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Preface

This volume contains papers from the research workshops at XP 2021, the 22nd
International Conference on Agile Software Development, held online during June 14—
18, 2021.

XP is the premier agile software development conference combining research and
practice. It is a unique forum where agile researchers, practitioners, thought leaders,
coaches, and trainers get together to present and discuss their most recent innovations,
research results, experiences, concerns, challenges, and trends. XP conferences provide
an informal environment to learn and trigger discussions and welcome both people new
to agile and seasoned agile practitioners.

The XP 2021 research papers were published in the conference proceedings
(LNBIP, volume 419). This companion volume, published after the conference, con-
tains selected revised workshop papers and workshop summaries.

The research workshops provide a highly relevant, friendly, and interactive platform
to share and discuss emerging and late breaking research findings as well as educational
experiments and experiences. They represent smaller, close communities of passionate,
emerging, and established researchers and a psychologically safe environment to
provide and receive feedback. The publication of the post conference proceedings
allows the researchers and educators to fold into their papers the feedback and lessons
learned from their participation in the conference and workshop sessions.

In 2021, the following five workshops took place:

4th International Workshop on Software-Intensive Business

9th International Workshop on Large-Scale Agile Development

3rd International Workshop on Agile Transformation

2nd International Workshop on Agility with Microservices Programming
Ist International Workshop on Agile Sustainability

In addition to the workshop papers and summaries, these post conference pro-
ceedings include abstracts from poster presentations. Finally, we include a summary
of the two panel discussions.

We would like to extend our sincere thanks to all the people who contributed to
XP 2021: the authors, reviewers, chairs, and volunteers. Finally, we would like to
express our gratitude to the XP Conference Steering Committee and the Agile Alliance
for their ongoing support.

July 2021 Peggy Gregory
Philippe Kruchten
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Agile Transformation at Scale: A Tertiary Study

Suddhasvatta Das®™ ® and Kevin Gary®™®

Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ 85287, USA
{sdas76,kgary}@asu.edu

Abstract. Due to the fast-paced nature of the software industry and the success
of small agile projects, researchers and practitioners are interested in scaling agile
processes to larger projects. Agile software development (ASD) has been growing
in popularity for over two decades. With the success of small-scale agile trans-
formation, organizations started to focus on scaling agile. There is a scarcity of
literature in this field making it harder to find plausible evidence to identify the
science behind large scale agile transformation. The objective of this paper is to
present a better understanding of the current state of research in the field of scaled
agile transformation and explore research gaps. This tertiary study identifies seven
relevant peer reviewed studies and reports research findings and future research
avenues.

Keywords: Large scale agile transformation - Tertiary study

1 Introduction

Transformation from a traditional software engineering process to an agile process is
not well understood. This area of agile transformation is relatively new, and researchers
are working on different aspects to gain new understanding. Industry organizations that
transformed from waterfall to agile implemented multiple strategies such as altering
quality assurance practices [1, 2] and training staff in agile methods [3, 4]. However,
organizations must consider additional factors when scaling such transformations.

In this paper, we present a tertiary study in scaled agile transformations. Our focus
is on large projects defined by the number of people working on the project team. We
are not aware of another tertiary study specific to scaled agile transformation. This
study identifies gaps in the literature of scaled agile transformation that will help the
community to identify potential research avenues in future.

We could not identify tertiary studies that present a meta-analysis of relevant sec-
ondary studies. Additionally, we observed there are not many secondary studies com-
pared with more mature research areas. The goal for this study is to collate instead of
synthesize; in this way we hope to identify gaps as opportunities for further study and
understanding. As a relatively new area, researchers have been trying to answer different
questions related to the scaled agile transformation. The contribution of this paper is to
assemble evolving early large-scale agile transformation evidence.

The main goal of this tertiary study is to synthesize the research goal and findings
of peer-reviewed secondary studies in scaled agile transformation. Under this goal, we
addressed two specific questions:

© The Author(s) 2021
P. Gregory and P. Kruchten (Eds.): XP 2021 Workshops, LNBIP 426, pp. 3—11, 2021.
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RQ1: What success factors and challenges in scaled agile transforms have been identified
by prior secondary studies?

