarities and corresponding dimensions. It resulted in having 

an aggregated data structure, leading to an evaluation of interview results under joint 

dimensions to establish challenges to answer the research questions. This results in a 

data structure framework that includes the main first order, 2nd order and third order codes. 

4.7 Reliability and validity 

Ali and Yusud (2012) indicated some criteria to acknowledge when performing a case 

study: credibility (internal validity) and reliability. Validity and reliability of the research aim 

to remove researchers biased opinion and improve transparency. Validity is reached by 



40 
 

performing a survey between the teams to validate some answers of the team 

representative as well as interviewing members of different functions but of the same Agile 

team. As the author is part of the Company there is a risk of “going native”, however the 

questions were phrased to elicit the honest reply and avoided phrasing like ‘‘Wouldn’t you 

agree that…?’’ as advised by Gioia et al. (2013) 

It might be challenging to reach reliability of this research, “as reliability and if the results 

of a study can be reproduced under a similar methodology, then the research instrument 

is considered to be reliable” (Joppe 2000). The research is case based and results may 

vary from one case company to another. Nevertheless, two separate teams from different 

departments are studied which improved the sample and reliability quality of this research. 

The agile teams do not work together, have different end clients, and do not have the 

same development teams. 
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5 RESULTS 

The analysis of the results based on data analysis is presented in this chapter. First, each 

case is analyzed as a separate entity. This include team 1, which is mainly focused on 

project in sales, and team 2 - projects in marketing. Secondly, cross-case analysis is 

conducted to answer the research questions. The data structure (Figure 6) reflects the 

structure and relationships between 1st order concepts, 2nd order themes and aggregate 

dimensions, which are explained later in this chapter. After cross-case analysis the new 

model (Figure 7) is introduced, and it highlights how aggregate dimensions of challenges 

are interconnected with the themes and nexuses allowing to visualize dependencies 

between them. 

It is critical to mention that the focus is on challenges, so positive concepts, where there 

is a lack of challenges are noted later in the text, and not included in the data structure. 

One such positive (challenge-lacking) concept is the team does not perceive agile values 

as a challenge, moreover it finds them quite beneficial with the statements like: 

“Agile ways of working positively affect critical thinking.” 
“Agile ways of working enable flexibility.” 
“Agile supports the quick testing, receiving feedback and making changes if needed. “



42 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 6. Data structure. 
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5.1 Cross-organizational team nexus analysis 

In this section the findings of both teams (1 and 2) are presented. After analyzing the 

transcripts, the list of main points was created. By seeking similarities, it was possible to 

round it down to the list of the first order concepts, which is presented below. The next 

paragraphs provide comprehensive analysis, on how these tentative themes were 

originated based on the first order concepts for cross-organizational team nexus.  

Regarding the replies on motivation and enthusiasm questions, the first theme is product 

team empowerment, and it is derived after following first order concepts of: 

1. Product team motivation is less, when they do not have control over vendors and 

decision-making power, acceleration due to budget or some organizational issues.  

2. Motivated product team, although sometimes less motivated. 

3. Happy to be a part of this team and product.  

4. Level of dependency on internal stakeholders 

5. Low power to influence development. 
 

The core idea of Agile is to deliver the product with high value for customers in the shortest 

possible time (Agile manifesto, 2001). The product team is struggling to create value due 

to the blockers, as the team lacks control or power to do so due to some barriers. Some 

interviewees noted their product team does not have full decision-making power, 

consequently there is lack of product team empowerment to undertake actions and keep 

the required acceleration for the development.  

As one of the interviewees emphasized: “no matter the team’s hard work”, if the product 

team is not capable of delivering the value in the end, it demotivates the team members. 

The interview results show the product team connects the end results (delivering the right 

value for customers) as their success criteria. If they cannot deliver it because of some 

blockers, it decreases the motivation. The interviewees showed the same unity in their 

replies regarding team and individual skill level with the common sentiment that constant 
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improvement of the skills is needed, however at the moment the teams are quite self-

organized and capable of reaching their objectives. 

Some admitted that COVID-19 had a few negative implications on the ways of working 

(remote work). The teams had to adapt and normalize to new communication norms and 

operations. Almost every interviewee noted that Covid-19 had impact on their ways of 

working, ranging from lack of face-to-face communication to budget derogations.  Covid-

19 brought a lot of uncertainty and disturbance into their business processes. It was and 

still is an uncertainty for the teams - how the business will run and what implications it 

might have on the Company in terms of budget, general strategy, so concepts on Covid-

19 reflect uncertainty of external threats – 2nd order concept derived from these 1st order 

themes: 

• Covid-19 had negative implications on budget, hence negative impact on value 

generation and time to market, hence less motivation and enthusiasm.  

• Remote work and lack of face-to-face meetings have negative impacts on 

motivation. 

The large block of first-order concepts results in agile transformation as a common 

theme between them. The product team expressed a definite frustration with the 

development team and agile practices among the cross-organizational agile team. 

Interestingly, the product team showed unhappiness with the development team citing 

their lack of involvement, motivation and understanding of the product and 

customers, inadequate adherence to agile practices, and bureaucratic barriers between 

their organizations, which negatively affect time to market. The full list of those concepts 

is reflected in the data structure (Figure 6).  

Cross-functional business process (i.e. cooperation) 2nd order theme appears due to 

team 1’s project being interconnected with other functions. Some departments were noted 

to support a fruitful cooperation; however, some cooperation was rather challenging. The 

1st order concepts include the following statements, which have a clear theme of lack of 
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established cross-functional business process, challenges in communicating the shared 

strategic goal, mission, and shared values as well:  

• Outside members are not always self-organized.  

