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combining Thompson’s Interdependence Theory and Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory.
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assessment frameworks while requiring transparency about progress and risk to maintain confidence in hybrid
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This research extends Thompson’s theory by identifying hybrid-specific coordination mechanisms and
contributes to Stakeholder Theory by examining perception formation across multiple delivery methodologies.
The findings provide practical guidance for coordination design and stakeholder management in hybrid IT
organisations.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Since the publication of the Manifesto for Agile Software Development (Beck et al., 2001), agile
practices have gained widespread adoption across the information technology industry. The Agile
Manifesto promised to revolutionise IT project management, emphasising on individuals and
interactions over processes and tools, working software over comprehensive documentation,
customer collaboration over contract negotiation, and responding to change over following a plan

(Beck et al., 2001).

The fundamental characteristic of agile project management lies in its iterative processes with
incremental releases, contrasting sharply with traditional approaches that favour complete project
deliveries (Zasa et al., 2020). This iterative approach places stakeholder needs and expectations at
the centre of development processes, with agile teams maintaining regular communication with
external stakeholders, including business users, through regular meetings called ceremonies
(Williams, 2012). Such increased visibility throughout the development lifecycle has demonstrated

significant impact on overall project success perception and stakeholder satisfaction.

Despite extensive research examining the performance outcomes of agile projects (Bechtel,
Kaufmann & Kock, 2022), a critical gap remains in understanding how inter-team coordination in
agile contexts influences stakeholder perception of project success. This gap is particularly
significant given that inter-team coordination has been identified as the most pertinent large-scale

agile challenge requiring immediate research attention, according to Dingseyr et al.’s paper (2013).

Contemporary organisational reality reveals that companies rarely implement pure methodological
approaches. Instead, organisations typically select and combine methodological elements to suit
their specific operational needs and contextual constraints (Fitzgerald et al., 2006; Conboy &
Fitzgerald, 2010). This pragmatic approach has led to the emergence of hybrid methodologies,
particularly in large, mature organisations where agile practices are combined with traditional plan-
driven methods to leverage the strengths of both approaches (Barlow et al., 2011). The prevalence
of hybrid implementations reflects the recognition that different organisational contexts, project
types, and stakeholder groups may benefit from different methodological approaches. However, this
methodological diversity introduces complex coordination challenges when teams using different

delivery logics must collaborate to achieve shared organisational objectives (Bick et al., 2018).



1.2 Problem Statement and Motivation

The increasing adoption of hybrid IT delivery approaches has created a critical research and
practical gap in understanding how coordination mechanisms function when agile and traditional
methodologies must coexist and collaborate. While existing literature extensively documents
coordination within homogeneous methodological environments, limited research examines the
specific coordination challenges and stakeholder perception dynamics that emerge when different

delivery approaches operate simultaneously within the same organisational context.

This research problem is particularly relevant given the growing complexity of modern IT delivery
environments, where organisations must balance agile responsiveness with traditional predictability
requirements while managing diverse stakeholder expectations. The coordination challenges extend
beyond simple process integration to encompass fundamental differences in planning horizons,
quality definitions, communication patterns, and success metrics between agile and traditional
approaches. From a stakeholder perspective, hybrid environments create additional complexity in
success evaluation. Stakeholders must navigate different progress demonstrations, quality
indicators, and completion definitions simultaneously, potentially leading to conflicting perceptions
of project health and success. Understanding how stakeholders form perceptions of delivery success
in these complex environments is essential for effective project management and organisational

SuUcCCess.

The practical motivation for this research stems from organisational needs to improve inter-team
coordination effectiveness and enhance stakeholder satisfaction with IT delivery outcomes.
Organisations implementing hybrid approaches require evidence-based guidance for coordination
mechanism design and stakeholder expectation management to maximise the benefits of

methodological diversity while minimising coordination overhead and stakeholder confusion.
1.3 Research question

The study addresses the research question: How does agile adoption influence inter-team technical

coordination and stakeholder perception of delivery in hybrid IT organisations?

To comprehensively examine the phenomenon, three specific research questions guide the

investigation:

RQ1: What technical coordination mechanisms emerge when traditional and agile teams

collaborate in hybrid IT environments?
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RQ2: How do the differences in delivery logic between agile and traditional teams affect technical

coordination and project outcomes?

RQ3: What factors influence stakeholder perception of delivery success in hybrid IT environments

where both agile and traditional methods coexist?