RQ2: What gaps exist in existing studies that should be prioritized by the research
community moving forward?

2 Research Methodology

We use [5] and [6] as guidelines for performing this tertiary study. The research
methodology was primarily conducted by the first author and reviewed by the second
author.

2.1 Search Process

The steps of the search process are shown in Fig. 1 and summarized as follows:

1.

Digital libraries from IEEE (29), ACM (12), SpringerLink (35), and ScienceDirect
(46) were searched for journal, conference, and workshop papers.

Duplicate studies were removed manually.

For a tertiary study, we only consider secondary studies for analysis. Specifically,
only systematic literature reviews (SLRs) were included beyond this step.

The abstracts from step 3 were read. Reviewers searched for keywords and for
verification that the study was an SLR on the topic of scaled agile transformation.
Manual review was necessary as an initial keyword scan on terms such as ‘agile’,
‘large’, ‘scale’, ‘change’ OR ‘transformations’ resulted in too many false positives.
The final set of papers was determined by a full-text manual review of the studies
from step 4, conducted by both authors, focusing on research questions and paper
quality. Paper quality review may be subjective [5]; we considered the publication
venue, date of publication, citations of the paper, and citation indices of the venue and
authors. Further, we also considered whether enough primary studies were included
in the secondary study to validate claims of significance. Disagreements between
the authors on inclusion or exclusion were resolved through discussion.

22
Database | Studies | Duplicates
Search Removed

10 7
Ful 'e) Studies, ('_V_-s ty Studies | F :a L\ of
Scar Assessment Studies

Fig. 1. Search process for identifying papers to include in the tertiary study.

2.2 Summary of Included Studies

Agile adoption has rapidly increased over the past two decades. A few preliminary
studies and calls for more research in scaled agile transformation started appearing in
the 2000s as practitioners in large organizations are moved towards large-scale agile
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Table 1. Final set of papers included in the study.

Study | Venue Num | Year | Research Goal
[12] Journal 52 2016 | Challenges/success factors in large scale
transformations

[13] Conference |73 2018 | Challenges in large scale agile development

[11] Journal 9 2018 | Challenges and success factors in large scale agile

[14] Journal 19 2019 | Supporting Software Product Line engineering in
large-scale agile transformation

[15] Conference |43 2019 | Challenges of scaling agile software projects

[16] Conference |51 2017 | Review of Success Factors for Scaling Agile in Global
Software Dev Environments

[17] Journal 20 2015 | Scaling approaches, frameworks, and limitations

adoption (cf. [7-10]). Scholarly study of this phenomenon largely started appearing
since 2015. Given the relatively small number of studies that met our inclusion criteria,
we summarize these papers here.

Dikert, Paasivaara & Lassenius [12] present an extensive secondary study of 52 pri-
mary studies on the challenges and success factors of agile transformation. The study
reported 35 challenges classified into 9 categories and 29 success factors classified into
11 categories. As per the authors, the most important success factors were management
support, choosing the right agile model, mindset, and alignment with the organization’s
value. The challenges included resistance to change, lack of training, and misunder-
standing agile. This study is very influential and a widely referenced work, however,
all of the primary studies used for evidence were from 2010 and earlier, and almost all
describe transformation from a waterfall-like process to an agile process.

Uludag et al. [13] conducted a structured literature review of 73 papers related to
the challenges of scaling agile from a stakeholder perspective. The study reported 79
challenges in 11 categories. The top 3 challenges were coordinating multiple teams
working on the same project, considering dependencies in integration, and coordination
among geographically distributed teams. This recent study reports new challenges in
scaled agile transformations. Notably, it claims the majority of challenges in large-scale
agile development (38 of 79) still exist and are “typical”. The stakeholder perspective
focuses on development team roles, with only a few higher-level roles included.