• Lack of project vision and mission understanding in some cooperating 

departments=> less productivity. 

• Lack of shared values 

General approach was highlighted as focused on value generation. Nevertheless, some 

blockers have a negative impact on time to market like budget, long approval process and 

time-consuming requirement management process. According to Kotter (2018), for a 

change to succeed, it needs to be accommodated and barriers to be removed, thus the 

2nd order theme of facilitating the barrier removal. Within facilitation of barrier removal 

also lies 1st order concepts of organization being unable to always comprehend, support 

and enable “learning fast, failing cheap” concept for the team. This concept was described 

by the interviewees as validating new hypotheses quickly, testing their concepts and 

proving their value on a small scale first, hence cheap as no major investments involved, 

to obtain the knowledge if some specific endeavor is valuable before committing to more 

significant resource investments. 

The last 2nd order theme of team nexus analysis is non-agile vendor cooperation. Team 

2 has a few vendors and only part of those suppliers does work and know an agile project 

management approach. The interviewees generally reflected on two main approaches in 

such a situation: being flexible and adapting to the vendor or vendors being flexible and 

adapting to the team's ways of working. The concept also show that it is hard to operate 

outside of the team, as “outsiders”, whether other internal company’s departments or 

vendors, do not always comprehend agile and its ways of working and sense of urgency.  

To sum up the cross-organizational team nexus analysis, the table (Appendix 3 and 

Appendix 4) shows these concepts and resulting second order themes. The findings 

highlight that the teams perceive agile benefits, find themselves flexible, however admit 

that constant improvement of their skills is needed. Moreover, the challenges are 
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considered within six main themes, which are dependent on other stakeholders like 

development team, other organizational departments, and management as well. COVID-

19 consequences additionally generated some uncertainty to the team by affecting the 

financial planning and creating uncertainty regarding project continuity and their scope.  

5.2 Intra-organization team nexus analysis 

Intra-organizational team nexus analysis showed majorly similar concepts from the 

interviewees of both teams. Some statements were milder in their expression, some were 

more straightforward. All interviewees agreed that there is a definite long-term strategy, 

which the team is aiming to help the organization to achieve with their work. Moreover, 

focus is on long-term wins, however quarterly short-term wins are accepted mostly within 

the team. 

Building awareness theme goes along with the interviewees’ concerns that there is a 

deficit of wide-spread and holistic communication in the company about Big Opportunity. 

Furthermore, some interviewees indicated lack of understanding of generated value by 

reaching this objective in the end. Interestingly, all participants know and can articulate 

the Big Strategy. Moreover, team members pointed out the message and values could be 

possibly communicated in a different way to reach the recipients better, depending on 

their position and department within the company. 

• Uncertainty on what the final value would be. 

• Lack of awareness due to lack of communication. 

• There is some communication about general strategy and direction, but it is rare 

and does not create a whole picture. 

• Not communicating the strategic goals/initiatives across the involved parties, 

maybe the communication/message is incorrect. 

Second theme is sustaining acceleration, which combines the concepts of decreasing 

sense of urgency and losing momentum. The acceleration was described as wavey, in 
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some cases as a line going up, however very slowly. Some statements reflect the 

decreasing loss of involvement from top to down, affecting the available resources and 

creating some uncertainty on the sense of urgency. 

• Uncertainty of sense of urgency (from low to high).  

• Losing momentum for this project, lack of sense of urgency from top-down 

• Level of interest and engagement in initiative from the Organization has been 

decreasing.  

• Acceleration perceived as wavy, slowly going up 

Remarkably close theme to sustaining acceleration is barrier removal. There is a strong 

belief that upon request the organization would provide necessary support to the team. 

Critical barriers marked in the interviews were bureaucracy, hence time-consuming 

approval process, for instance, in obtaining approvals. Additionally, some interviewees 

commented that “There are no blockers needed removal”. 

Interviewees were rather hesitant to elaborate on the guiding coalition and how the change 

is led. In general, there is a guiding coalition, which emphasizes long-term wins. Some 

members commented that it does not feel structured. All the statements around coalition 

and respective issues clearly express the theme “leading the change”. Examples of 1st 

order concepts are quoted below: 

• Organization supports initiatives, but approval time consuming 

• Organization does not always enable” learning fast, failing cheap” concept 

• Leadership is competent, but it does not feel structured.  

• Some walk the talk, not all. 

“Leading the change” resulted from the 1st order concepts that mostly new initiatives and 

requests for change come from down to top, which on the positive side, is welcomed and 

supported by management. On the other hand, such escalation might require time 

resulting in delayed decision-making and approval, facilitation, and resource allocation. 
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Additionally, lack of change acknowledgment and communication generate frustration and 

lack of shared understanding on the company’s journey on the side of teams. 

There is no definite strategy or process on company level to seize the change, to make 

sure that new practices are taking roots and replacing old ways of working, behavior on 

an organizational level. Some 1sr order concepts support that finding:  

“No processes to establish new practices, behaviors, norms.’ 

‘We are not seizing the change as an organization, not enough top-down drive.’ 

As well as with the leading the change, the answers were hesitant and vogue about how 

the change is seized, and new practices and ways of working are becoming a new norm. 

There are some structural changes, and the change could be initiated from top-down and 

down-top, however, many replies were along the lines the change is not very distinctive. 

Nevertheless, there were some good examples of new practices being slowly adapted in 

agile teams across departments.  