The following conceptual model illustrates the relationship between the three key constructs of the

research questions.

Agile Adoption in Hybrid
environments

Modr.ltratcs
|

I
Technical Coordination Positive (+) .| Stakeholder Perception of
Mechanisms 7 Delivery Success

Figure 1. Conceptual Model

1.4 Research Method

This study employs a single revelatory case study design within a large multinational cosmetics
organisation operating hybrid IT environments. The qualitative approach enables deep investigation
of complex coordination dynamics and stakeholder perception processes that cannot be separated

from their organisational context.

Data collection consists primarily of semi-structured interviews with seven key stakeholders
representing different coordination interfaces and organisational roles. The purposive sampling
approach ensures coverage of major coordination challenges while maintaining analytical depth.
Interview data is supplemented by document analysis and observational data to provide

methodological triangulation.

The analysis follows a systematic grounded theory approach, progressing through open coding,
axial coding, and selective coding to identify coordination mechanisms, stakeholder perception
factors, and their relationships. This approach helps build on existing theory using real practitioner

experiences as the foundation.
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1.5 Thesis Structure

This thesis is structured as follows: Chapter 2 Literature Review systematically examines existing
research on agile adoption, hybrid implementation, and stakeholder perception. The literature
review is followed by Chapter 3 Theoretical Framework that provides elaboration on Thompson’s
Interdependence Theory and Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory with relevance to this study. Chapter 4
Research Methodology elaborates on the steps in the research process for this study, detailing the
case study design and data collection procedures. This will be followed by Chapter 5 Data Analysis
where the findings from seven key stakeholders in a large multinational cosmetics organisation will
be presented. The concluding sections of this thesis are Chapter 6 Discussion and Chapter 7
Conclusion, providing results, theoretical and practical implications, limitations encountered, and

suggestions for future work in the field of hybrid IT coordination.
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2 Literature Review

2.1 Agile Adoption and Implementation in Hybrid Organisations
2.1.1 The Rise of Hybrid Approaches in Practice

Contemporary organisations increasingly adopt hybrid methodologies rather than pure agile or
traditional approaches, reflecting the practical challenges of implementing single methodologies
across complex organisational structures. Papadakis and Tsironis (2018) found that while 71% of
organisations use agile approaches, one in five projects employ hybrid combinations, with Scrum
dominating individual methodology adoption (72% of studies). Scrum has been described as a
“lightweight framework that helps people, teams and organizations generate value through adaptive
solutions for complex problems” (Schwaber & Sutherland, 2020). This widespread hybrid adoption
suggests that organisations naturally recognise the limitations of pure methodological approaches

when facing diverse project requirements, stakeholder expectations, and organisational constraints.

Recent systematic literature review evidence further confirms this trend toward hybrid
implementation. Cimini et al. (2024) conducted a comprehensive analysis of 1,509 studies using the
PRISMA 2020 framework, ultimately identifying 38 relevant studies specifically focused on hybrid
scaling of agile methodologies. Their findings indicate that “the majority of studies are from 2021
onwards and that qualitative methodologies supported by case studies predominate, making it
possible to characterize tailoring processes in these organizations” (Cimini et al., 2024). This recent
surge in hybrid research reflects the growing practical importance of these approaches, Table 1

presents a brief overview of previous studies on agile and hybrid IT settings.

This trend toward hybrid implementation is further supported by Berntzen et al. (2023), who
observed that large-scale agile environments commonly combine agile methods at the team level
with traditional project management approaches at the inter-team level. This multi-level approach
reflects the practical reality that while agile methodologies excel at team-level coordination and
rapid iteration, they may require supplementation with traditional approaches for managing
complex inter-team dependencies and stakeholder expectations across larger organisational

contexts.

These findings suggest that practitioners naturally recognise the need to leverage different
methodological strengths depending on context and scale, challenging the assumption that

organisations should commit to single methodological approaches. However, multiple studies
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identify that existing research has not adequately examined how different delivery logics affect

inter-team coordination when both approaches must coexist within the same organisational context

(Zasa et al., 2020; Daneva et al., 2013; Berntzen et al., 2023).

Table 1. Overview of related and relevant literature on Agile and Hybrid IT settings

Author(s) Title Journal (year) Objective
Gemino, A, Agile, traditional, and hybrid Project Examine project success
Horner Reich, B., approaches to project success: is  Management factors across agile,

& Serrador, P. M.

hybrid a poor second choice?