An action research approach to a meta-review was taken by Kalenda, M., Hyna, P., &
Rossi, B [11]. The authors identified 8 common features of scaling frameworks SAFe and
LeSS [10] and used this to drive a focused literature review. 12 papers were selected, 10
of which mapped to at least one of the § common features, and then described challenges
and success factors of each paper. The paper is influential due to its recency and use
of scaling frameworks (whose awareness and adoption are becoming more prevalent in
industry) as an organizing principle. However, the authors acknowledge this approach
is not comprehensive, so there may be more evidence in the literature not included in
the study. We also wonder if the approach of identifying common practices between
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SAFe and LeSS is appropriate, due to scaling agile not being a prescriptive formulaic
process, and also because multiple frameworks were excluded (notably DaD [10] and
SoS [10]). Nevertheless, this paper is highly influential and an ambitious action research
for understanding scaled agile transformation.

Kliinder et al. [14] answer 4 questions on large-scale agile transformations. On
the first question ‘Does any transformation model for large companies exist that-in
particular-preserves already existing SPLs?’ The authors state that no model can be used
to transform large organizations into agile. The second question ‘What preconditions
should be met before starting transformation toward in a large company?’ indicates
success factors reported by studies which are the same as [11], [12], and [17] such as
management commitment, training, knowledge, and one additional precondition that
is risk planning. Question 3 ‘What tasks are recommended to be fulfilled during the
agile transformation on development team and management level?’ reports that the
distribution of tasks and setting up the infrastructure are key steps that need to be done
by development teams and management during the transformation phase. Question 4
‘What tasks are required on organizational level to finalize the transformation in a large
company?’ reports that management should start the transformation with a pilot team so
they can get feedback to improve the pilot team’s transformation and also other teams.

A different set of challenges related to scaling agile software development has been
reported by Ozkan & Tarhan [15]. The study reports physical dependencies, fragmen-
tation, feudalism, narrow focus on product, construction, and bottlenecks from one to
many. This paper is relatively new, but reported some challenges that we could not find
any other studies we analyzed.

Shameem et al. [16] reports success factors for large scaled agile projects. The authors
report a set of 15 success factors grouped into six categories. The paper also classified
these into two major categories, client and vendor. This provides a broader picture of
agile processes and factors related to its respective success factors.

Saeeda et al. [17] reports that 24% of the research states that documentation is one
of the limitations of agile, 22% reported time period issues and 14% talks about budget
overflow. It also reports that 33% of studies report communication as a challenge and
25% report distributed teams as a challenge. The authors also report that researchers are
working to find the limitations of agile scalability and its remedial ways.

2.3 Data Extraction

We extracted detailed information from the 7 studies in Table 1 including research goals
and questions, findings, discussion, and limitations and reviewed this information for
our analysis. Our analysis focused on the success factors and/or challenges in scaled
agile transformation presented in each paper, though we note this was not always the
primary focus of every study. For example, study [14] presents literature review findings
from primary studies a bit differently; this paper identifies preconditions and tasks from
the primary studies that exist for large-scale agile transformation to be successful. We
mapped preconditions and tasks to success factors to facilitate analysis of these studies.
Tables 2 and 3 below shows 23 different challenges and 22 success factors reported by
the 7 studies from Table 1.
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Table 2. Challenges in Scaled Agile Transformations Reported by Prior Studies.