Moreover, when answering on how the change is instituted, the concepts of agile 

transformation and change management were raised. Some indicated that there are only 

a few agile teams; and in general organization does not work in agile project management, 

which could impact the change process. Additionally, there are leaders in agile 

transformation to set an example, however the challenge is to contribute to new practices 

adaptation, so new norms could replace the old ways of working, “be rooted”.  

The analysis also indicated that agile transformation is generally concentrated on a small 

number of teams, while all other teams and departments keep a standard, more waterfall, 

project management style. When agile teams communicate outside their usual circle, they 

must enlighten their colleagues of their ways of working, which could, to some extent, 

greatly differ from the usual ones.  Some interviewees indicated they do not see people 

management regarding developing and accommodating new agile capabilities in the 

company, what leads to the last theme in intra-organizational team nexus - seizing the 

change. 1st order concepts are listed below: 
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• Missing the role of agile coach/scrum master, who would assist in transformation 

to agile. 

• Change credibility cannot be created if these practices are not acknowledged by 

the whole Agile Team and stakeholders. 

It is curious how all interviewees describe acceleration as a wave, at some point 

fluctuating up and down with no clear perspective on sense of urgency. Some even 

commented that there is no direct sense of urgency or pressure from management. 

Moreover, there is no direct linkage between acceleration perception and sense of 

urgency, thus the first theme is establishing urgency within intra-organizational team 

nexus. 

• The organization creates a sense of urgency but does not drive 

• Acceleration as dotted and wavy, growing up and then down 

To sum up the findings on the intra-organizational team nexus, there were seven 2nd-order 

themes generated including two themes (facilitating the barrier removal and agile 

transformation), which were also mentioned in cross-organizational nexus. The findings 

show a capable guiding coalition, however lacking strategic goal communicated well 

across the organization, and challenges in establishing and sustaining the acceleration. 

Additionally, some challenges were indicated in instituting the change. 

5.3 Main concepts on agile team challenges 

This section explains the aggregate dimensions based on the 2nd order themes of the 

analysis of cross-organizational team nexus and organizational-team nexus. The table 5 

below presents the overview on 2nd theme origin: nexus, block, and what team (1 or 2). 

The table 5 below highlights the joint view on case studies’ summarized themes and 

dimensions. It consists of five columns. The first column is the studied nexus, the second 

column is a block of questions under each nexus. Blocks are part of cross-organizational 

team nexus, as this relationship consists of several theories. In intra-organizational team 
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nexus there is only one theory used, hence no blocks needed. Third and fourth columns 

are the team 1 and team 2 themes respectively, and the last column represents 

aggregated dimensions.  

Тable 5. Cross-case analysis of aggregated dimensions and themes. 

Nexus Block Team 1 - themes Team 2 - themes Dimension 

Cross- 
organizational 
team 

 Motivation and 
enthusiasm  

Product team empowerment 
 

Agile capabilities 

Agile transformation  
 

Skills Agile transformation 

Agile approach Agile transformation 
 

Cross-functional business 
process 

 

 
Non-agile vendor 
cooperation 

Intra- 
organizational 
team 

 
Agile transformation 

 

Cross-
organizational 
team 

Motivation and 
enthusiasm 

Uncertainty of external threats  

Preserve the 
credibility of the 
change effort 
 

 

Agile approach Facilitating the barrier removal  

Intra- 
organizational 
team 

  
Establishing urgency  

Facilitating the barrier removal     

Sustaining acceleration 
 

 

Intra- 
organizational 
team 

 
Seizing the change Change ambiguity   

Building awareness 
 

 

Leading the change  
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As a result of the analysis, I elaborate a research framework based on three main 

concepts: agile capabilities, credibility of the change effort, change ambiguity. 

Agile capabilities 

Agile capabilities refer to necessary capabilities, which are required to support agile ways 

of working and drive agile transformation (Mahadevan, Paquette, Rashid, Ustinov 2019). 

This dimension is aggregated based on the 2nd order themes of: 

• Agile transformation 

• Product team empowerment 

• Non-agile vendor cooperation 

• Cross-functional business process 

To begin with the dimension of Agile Capabilities, the themes above are similar, as they 

all are, in a nutshell, part of the agile process. Schwaber & Sutherland (2017), Schwaber 

& Beedle (2002) reflected in their works that an agile team should be independent and 

have enough capability for decision-making to generate the end-result, hence faster 

delivering the value for the customer. Lack of empowerment and lack of agile practice 

following and understanding indicates that the teams are struggling sometimes with the 

lack of above-mentioned capabilities, such as independence and capability for delivering 

the value at a quicker pace. 

The agile transformation is happening, but there are not enough capabilities to build the 

process of smooth transition from old ways of working into the new ones. The team 

requires constant skill improvement, however due to their cross-organizational 

partnerships and outside team cooperation, some agile capabilities are not extended to 

other stakeholders. The challenge is to develop some agile capabilities across different 

functions, as the organization facilitates and leads this agile change and aims to build 

agile capabilities in the company. 
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Preserve the credibility of the change effort 

The following 2nd order themes form the dimension of preserving the credibility of the 

change effort: 

• Sustain acceleration 

• Establishing urgency 

• Uncertainty of external threats 

• Facilitating barrier removal 

Any change process requires managing the erupting barriers to support the acceleration 

(Kotter 2018). The theme of “Uncertainty of external threats” is the response or lack of 

thereof to the dynamic and changing environment. Such an unprecedented occurrence 

like Covid-19 could, of course, affect the sense of urgency and lead to reprioritization of 

strategic goals. It is the type of such a threat and a barrier that the Company is not able 

to remove. Moreover, 2nd theme of “Facilitating the barrier removal”, which was mentioned 

by each team’s analysis, highlights the necessity to support the change and managerial 

commitment to change by acknowledging and facilitating the barrier removal. It is 

essential to provide the team with the necessary resources as well as preserving the 

credibility of change effort within the company (Kotter 2018), hence the dimension of 

“Preserve the credibility of the change effort”. 