Journal (2021)

traditional, and hybrid
methodologies using large-
scale empirical data

Zasa, F.P., Managing the hybrid organisation:  Innovation Investigate coordination
Patrucco, A., & how can agile and traditional Research challenges and solutions
Pellizzoni, E. project management coexist? Interchange when agile and traditional
(2020) methodologies coexist
within the same
organisation
Barlow, J.B., Overview and guidance on agile Communications  Develop framework for
Giboney, J.S., development in secure of the Association understanding
Keith, M.J., environments for Information interdependencies between
Wilson, D. W., Systems (2011) agile and traditional
Schuetzler, R. M., approaches using
Lowry, P.B., & Thompson’s coordination
Vance, A theory
Berntzen, M., Coordination in large-scale agile: IEEE Systematically examine
Hoda, R., Brede a systematic literature review Transactions on coordination mechanisms
Moe, N., & Stray, Software in large-scale agile
V. Engineering environments and identify
(2023) research gaps
Dingsgyr, T., What do we know about Empirical Investigate knowledge
Bjernson, F.O., & knowledge management and Software coordination challenges in
Schrof, J., distributed agile development Engineering distributed agile
Sporsem, T. (2022) environments and their
impact on project outcomes
Bick, S., Spohrer, Coordination challenges in large- IEEE Investigation coordination
K., Hoda, R,, scale software development: a Transactions on effectiveness challenges in
Scheerer, A., & case study of planning Software large-scale development
Heinzl, A. misalignment in hybrid settings Engineering teams and identify
(2018) dependence awareness as

key factor for effective
coordination

2.1.2 Fundamental Differences in Delivery Logics

The challenge of hybrid implementation stems from fundamental philosophical differences between

agile and traditional approaches that extend beyond simple process variations. Zasa et al. (2020)

highlighted that Stage-Gate methodologies, which use sequential phase-gate reviews where projects

must meet specific criteria before proceeding, rely on hierarchy and operate by combining different



14

functional perspectives (the “silos” view), while Agile challenges these structural boundaries
through cross-functional teams. These contrasting approaches create tensions around resource

allocation, decision-making authority, and progress measurement.

Quality approaches further illustrate these philosophical differences. Nader-Rezvani (2019) noted
that built-in quality is expected in Agile, while traditional approaches often treat quality as an
afterthought. This distinction creates different expectations about when and how quality is
addressed in project workflows, representing a core delivery logic difference that extends beyond

mere process variations.
2.1.3 Coordination Challenges in Hybrid Environments

The coordination implications of these different delivery logics are significant. Barlow et al. (2011)
identified that plan-driven methodologies assume interdependencies are mostly sequential and
manageable through planning, while agile methodologies assume most interdependencies are
reciprocal, requiring mutual adjustment coordination. Their analysis revealed that using planning
for reciprocal interdependencies creates unnecessary costs, while using planning for reciprocal

interdependencies proves inadequate.

Contemporary research on inter-team coordination provides deeper insight into these coordination
challenges. Wagner (2024) demonstrates that coordination requirements become particularly
complex in hybrid environments where teams operate under different assumptions about
interdependence management. His literature review confirms that the three basic coordination
mechanisms, mutual adjustment, direct supervision, and standardisation, remain relevant in

contemporary multi-team contexts, directly echoing Thompson’s original framework.

Building on this understanding, Berntzen et al. (2023) noted that coordination mechanisms must
address different types of dependencies, knowledge, processes, and resource dependencies, which
align with different delivery approaches. The challenge intensifies because these dependency types
may require different coordination mechanisms simultaneously, creating coordination complexity
that pure methodological approaches may not adequately address. However, current research has
not examined how teams reconcile conflicting approaches to managing these dependencies when

operating within the same programme.
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2.1.4 Bridging Mechanisms between Different Methodologies

Some research indicates that organisations develop specific mechanisms to bridge methodological
differences, though these solutions remain limited in scope and application. Daneva et al. (2013)
identified that vendor organisations developed “delivery stories” as novel artefacts that complement
user stories with technical implications, effort estimation, and associated risk. These delivery stories
serve as translation mechanisms, structured approaches that convert information and requirements
between different methodological frameworks. In this case, they bridge client-focused user stories

and vendor-focused implementation requirements.