Challenges

Description

Resistance to change (CH1)

Employees not willing to work in a new way

Coordination/Communication (CH2)

Teams not working together. Stakeholders not
communicating leading to errors

Requirements engineering (CH3)

Vague/incorrect requirements

Quality assurance (CH4)

Quality of the S/W compromised

Integration (nonfunctional requirements)
(CHS)

Difficulty making everything work together

Management (CH6)

Non supporting leaders

Tech debt (CH7) Solution not serving the bigger creates issues
Difficult to implement (CHS8) Difficulty in executing agile
Training (CH9) Stakeholders have wrong or not enough

knowledge about agile

Lack of commitment (CH10)

Stakeholders not committed to a new way of
working

Too much workload (CH11)

Employees end up working more than required

Distributed team/ Physical dependencies
(CH12)

Teams in multiple geographic location

Measuring progress (CH13)

Difficulty in keeping track of the tasks

Different approaches among teams (CH14)

Different ways of interpreting agile

Lack of investment (CH15)

No budget to educate stakeholders in agile

Fragmentation feudalism (CH16)

Teams relying on directions from others

Short & static event (CH17)

Not able to work in a short amount of time

Narrow focus on products (CH18)

Focusing too much on the S/W Dev rather than
the solution to the problem

Narrow focus on construction (CH19)

Focusing too much on the S/W construction
rather than the solution to the problem

Bottle neck (one: many relations) (CH20)

Difficulty when in changing product backlog
when multiple teams work on one product

Documentation (CH21)

People either doing over or no documentation

Budget overflow (CH22)

Project costs exceeds budget

Human Resources (CH23)

Problems related to HR rules

We manually combined similar ideas with different verbiage into one for the purpose
of this study. For example, ‘Change Resistance’ from [12] and ‘Dealing with doubts in
people about changes’ [13] have been combined as ‘Resistance to change’.
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Table 3. Success Factors in Scaled Agile Transformations Reported by Prior Studies

Success Factors Description

Management support and Leadership (SF1) | Good support from management

Acquire knowledge (SF2) Learn from previous experiences

Requirement engineering (SF3) Requirements perfectly done before working

Communication (SF4) Stakeholders in sync with each other

Self-organizing teams (SF5) Teams don’t rely on anyone to guide them daily

Engaging people in events (SF6) Platform so people get to know their
co-workers

Tools and infrastructure (SF7) Technologies to support agile environment

Customer involvement (SF8) Customer in the loop from project start to end

Short iteration (SF9) Keep sprints short

Small team size (SF10) Involve a smaller number of people

Choosing/customizing agile approach (SF11) | Selecting and tailoring the right agile process

Piloting (SF12) Start with a one project rather than all

Project visibility (SF13) Stakeholders having the bigger picture

United views (SF14) Stakeholders sharing same ideas for the project
Training (SF15) Stakeholders should be trained in agile

Planning (including risk planning) (SF16) Plan the project and potential risks

Assessment of the S/W dev process (SF17) Constantly evaluate & improve the dev process

Budget (SF18) Keep a track of budget

Distributing tasks (SF19) Distribute tasks among all members

Continuous feedback (SF20) Get feedback from stakeholders in all the steps
of development

Experienced developers (SF21) Have senior developers to work efficiently

Motivating developers (SF22) Keep developers motivated

2.4 Limitations

There are challenges in conducting a tertiary review in a topic as recent and fluid as scaled
agile transformation. First, there is a lack of general agreement on what is scale. The
term can describe the size of an organization, the size of software projects, the breadth
of application and system domains, or the range of organizational roles participating
in the transformation. Second, the recency of industry adoption and published research
presented a challenge both for identifying relevant literature and for applying a systematic
process for analysis. Admittedly, we had to soften our inclusion criteria somewhat to
identify even the small number of recent studies due to this limitation. Analyzing the
papers from a common perspective was also difficult as often the studies focused on
different aspects. For example, [13] focused on stakeholder perspectives, [11] started
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with scaled agile frameworks (SAFe and LeSS), [14] focused on software product line
engineering, and [15] focused on a design perspective. Therefore, our identification of
common success and/or challenge factors is bounded by the perspectives of the included
secondary studies. Finally, this study was conducted by one Ph.D. student as the primary
researcher, and a single secondary researcher. In a situation where the research is sparse
and there is an above average reliance on subjective interpretation due to the subject
matter, a third researcher may have improved the arbitration process.

3 Analysis and Discussion
In this section we present the answers to the research questions.

RQ1: What success factors and challenges in scaled agile transforms have been
identified by prior secondary studies?