According to Kotter (2018), the sense of urgency has a direct impact on the change 

results. By keeping the acceleration up, the organization proceeds with the change, if 

every member of the change acknowledges its importance and the big objective to be 

reached in the end (Kotter 2013). To keep the momentum, the organization facilitates the 

barrier removal and sustains the acceleration. 
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Change ambiguity 

Last dimension is change ambiguity. It reflects only 2ns themes of intra-organizational 

team nexus, where all other dimensions include themes generated in both nexuses. 

Change ambiguity reflects some of Kotter’s (201 ) step to change management.  

• Seizing the change 

• Leading the change 

• Building awareness 

The themes of Seizing and leading the change and Building awareness could be 

aggregated into the dimension of Change Ambiguity. Building awareness is one of the 

first crucial and challenging steps in Kotter’s 8 steps model, and Seizing the change is 

one of the last final steps. The interview results indicated some discrepancies of the entire 

process. There were indicators that there is a lack of process to institute the change and 

root new practices.  

5.4  Cross-case analysis 

For cross-case analysis the similarities and differences between both cases were studied. 

Some reflection on the similarities and aggregated dimensions were discussed in previous 

chapter. Table 5 was used as a foundation for cross-case analysis, which resulted in a 

new model. Figure 7 displays a new model of how findings of this research relate to the 

initial framework in chapter 3. All dimensions are circled in red. 

Agile capabilities 

Figure 7 highlights specific 2nd order themes aggregating the agile capabilities dimension 

and shows, how these themes, hence dimensions, relates to change stakeholders (OTIC 

model) and nexuses with its core blocks: skills and enthusiasm (Tuckman’s model) and 
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agile approach (agile project management) in cross-organizational nexus and intra-

organizational team nexus.  

It is visible that agile transformation is peculiar to both teams and was placed within the 

skills block of team nexus. Despite some differences in the perception of skills, both teams 

place value on the team skills, as it facilitates the team growth and understanding of agile 

practices. With the dynamic environment agile team’s skill set would change to match new 

environments and project iterations. 

Moreover, agile transformation, which summarizes concepts of establishing agile ways of 

working within product and development team, creating, and supporting the agile values, 

skills within the team to support such transformation, acknowledging agile project 

management approach across the stakeholders, is present in each block of cross-

organizational team nexus and intra-organizational team relationship. Other similarities 

include uncertainty of external threats, which is an implication of COVID-19 impact on the 

ways of working, affecting the motivation of the teams. Both teams perceive a lack of agile 

approach outside their teams as a barrier for growth, which affects their effort to generate 

the right value at a quicker pace. It is curious how challenges in team nexus for every 

team is mostly aggregated in agile capabilities dimensions.  

Change ambiguity 

This dimension is only peculiar to themes originated in the intra-organizational team 

nexus. The findings represent lack of clarity on the change process within the organization 

and how the change is led and captured. Curiously, the agile transformation and barrier 

facilitation themes are also aggregated within intra-organizational team, linking 

organization and its change management to the team relationships. 
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Preserving the credibility of the change effort 

Preserving the credibility of the change effort is aggregated from both nexuses and 

includes how the urgency is created and the change sustained with the link to team nexus 

by removing obstacles and eliminating uncertainty. Both teams’ analysis indicated the 

linkage between uncertainty and enthusiasm. The difference is in the perceiving the 

barrier removal, which some assign to cross-organizational nexus and some to intra-

organizational team nexus. Such placement along nexuses indicates that barrier removal 

is relevant to all stakeholders depending on the context. 

 

Figure 7. New model of incorporated themes and dimensions to nexuses. 
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6 DISCUSSION 

Research was conducted using a case study approach with two case studies represented 

by two teams, which were both part of the same organization and have external vendors 

and adhere to agile ways of project management. The figure 7 above represents how the 

findings contribute to the original theoretical framework. Cross-case analysis showed that 

all challenges faced by these teams could be aggregated in three core dimensions:  

1. Agile capabilities 
2. Preserving the credibility of the change effort 
3. Change ambiguity 

 

Cross-organizational team nexus 

As mentioned above, team nexus (cluster between dev. team and product team in figure 

7) is established by skills, enthusiasm, and agile practices. The research showed that the 

teams (here and later teams refer to product teams) are enthusiastic and find their skill 

level quite suitable. Requirement management and value generation do not represent a 

challenge, and teams see benefit of iterative approach and agile mindset on quicker result 

achievement, which supports Medinilla (2012) view of positive impact of agile project 

management value. 

Agile approach to project management implies value generation and flow model 

(Korhonen 2013, Schwaber & Sutherland 2017) via its events, artifact, and roles. This 

study employed an additional model (Tuckman’s small team development model by 

Largent and Luert 2010) to measure and research agile teams. The findings showed that 

skills and enthusiasm, key two elements of the model, are quite a capable tool to evaluate 

agile capabilities and the credibility of the change effort. This study considers an agile 

team as two separate entities formed by product and vendor teams, which go through 

independent stages of transformation and development, however, nevertheless these two 

teams have the same product and objective to accomplish. The agile team 

synchronization and alignment is quite a challenge. The application of Tuckman’s model 
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to evaluate each team stage and agile team could be a useful tool for inspection, 

transparency, and adaptation purposes.  