Similarly, Conboy and Fitzgerald (2010) found that Extreme Programming (XP)’s practices are
“daisy-chained” and “synergistic”, creating a “self-referential safety net” where practices cannot be
removed due to interdependencies. Their framework revealed that different delivery approaches
have fundamentally different logics that resist simple coordination. Most teams conduct method
tailoring in ad hoc ways based on intuition rather than systematic analysis. Despite these insights
into individual methodology characteristics and some translation mechanisms, existing research has
not investigated how specific technical coordination mechanisms function when teams using
different methodologies must collaborate, nor how stakeholder perceptions are affected by these

different delivery approaches operating simultaneously.
2.2 Technical Coordination in Hybrid Settings
2.2.1 The Prevalence and Structure of Hybrid Coordination

Evidence suggests that hybrid coordination is now the norm rather than the exception in
contemporary IT environments. Gemino et al. (2021) found that 52% of projects in their 477-project
international study could be categorised as hybrid approaches, with waterfall methods (51% of
hybrid projects) commonly combined with Scrum practices (59% of hybrid projects). This
widespread adoption indicates that organisations naturally integrate different methodological
frameworks, though their study measured approaches at a high level without examining specific

coordination mechanisms.

Organisations attempt to address hybrid coordination through deliberate structural interventions.
Zasa et al. (2020) identified three categories of corrective actions: integration actions (gradual
introduction, managerial focus), cultural change actions (team workshops, hybrid team

establishment), and perception management actions (expectation alignment). Their findings
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revealed that successful hybrid implementations require “mapping and identifying possible
interdependencies between the development team and the day-to-day processes” and establishing

formal work agreements to govern cross-team relationships.
2.2.2 Types of Dependencies and Coordination Mechanisms

Research has identified multiple dependency types that require coordination in hybrid
environments, building from foundational theoretical frameworks to comprehensive empirical
taxonomies. Daneva et al. (2013) found that large outsourced agile projects require understanding
six types of dependencies: inter-domain, intra-domain, downstream activities, team-based, user
story, and delivery story dependencies. Building on this understanding, Barlow et al. (2011)
developed a framework based on Thompson’s interdependency theory, identifying pooled
interdependencies (managed through standardisation), sequential interdependencies (managed
through planning), and reciprocal interdependencies (managed through mutual adjustments). This
theoretical foundation provides essential conceptual grounding for understanding how different
types require different coordination approaches, though the application to hybrid environments

where multiple methodological assumptions coexist remains underexplored.

The complexity of coordination in contemporary IT environments has led to increasingly
sophisticated taxonomy from large-scale studies. Berntzen et al. (2022) developed a taxonomy of 27
inter-team coordination mechanisms categorised into meetings (scheduled and unscheduled), roles
(individual and team roles), and tools and artefacts (tangible and intangible). Similarly, Dingseyr et
al. (2022) identified 27 coordination mechanisms, including both formal mechanisms (scrum of
scrums meetings, technical architecture forums) and informal mechanisms (pair programming, ad
hoc meetings, instant messaging). However, these comprehensive studies focused on coordination
within consistent methodological environments rather than examining how different coordination
mechanisms function when agile and traditional teams must collaborate (Berntzen et al. 2022,

Dingseyr et al. 2022).
2.2.3 Coordination Challenges and Breakdown Points

Empirical studies reveal specific coordination challenges in hybrid environments. Zasa et al. (2020)
found that hybrid organisations face coordination challenges including “different planning cycles,
management skepticism, lack of support to dedicated teams, and the difficulty of producing a
modular product to be completed within a short sprint”. These coordination barriers specifically

arise from integrating Agile practices within existing Stage-Gate systems. These challenges reflect
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deeper tensions between methodological assumptions about planning horizons, decision-making
authority, and deliverable granularity that create systematic friction points when different

approaches must coordinate their interdependencies.

The coordination breakdown extends beyond structural challenges to encompass dependency
awareness that emerges as a critical challenge. Bick et al. (2018) identified lack of dependency
awareness as the key explanation for ineffective coordination in their case study of 13 development
teams. Their study revealed that teams frequently experienced blocking situations caused by
unidentified dependencies, with coordination challenges emerging from misaligned planning
activities between team and inter-team levels, specifically in specification, prioritisation, estimation,

and allocation phases.