From Tables 2 and 3 we see that 5 out 7 studies identified challenges while 4 out 7
studies presented success factors in scaled agile transformations. Two studies [11] and
[17] reported transformation frameworks and limitations. We could find only one study
[14] that suggests organization support is a key factor in scaled agile transformation.

Figure 2 (left) shows the coverage of challenges by different studies as listed in Table
2. In this format, we can see there is not widespread agreement on the challenges, though
the few that are agreed upon include coordination, employee mindset, management
support, resistance to change and quality assurance.
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Fig. 2. Challenges (left) and Success Factors (right) reported by previous studies

Figure 2 right shows the coverage of success factors by different studies listed in
Table 3. There is somewhat more agreement in factors here as compared to challenges,
though again there are still some (such as training, coordination, training and knowledge)
that are emphasized in most all, if not all, studies.

RQ2: What gaps exist in current studies that should be prioritized by the research
community moving forward?
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The answer to this question will shed light on the future research avenues. Scaled
agile transformation is a relatively new area so we could only identify a few relevant
studies. Most of the studies focus on challenges and success factors of scaled agile
transformation. Given the scarcity of literature and the answers from RQ1 these are the
research gaps we identified that the community needs to address to move forward.

There are some challenges to scale agile projects that have been reported by a signifi-
cant number of studies (Table 2). However, there are still many challenges that appeared
only in one of the seven studies in Table 1 (CH7, CHS8, CH10, CH11, CH13-CH22).
Success factors are similar; some were reported by multiple studies (Table 3) while
others (SF8-SF11, SF13, SF14, SF16-SF22) were reported by only one study.

In our opinion the identification of challenges and success factors by these studies
offer guidance to real-world practitioners and identify areas for future research. Fur-
ther research is needed to identify common perspectives as more software engineering
organizations go from “agile-in-the-small” to “agile-in-the-large” transformation. The
ultimate goal is to coalesce understanding into a reference framework for practitioners
such a machine learning or statistical model. The goal of the framework would be to
help practitioners to make decisions during scaling agile. These are the possible avenues
that we think need to be explored.
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Abstract. Transforming into agile ways of working in large organizations can be
performed in different ways. Many organizations choose a defined large-scale agile
software development framework but how the transformation is carried out could
be based on different sorts of logics. This paper investigates institutional logics
at play in large-scale agile transformations. By studying two case organizations,
the paper aims at improving our understanding of large-scale transformations by
viewing software development as an institution. The findings displays diverse
impacts due to two differing institutional logics when transforming into large-
scale agile software development by implementing the Scaled Agile Framework.
One contribution of this paper is to show the possibilities of using two institutional
logics, Agile toolbox logic and Agile rulebook logic, for analyzing impacts of agile
transformations.

Keywords: Agile software development - Agile transformation - Large-scale -
Institutional logics

1 Introduction

Agile software development methods are increasingly being implemented in larger orga-
nizations [1, 2]. More research on large-scale agile ways of working is called for, espe-
cially regarding organizational transformation [3, 4]. When transforming an organization
into large-scale agile ways of working, roles, routines, practices, and actions are added,
changed and adapted. This means that large-scale agile transformations of organizations
is more than agile software development. Transformations usually reaches far beyond
software development. Often, the purpose of the change is to implement strategic agility
in an organization [5]. This entails reducing frictions between autonomous agile teams on
one hand and traditional top-down organizational routines with annual planning cycles
on the other hand. Since large-scale agile ways of working contains symbols, roles,
routines, and actions taken for granted, it could be considered an informal institution
[6].

Many organizations choose a predefined large-scale agile framework such as the
Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe), Large-Scale Scrum (LeSS), or the Spotify Model
[2]. Implementing a large-scale agile framework implies a transformation of roles and
routines. Large-scale agile frameworks come with predefined structures and routines,
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and implementing them within an existing organizational structure is challenging [7]. In
addition, large-scale frameworks often require changing the organizational structures.