Besides challenging agile capabilities, the external threats and uncertainty is a common 

challenge this year. COVID-19 had a disruptive impact on ways of working and increased 

the uncertainty within the teams. It is interesting how this uncertainty was indicated in the 

cross-organizational team nexus – affecting the motivation and enthusiasm. It is perceived 

in the same dimension as most of the challenges assigned to intra-organizational team 

nexus. It could be speculated that uncertainty of external issues is expected to be 

addressed on organization level to preserve the change credibility of the team efforts and 

which has a direct effect on team motivation and enthusiasm. 

Intra-organizational team nexus 

Agile approach within team nexus showed mostly challenges outside the team due to 

external functions not following agile principles. Main challenge anyway in the team nexus 

remains in agile capabilities. Bass (2016), Beck & Beedle (2001), Schwaber & Sutherland 

(2017) and Korhonen (2013) indicate that agile supports flexibility and allows faster 

response to changing environment, the research showed that lack of agile capabilities 

could affect value generation and general flow as well as time to market of product 

delivery. Bass et al. (2018) mentioned that with outsourced dev. team the product team 

exercises less control, which is proved by “product empowerment” theme in the findings. 

Moreover, lack of motivation towards the end-product could be a challenge (Bass et al. 

2018), and again it is proven within this case study that the vendor does not perceive the 

customer as an end client, but rather sees the product team as one.  

The findings indicate that agile capabilities are addressed within and outside the team, 

especially with the theme of agile transformation penetrating all three blocks of team 

nexus and intra-organizational team one as well. It could be discussed that the 

organization should be an active participant in agile transformation. Gill et al. (2016) et al 

commented that agile adaptation in the company could be a challenging process and it is 

indeed. Akbas (2019) and Moody et al. (2019) concluded that agile needs coaching, 
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communication, and facilitation, which is again considered challenging. It could be 

assumed that extending the agile events to include organization as a stakeholder in the 

process of developing agile capabilities could enable more transparency and adaptation. 

Additionally, results showed that organization is considered as the core stakeholder in 

preserving the change by addressing challenges of ambiguity and lack of credibility by 

establishing capabilities and facilitating barrier removal, ensuring urgency, short term 

wins, and building awareness. It supports Bass (2016) suggestion that new ceremonies 

could be created because of the change. 

It could be hypothesized that agile iterative approach challenges the team with constant 

process of value generation and uncertainty management, so the agile teams require 

more alignment with the organization’s strategy, consequently requiring more alignment 

between stakeholders (OTIC model). To prove that point, the findings show that teams 

seize the change but feel that the organization is not part of the process fully. It adds to 

the point that there could be more touchpoints within the team and organization to address 

change ambiguity and the change credibility. Kotter (2014) mentions that bureaucratic 

practices could be a challenge and slow down the acceleration, which the findings confirm 

with the dimension of credibility. Moreover, challenge might appear when there is no 

articulation and communication of sense of urgency, as it affects the result in a most 

drastic way (Kotter 2014). Lack of support, sense of urgency creation from the 

organization might lead to the team feeling alienated and decrease organization change 

efforts.  
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7 CONCLUSION 

The objective of this thesis was to indicate challenges of the cross-organizational agile 

teams. This study examines the challenges in cross-organizational agile teams from two 

perspectives: cross-organizational team nexus and intra-organizational team nexus. 

Cross-organizational team nexus focuses on  argent and  uer’s view (2010) on the 

team's stage based on their skills and enthusiasm and on agile approach (flow and value 

generation). Intra-organizational team nexus was studied from change management 

theory, specifically Kotter’s 8 steps model. The results show the complexity and 

interconnection of nexuses and present three aggregated dimensions of challenges. 

7.1 Theoretical contributions and implications  

This research includes three main theoretical contribution. First to adaptation and agile 

cross-organizational team nexus. Second to analysis of OTIC model of change 

stakeholders. Third, it contributes to Kotter’s model on change management. 

First, this study verifies that  argent and  uer’s (2010) adaptation of Tuckman’s (1977) 

model is a valid perspective to understand the challenges of agile cross-organizational 

team nexus. Tuckman’s model could find a great application in the agile approach by 

introducing small team development stages and using  argent and  uer’s (2010) 

approach to identify stages of it based on enthusiasm and skill levels. Findings show that 

there are a significant number of internal challenges within the agile team. There is a 

challenge in the perceived skill level, agile transformation and capabilities by product 

teams compared to dev. teams. To facilitate smoother agile transformation and teams 

obtaining necessary agile capabilities, the agile team must pass through all stages from 

forming to performing to reach its full potential. Consequently, Tuckman’s model could 

find tactical implication in agile project management by the teams using enthusiasm and 

skill levels to ensure their shared stage and to focus on areas for improvement. It could 

enable additional level of transparency, adaptation and inspection, in other words 
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incorporating Tuckman’s small team development model as a part of agile ways of 

working. 

Second, this study supports the analysis of OTIC model of change stakeholders. Three 

dimensions, aggregated in the end, show that in every case organization is a significant 

stakeholder in cross-organizational team nexus, and product teams place responsibility to 

preserve the change effort within its agile team with the organization, supporting the OTIC 

model view on change stakeholders. The credibility of the change relates to team 

enthusiasm, and sustaining the acceleration and especially barrier removal considered to 

be both team and organization responsibility, when needed. However, organizational 

change management process is organization responsibility in terms of establishing 

urgency, creating top-down strategy, and sustaining acceleration, as in the end 

organization is considered a resource holder.  