There are different ways to implement roles and routines based on a framework.
When an agile framework is implemented, there is a tendency to measure agile transfor-
mation by adherence to that framework [7]. By using this measurement, the framework
becomes the rulebook where as much as possible should be implemented (otherwise, we
are not “following the rules”). Another way of implementation is by selecting roles and
routines based on the challenges in the organization [8]. In this approach, the framework
is seen as a toolbox, where parts of the framework are cherry-picked for the organi-
zation. Both of these approaches are common in framework implementations, but the
impacts on the organization are not much studied. Therefore, the purpose of this paper
is to improve our understanding of how differing institutional logics have an impact on
large-scale agile transformations.

2 New Institutional Theory

New institutional theory is a loosely coupled body of knowledge accumulated in several
streams of research [9] rather than a coherent theory.

Institutional logics is a concept in sociology and organizational studies which focus
on how broader belief systems shape the cognition and behavior of individuals [9]. Rather
than physical realities driving human action, institutions are enacted through reproduced
patterns of activities by individuals.

Friedland and Alford [10] identified several key institutions such as the nuclear
family and bureaucratic state, each guided by a distinct institutional logic. A set of goals,
values, and prescriptions associated with a specific institution form an institutional logic.
Therefore, to be able to understand both individual and organizational behavior, it must
be located in an institutional context which both regularizes behavior and, at the same
time, provides an opportunity for agency and change. An institutional logic could be
described in several dimensions, or elemental categories, such as with a root metaphor
and sources of legitimacy, authority and identity [11].

The concept of software development as an institution is not new, as Rowlands [12]
presents in his work. DoleZel [13] suggested that the software development institution
is driven by two disparate institutional logics: Traditional Software Engineering logic
and Agile Software Development logic. Attempts have been made to investigate dif-
fering logics within agile software development as an institutional logic. Berente et al.
[14] studied three agile software development projects and suggested three different
institutional logics based on differing contexts.

Another development of institutional logics in agile software development are two
dichotomous logics based on differing views, principles and preferences on implement-
ing a large-scale agile method or framework [15]. These logics can be presented based
on the differing dimensions, or elemental categories, as Thornton et al. [11] calls them
(see Table 1). Elemental categories specifies organizing principles that shape preferences
and interests [11].

One of these logics is called Agile rulebook logic [15]. The logic means that a proper
agile method is chosen and implemented in full as described. Smite et al. [8] calls this
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Table 1. Institutional logics in large-scale agile transformations [15].

Dimension Agile toolbox logic Agile rulebook logic

Root Metaphor Agile routines as tools Agile routines as rules

Sources of Legitimacy Unity of improvement needs Unity in interpretations,
standardization

Sources of Authority Commitment to team decisions Commitment to method
descriptions

Sources of Identity Attentiveness and responsiveness | Method knowledge

Basis of Attention Routine inefficiencies Level of method adoption

Basis of Strategy Implement, tailor and/or invent Implement the method of

routines choice

the all-or-nothing attitude. The method description becomes a rulebook which guides
the organization in how to implement roles, practices and routines. The commitment
to the method descriptions becomes the source of authority (see Table 1). The basis of
strategy for tailoring according to context is therefore based on which method to choose,
rather than to tailor the method itself (see Table 1).

Some advocates of this approach are the originators of Scrum, Schwaber and Beedle
[16], who argued that agile methods cannot be applied by cherry picking but must be
applied in their entirety to achieve the desired effect.

The other logic is called Agile toolbox logic which means that roles, routines, and
practices are selected and tailored based on challenges in the organization. Smite et al.
[8] calls this the a la carte approach. The basis of strategy is to construct a situationally
appropriate method out of existing method fragments or innovate based on context needs
(see Table 1). The commitment to team decisions on tailoring during transformation
becomes the source of authority, rather than method descriptions (see Table 1). Advocates
of this logic are, e.g., McBreen [17] and Fitzgerald et al. [18] who argue that parts of
the Agile methods can be cherry-picked, ignored or replaced.