Third, this study supports the Kotter’s model of change management. By discarding the 

bureaucratic practices and inept operations, change leaders facilitate the necessary 

freedom for employees to drive the change and generate legitimate progress. Kotter 

(2018) lists the following barriers as common: “silos, parochialism, pressure to hit 

numbers, complacency, legacy rules or procedures, and limited access to key 

stakeholders and leaders”.  (Kotter 1996, 23, Kotter & Rathgeber 2006, 83). The findings 

show that the challenges introduced within Kotter’s model are indeed valid for cross-

organization teams from intra-organizational team perspective with a direct effect on the 

cross-organizational team nexus.  

It could be speculated that due to faster flow, teams are more prone and are applicable to 

introduce new ideas and endeavors from down to top, rather than anticipating the top-

down strategic initiatives. As Kotter (2014) states, the guiding coalition is the driving force 

and need to have necessary capabilities to set the strategy and remove barriers. However, 

the results confirm there is a capable guiding coalition, to which the product teams gladly 

and easily present new proposals, is a bit contradicting to the challenges raised in the 

findings (barrier removal, sustaining the change, change ambiguity). It could be an 

interesting concept for further research if agile teams require adjustments in how an 
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organization performs its change management or in general if Kotter’s model is not quite 

suitable for cross-organizational teams. 

It could be speculated that change ambiguity might have a direct influence in preserving 

the credibility change dimension, as some themes are part of the change management 

framework. The challenge is also in having tangible results of the change, as small wins 

are celebrated only within the team, but they might require a more widespread celebration 

(Kotter & Rathgeber 2006). Wins are not only part of the team, but wins also (Kotter 2018) 

show that there are enough capabilities for the change and the teams prove that they have 

it. It complements the previously mentioned point and contributes to the theory that 

organization might need to be more involved in obtaining and proving that it has the 

capabilities to change as well. 

7.2 Implications for practice: agile team management 

From a management perspective, this study highlights the importance of change 

management as a whole process. Moreover, the importance of facilitating and sustaining 

the sense of urgency plays an important role in decreasing the ambiguity and preserving 

the change effort. Thirdly, the study indicates the significance of organization as a 

stakeholder to participate in agile team development, as lack of presence, facilitation, 

urgency establishment, change leadership could impact the team development and value 

generation, enthusiasm, and motivation in a negative way. Organizational change 

management process was indicated in the dimensions to be solely organization 

responsibility in terms of establishing urgency, creating top-down strategy, and sustaining 

acceleration, as in the end organization is considered a resource holder. Moreover, 

positive environment, where it is applicable for teams to introduce new ideas and 

endeavors from down to top, could stimulate project acceleration. 
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For agile team leader, this study highlights the importance of monitoring skill and 

enthusiasm levels within the cross-organizational agile team and introduces a possible 

model to do so (Tuckman’s). If the product team is not capable of delivering the value in 

the end, it demotivates the team members. Additionally, this thesis presents possible 

dimensions and themes of challenges, so agile leaders could increase their awareness 

and react pro-actively by focusing on missing capabilities to build or strengthen them. 

Teams see benefit of iterative approach and agile mindset for result achievement, quicker 

time to market delivery. Requirement management and value generation were not a 

challenge for the teams; however, it could change from one team to another. Thus, it is 

important to acknowledge that challenges could differ form team to team. 

In practice, intra-organizational team nexus challenges could be addressed by linking 

agile capability development to the strategic development and the strategic goal, which 

cascades into the number of initiatives and projects. In the findings it was indicated that 

the change acceleration was not marked as steady. Kotter (2012, 2018) attributes 

challenges with sustain acceleration to several reasons. First, bureaucratic practices and 

inept operations must be discarded to facilitate the necessary freedom for employees to 

drive the change and generate legitimate progress. Consequently, managerial support 

and commitment to change must be granted to cross-organizational team nexus in 

some capacity by acknowledging and facilitating the barrier removal. Kotter (2018) 

emphasizes that undertaking action is crucial for success - it motivates the teams and 

provides the team with necessary resources, and in the end preserves the credibility of 

change effort within the company. 

Other implication on practice is developing learning-oriented culture and celebrating short 

wins more openly across all nexuses (Kotter 2018). Any tangible and visible results 

demonstrate that the transformation is ongoing and motivates stakeholders to sustain the 

change acceleration. Win could be extended from financial values to taken actions, 

learned lessons, improved process, behavioral pattern, etc (Kotter 2018). In most cases, 

the change is a long-term endeavor, short-term wins create a compelling evidence that 

the transformation is ongoing, eliminating any passive anticipation of long-term wins 
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(Kotter 2012). Lastly, Mahadevan et al. (2019) suggest having a strong set of roles. One 

of such roles is agile coach, which would build, guide and coach the process of becoming 

agile across intra-organizational team and cross-organizational team nexuses. Agile 

transformation is a challenging process and building the right capabilities would empower 

the teams to work in iterative cycles and to have fast learnings and quick decisions making 

cycles. 

7.3 Limitations and future directions 

This study focused on sole organization, and further research in the dimensions could 

show different results in other companies, industries, and teams. Therefore, it would be 

interesting to examine if the proposed dimensions could be indicated in other case studies, 

as the dimensions might not be applicable to all contexts and locations. Nevertheless, 

some FMCGs could share similar results due to their nature of waterfall project 

management with a limited number of employees implementing an agile approach and IT 

not being a core business focus. The author being a part of the interviewed organizations 

could also have had an impact on the perceived replies from the interviewees.  

This study findings reveal that dimensions include themes from both nexuses, which could 

lead further research to study the dimensions and their relationships. Future direction 

could be to research how change management affects agile capabilities and agile 

transformation of the teams. Additionally, more focus might be placed on preserving the 

agile change credibility of the teams on managerial level.  