3 Research Method

This case study is based on two cases, Case A and Case B, of large-scale agile software
development transformations. The case study approach [19] was deemed most suitable
for the purpose of the study, as a rich and in-depth understanding of the organizational
transformation was sought. Case A is a pilot transformation project where two depart-
ments at a large government agency merged into one unit with new roles and routines.
The aim of the pilot project was to find out best practices for transforming roles and
organizational routines. The next step would then be to use the experience from this
transformation to further transform the roles and routines within the whole agency. Case
B is a department responsible for the product development of a significant part of a
motor vehicle, both the software and the hardware. The department was organized into
twenty teams and, after experiencing coordination difficulties between the teams, they
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decided to start an organizational transformation where new roles and routines were to
be implemented.

Semi-structured interviews were the most important source of information but were
supplemented with other data collected from participant observations and documents.
Several data sources were used for triangulation purposes (see Table 2).

Table 2. Data sources.

Data source Case A Case B

Hours of observation 113 h 196 h

Number of interviews 6 14

Hours of interviews 6 h, 12 min 11 h, 48 min
Interviewees and their roles | 1 Agile coach (A1) 1 Manager (B1)

1 Release Train Engineer (A2) | 2 Release Train Engineers (B2,
2 Scrum Masters (A3, A4) B3)

2 Developers (AS, A6) 2 Product Owners (B4, B5S)

2 Scrum Masters (B6, B7)

7 Developers (B8-B14)

Data were collected through observations consisted of photos and field notes. These
observations were conducted by on-site visits every second or third month and lasted
for two to five working days. During these visits, interviews were performed, and mem-
oranda from meetings were studied. In total, 20 interviews were performed with key
roles as well as team members who gave insights into multiple perspectives of the
transformation (see Table 2).

The analysis followed a two-stage process of inductive and deductive coding of data,
building upon the recommendations by Miles, Huberman, and Saldafia [20]. First, all
field notes, meeting memoranda and interview transcripts were scrutinized and coded for
the first time in an inductive manner. Initial codes were based on evidence of institutional
logics at play. Secondly, a deductive coding of data was performed based on the six
dimensions of Agile rulebook logic and Agile toolbox logic [15].

4 Findings

In this section, findings from Case A and Case B are presented. In each subsection,
experiences of implementation strategies and perceived impacts of the transformation
are displayed.

4.1 Case A

In Case A, five SAFe trained agile coaches helped in the transformation during the first
one-and-a-half year. The Release Train Engineer [21] explained the view on implement-
ing new methods: “/The agency] always want a uniform way of working, a standardized
way in the whole organization” (A2).
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Since SAFe was the baseline for all of them, the framework was, more or less,
implemented by the book. One developer expressed: “The agile coaches say ‘According
to SAFe..." or the reverse ‘That’s not something that SAFe says’ as an excuse for not
making decisions” (AS). Another respondent (A3) claimed that the agile coaches were
competing with each other regarding who knew the details of the framework best, rather
than discussing possible tailoring or if some things could be discarded.

Financially, Case A used annual budgets and one planning event occurred just before
the end of the year. Unfortunately, the annual budget process was delayed and, without
a definite budget, managers were not allowed to plan for more than a couple of months
into the new year. Still, the decided planning horizon of four sprints was kept, since
SAFe describes a planning period of four sprints [21]. This meant that several teams
were unable to plan for their final one or two sprints.

Several employees at Case A expressed a negative view towards the implemented
roles and practices in the agile transformation. Many expressed that too much time was
spent in meetings and that the agile way of working was not tailored to the work process.
Employees also expressed limitations to team autonomy since they could not choose
how to work as much as they had before the transformation. They also reported stress as
a drawback, especially due to added work by following the detailed practices in SAFe
forced on them by the agile coaches.

Despite the negative views, respondents expressed a better overview and transparency
due to joint planning sessions with other teams as well as improved coordination and
cooperation possibilities.