An important direction would be to study the implementations of the Tuckman’s model in 

agile transformation of the cross-organizational teams. Moreover, the team enthusiasm 

could be an interesting perspective on the success of some organizational changes. This 

study revealed the applicability of a small team development model to evaluate the agile 

team relationships, and further research in this matter could be very much relevant. 
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The case study was conducted during quite turbulent times in the world and especially for 

business. It could be also presumed that COVID-19 affected ways of working, and its 

implications on cross-organizational teams could be quite a common focus: COVID-19 as 

uncertainty factor disrupting the old norms and pressuring teams and organizations to 

change. The study showed there might be more potential for the research of cross-

organizational agile teams from within and outside the team’s perspectives.  

.  
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APPENDIX 

Appendix 1. Team development interview. 

Statement 

Question 

Helping question topics to 
elaborate and/or drive the 
interview 

I am currently very happy to be a part of my team.  

How do you feel about his project (happy, motivated)? 
Could you elaborate what makes you feel that way? 

Enthusiasm - are you 
enthusiastic about your project? 

Motivation - Do you feel 
motivated to develop this 
product?  

I am frustrated with one or more of my team 

members.  

Are you frustrated with one or more of your team 
members? What is the root cause of this frustration? 
You can also recall past occurrences. 

Challenges: 
Knowledge management 
Communication 

Skills 

Not sufficient agile practices - 
events 

Lack of productivity 

All members on my team are working well together. 

Would you agree with this statement “All members on 
my team are working well together” and why? 

Communication 

Adherence to agile practices 

Understanding of agile ways of 
working 

Self-organization 

I have every skill I need for my project.  
I need to improve my skills to do my team job well 

How do you feel about the statements above? 

How would you rate your agile team skills? 

Cross-functional 
Motivation 

Efficiency 

Capabilities 

Time to market 

Who is your end client? 
Customer vs client challenge 
(value generation theory) 



 
 

How does your team refine customer requirements? 
Value generation theory 

How does your team deal with uncertainty (in timeline, 
requirements, etc.) 

Flow theory 

 

 
 

  



 
 

Appendix 2. Interviews question - general  

Question blocks with example per 
subject 

Theoretical concepts/themes 

Strategic vision and sense of urgency 

1. Establishing a sense of urgency 

How would you describe your 
product/project impact on the 
company?  

What value do you generate for end 
clients and company? What is the 
end goal? 

Sense of urgency 

Reason for change and value of the change 

Guiding coalition, action empowerment and sustaining the change 

2.Creating the guiding coalition 

Who is the change leader(s)? / Who 
promotes the change?/ Who 
sponsors the change? 

How would you describe their power 
to guide and drive this change?  

The guiding coalition 

Power to guide and diversity of the coalition 

• competent communication 
• analytical skills 
• authority and credibility 
• leadership competencies 
• different company functions and 

grades to support cross-functional 
cooperation and succeed in their 
mission to lead the change.  

3.Form a strategic vision and 
initiatives 

What is the strategic vision of the 
above-mentioned Big Opportunity? 

Big Opportunity 

Strategy and corresponding initiatives 



 
 

What is the cause of the change? 
What initiatives are to be launched? 

4.Enlist a volunteer army 

Are you excited about the change? 

How do you receive the information? 
Your team? What channels are 
usually used? 

How do you feel about management 
leading by example? 

 
 
 
 
Volunteer army 

Lead by example 

Communication management 

5.Empowering broad-based action 

Does your agile team face any 
bureaucratic practices? 

Does your team encounter some 
blockers for the change?  How are 
those blockers removed?  

Managerial support and commitment  

• Acknowledging and facilitating the 
barrier removal.  

• Motivating the team and provisioning 
them with necessary resources as 
well as preserving the credibility of 
change effort within the company 

6.Generating short-term wins 

Can you recall the latest wins, no 
matter small or big (regarding this 
mission/project/ transformation or 
change)? 

How does your team communicate 
success? How do you find out about 
other team’s successes? 
 

Win could be taken actions, learned lessons, 
improved process, behavioral pattern, etc. 

7.Sustain acceleration 

How would you say is the change 
tempo linear/acceleration/in waves 
process and why? 

Enough capabilities within organization to 
sustain the transformation 

 
 
 
Change is an accelerated process after first 
wins. 



 
 

Instituting the change 

  

8. Institute the change 

Do you feel like new agile practices 
are taking roots? 

Have you noticed, does the behavior 
change? 

Seizing the change (sustaining the change 
and new norm) 

Establishing and communicating 
transformation success, newly emerged 
patterns in processes, organizational 
structure, behaviors, etc. 

New practices become deeply rooted 
practices to replace old behavioral and ways 
of working patterns. 

 

  



 
 

Appendix 3. Table of 1st order concepts and 2nd order themes of Agile 

Team 1. 

Cross-organizational team nexus 

1st order concepts 2nd order 
themes 

Motivation and enthusiasm 

• Product team motivation is less, when they do not have 

control over vendors and decision-making power, 

acceleration due to budget or some organizational issues.  

• Motivated product team, although sometimes less 

motivated. 

• Happy to be a part of this team and product.  

• Level of dependency on internal stakeholders 

• Low power to influence development. 

 

 

 

Product team 
empowerment 

Motivation and enthusiasm 

• Covid-19 had negative implications on budget hence 

negative impact on value generation and time to market, 

hence less motivation and enthusiasm.  

• Remote work and lack of face-to-face meetings have 

negative impacts on motivation. 

Uncertainty of 
external threats 

Motivation and enthusiasm 

• Some agile team members are not motivated and do not 

share general Agile Team values. 