4.2 CaseB

At Case B, one manager explicitly stated in an interview that they decided to implement
roles, practices and routines suggested by SAFe based on their needs: “Instead of imple-
menting everything in SAFe, we decided to pick and choose practices that would help
us” (B1). Therefore, they did not ask consultants specializing in SAFe implementations
for help. Instead, they implemented roles and practices on their own.

Practices were added and tailored along the way during the transformation process.
PI planning was first implemented as suggested by SAFe, but was constantly tailored to
supply the best planning overview to the teams: “You get a much better understanding
of the work ahead of you... all [PI] planning focuses on that, to visualize what you need
to get done. You get a clear overview of what everyone is doing, and that is a huge
advantage” (B4).

A few of the employees expressed that too much time was spent in meetings and that
the agile way of working was not entirely tailored to the work process, but not many
compared to Case A. Instead, respondents expressed how the new way of working caused
an increase in motivation and stress relief for the employees. Also, the new practices
of joint planning sessions, PI planning and Scrum of Scrums [21], with several teams
improved their planning precision.

Respondents at Case B also expressed a better overview and transparency, as well as
improved coordination and cooperation possibilities. They also expressed that, although
going through a transformation, there was no real interference on teamwork.
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5 Discussion and Conclusion

Paasivaara et al. [22] presented the problems of large-scale agile transformations without
the use of an agile framework. However, the study presented in this thesis shows that
there are also risks when frameworks are implemented. In particular, there is a risk
for suppressing tailoring if the framework becomes the norm by adhering to an Agile
rulebook logic. This might be the case when there is too much agile coach support when
all coaches are trained in a specific framework, as could be seen at Case A. According to
respondents, too much of the discussions between coaches related to whether something
was correct according to how it was described in SAFe. In Case A, commitment to
method descriptions became the source of authority and method knowledge became the
source of identity. Limitations to team autonomy and increased stress were reported
impacts, which might be due to the Agile rulebook logic prevailing in Case A.

In Case B, roles, practices and routines were implemented and tailored continuously,
piece by piece, along the way. Tailoring was based on the needs of the teams, such as PI
planning where overview and transparency was in focus. Attentiveness and responsive-
ness became the source of identity and commitment to team decisions became the source
of Authority. Increase in motivation and stress relief were reported impacts, which might
be due to the prevailing Agile toolbox logic in Case B.

This study shows how two dichotomous institutional logics can be used for ana-
Iytical purposes in large-scale agile transformation studies. The contribution of this
paper is to show the possibilities of using two institutional logics for analyzing agile
transformations.

There are, however, important limitations to this study. First of all, the study is con-
ducted on a small dataset with only two cases investigated. Further studies on more
organizations are necessary to confirm findings presented in this study. Especially, the
observed cause-effect relationships between the identified logics and their impacts needs
further confirmation. Also, it is important to remember that this is a case study of two
organization based on a certain time, place, and the current individuals attending. Cate-
gorizing an institutional logic does not mean that a case organization is always anchored
in that type [11]. Adherence to logics is fluid and changes over time. The changes may
be due to changes in the world, or a result of a strategic decision [11].
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Abstract. Hackathons are events in which diverse teams work together to explore
and develop solutions, software, or even ideas. Hackathons have been recognized
not only as public events for hacking but also as a corporate mechanism for inno-
vation. Hackathons are a way for established large-scale agile organizations to
achieve increased employee wellbeing as well as being a curator for innovation
and developing new products. The sudden transition to the work-from-home mode
caused by the COVID-19 pandemic first put many corporate events requiring col-
location, such as hackathons, temporarily on hold and then motivated companies
to find ways to hold these events virtually. In this paper, we report our findings from
investigating hackathons in the context of a large agile company by first exploring
the general benefits and challenges of hackathons and then trying to understand
how they were affected by the virtual setup. We conducted nine interviews, sur-
veyed 23 employees, and analyzed a hackathon demo. W