• As dev team is an outsourced supplier, there are barriers 

between the teams like organizational, communication, 

decreasing productivity and efficiency hence time to market 

is slower. 

Agile 
transformation 



 
 

Skills 

• Communication on a good level within the Product Team.  

• Skills are on sufficient level, but constant improvement is 

needed as the environment and tasks change with the 

ongoing product development. 

• The product team is self-organized and cross-functional. 

• Not happy with some members’ skills, lack of flexibility and 

technical solution. 

• If the product team does not have some skills, it is possible 

to outsource them from the Company or Agile team. 

• Team manages uncertainty well. 

Agile approach 

• Outside members are not always self-organized.  

• Good cooperation with many departments. 

• Lack of project vision and mission understanding in some 

cooperating departments => less productivity. 

• Lack of shared values 

Cross-functional 
business process 

Agile approach 

• Lack of Agile practices understanding 

• Vendor “plays” agile, does not understand it. 

• Time consuming due to Agile Team size. 

Agile 
transformation 

Agile approach 

• General approach is focused on value generation. There 

could be some blocker like budget, hence slower time to 

market.  

• Long process of requirement management and approving 

drive uncertainty.  

Facilitating the 
barrier removal 

 



 
 

Intra-organizational team nexus 

1st order concepts 2nd order 
themes 

Strategic vision and sense of urgency 

• The product is an initiative supporting the Bigger 

Strategic Opportunity. 

• Uncertainty on what the final value would be. 

• Lack of awareness due to lack of communication. 

• There is some communication about general strategy 

and direction, but it is rare and does not create a whole 

picture. 

• Not communicating the strategic goals/initiatives across 

the involved parties, maybe the 

communication/message is incorrect. 

 
 
 
 

Building 
awareness 

• Uncertainty of sense of urgency (from low to high).  

• Losing momentum for this project, lack of sense of urgency 

from management. 

• Level of interest and engagement in initiative from the 

Organization has been decreasing.  

• Acceleration perceived as wavy, slowly going up. 

Sustaining 
acceleration 

Guiding coalition, action empowerment and sustaining the 

change 

• There are no blockers needed removal. 

• Organization could place blockers/stop some initiatives 

within the Project from happening.   

• Organizational structure creates some bureaucratic 

levels, e.g. getting approvals, what affect time to market 

 

Facilitating the 
barrier removal 



 
 

• When asked, in most cases Organization provides 

necessary support and barrier removal.  

Guiding coalition, action empowerment and sustaining the 

change 

• Leadership wise there is competency, but it does not feel 

structured.  

• Some walk the talk, not all. 

• There is some guiding coalition, which generally is 

capable, but might be lacking agile capabilities. 

• Focus mostly on long-term wins. 

 

 

Leading the 
change 

Instituting the change 

• The company structure changes.  

• Change happens both ways, from the down to top, and 

from top to down. 

• Change happens, but not very noticeable.  

Seizing the 
change 

Instituting the change 

• Missing the role of agile coach/scrum master, who would 

assist in transformation to agile. 

• Change credibility cannot be created if these practices 

are not acknowledged by the whole Agile Team and 

stakeholders. 

Agile 
transformation 

 

  



 
 

Appendix 4. Table of 1st order concepts and 2nd order themes of Agile 

Team 2. 

Cross-organizational team nexus 

1st order concepts 2nd order themes 

Motivation and enthusiasm 

Covid-19 had some negative implications: must adapt to remote 

work and express understanding towards adapting to new norm. 

 

Uncertainty of 
external threats 

Skills 

Constant improvement of skills is needed. 

The team is self-organized and capable. 

Agile 
transformation 

Agile approach 

• Team is flexible, but the approval process and some 

bureaucratic issues slow down the team. 

• Uncertainty due to financial issues.  

• Organization does not always understand and enables 

learning fast, failing cheap” concept.  

 

 

• Team ideology differs from the general company’s one. 

With cooperating team/departments the team must explain 

their ways of working, flow.  

• Vendors are flexible and adapt to our ways of working.  

• In some cases, it is impossible to work in agile with 

vendors, so the team must adapt. 

 

Facilitating the 
barrier removal  

 

 

 

 

Non-agile vendor 
cooperation 



 
 

• It is hard to operate outside the team, as they do not always 

understand agile and your ways of working, sense of 

urgency. 

Intra-organizational team nexus 

1st order concepts 2nd order themes 

Strategic vision and sense of urgency 

• Our goals are the direct result of the strategic goals of 

the company.  

• Strategic plan is 3 years, so focus is on long-term goals, 

but accepting the short term wins quarterly within the 

team. 

• The organization creates a sense of urgency but does 

not always drive it until the end. 

• Acceleration graph described as dotted and wavy, 

growing up and then down. 

Establishing 
urgency 

Guiding coalition, action empowerment and sustaining the 

change 

• Acknowledging and facilitating the change - it does not 

happen always. 

• There is a coalition, and they have enough power and 

capabilities to support the initiatives. 

• Change is driven down to the top; the team comes up 

with the proposal and goes up with a suggestion. 

• Organization is incredibly supportive to help teams 

implement new ideas, but it does not always happen 

quickly.  

 

 

Leading the change  



 
 

• Organization does not always understand and enables 

learning fast, failing cheap” concept.  

Instituting the change 

 

• Within the team change is happening inside the team, new 

ways of working, values, way of thinking. 

• No processes to establish new practices, behaviors, 

norms.  

• New practices to measure success within agile teams. 

• Some agile practices go outside the team, as departments 

see their benefit.  

• We are not seizing the change as an organization, not 

enough top down drive. 

 

 

Seizing the change 

 