Similarly, Dingseyr et al. (2022) found that knowledge coordination presents friction points. They
found that business stakeholders were overloaded with meetings and experienced significant delays
between solution descriptions and actual development work, with teams experiencing long feedback
loops and limited learning across organisational lines when coordination relied heavily on formal
handovers and documentation. These coordination failures demonstrate that hybrid environments
create information processing challenges that extend beyond individual team capabilities to affect

inter-team knowledge flows and stakeholder engagement effectiveness.
2.2.4 Specialised Coordination Roles and Artefacts

Organisations develop specialised coordination mechanisms to bridge methodological differences.
Daneva et al. (2013) found that large outsourced agile projects require five distinct vendor-side
roles for collaborative requirements decision-making: business analyst, tech lead, domain owner,
delivery team head, and test scenario team lead. These roles work alongside client-side product
owners and subject matter experts to manage coordination complexity. Bass et al. (2018) identified
that product owners perform eight core activities, including Groom, Prioritiser, Release Master,
Communicator, Traveller, Intermediary, Gatekeeper, and Customer Relationship Manager,
demonstrating how these roles “require experience and high-status in order to be able to exert
influence over other project stakeholders” and bridge methodological differences through

multifaced coordination activities.

The specialisation extends beyond roles to encompass specific coordination artefacts and
ceremonies. Neelu and Kavitha (2021) proposed incorporating sprint kick-off meetings, daily scrum

meetings, sprint planning meetings, and scrum review meetings with defined participants from
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different methodological backgrounds. Similarly, Nader-Rezvani (2019) found that successful
quality transformation required establishing cross-functional Quality Steering Committees including
Support Leaders, DevOps Leaders, PM Leaders, Development Leaders, and Test Architects
working together weekly. These formal coordination structures represent organisational attempts to

systematically bridge methodological differences through structured interaction mechanisms.

Despite these insights into coordination roles and artefacts, existing research has not examined how
these specialised coordination mechanisms function at the operational level when teams with
different delivery logics must collaborate daily, nor how they manage the integration of deliverables

across methodological boundaries.
2.3 Project Success and Quality Perceptions
2.3.1 Evidence for Superior Stakeholder Satisfaction in Hybrid Approaches

Empirical evidence suggests that hybrid approaches achieve strong stakeholder satisfaction
outcomes. Gemino et al. (2021) measured project success using three distinct factors: budget and
time success, scope and quality success, and stakeholder success (combining sponsor, client, and
team satisfaction). Their regression analysis found that both agile and hybrid approaches
significantly outperformed traditional approaches on stakeholder success measures, with hybrid
approaches achieving nearly the same stakeholder satisfaction levels as fully agile approaches.
Notably, while agile and hybrid approaches showed no significant differences from traditional
approaches on budget, time, scope, and quality outcomes, they delivered superior stakeholder

satisfaction.

This finding is supported by smaller-scale studies. Neelu and Kavitha (2021) achieved an average
of 93% customer satisfaction across four sprints in their hybrid case study, with individual sprint
ratings ranging from 86% to 97%. Their analysis found that understandability had the greatest
impact on quality perception (impact score of 24), followed by performance, usability, and

availability.
2.3.2 Different Success Criteria Across Methodological Approaches

The superior stakeholder satisfaction in hybrid approaches may stem from different methodological
strengths addressing varied stakeholder preferences. Barlow et al. (2011) noted that agile methods
promote focus on customer needs through availability that allows customer-requested changes in

subsequent iterations, while traditional methods provide structure and format communication that
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some stakeholders prefer. Their framework suggests that stakeholder expectations and
organisational culture significantly influence methodology success, with some teams being better

suited to clearly defined roles and policies rather than agile flexibility.

However, this methodological diversity creates potential alignment challenges. Nader-Rezvani
(2019) documented significant variations in how different stakeholders perceived project success,
finding that customers focused on total customer experience while internal teams often measured
success through technical metrics like defect counts and automation coverage. The author noted that
customers make key business investment decisions based on their perception of quality, while
development teams measured success differently, suggesting that stakeholder roles influence

success perception criteria.
2.3.3 Perception Challenges in Hybrid Implementation

Hybrid environments create specific perception management challenges due to conflicting
expectations between methodological approaches that extend beyond simple communication
problems to encompass fundamental differences in how project success is defined and
demonstrated. Zasa et al. (2020) found that hybrid implementations create perception challenges
where Agile teams must collaborate with managers to align expectations and project outcomes due
to conflicts between top-down expectations and bottom-up implementation. Their research revealed
that managers typically expect radically faster schedules, while Agile’s iterative nature benefits

most from interactions and collaboration, creating misaligned success criteria.

These perception challenges manifest at operational levels as well. Bick et al. (2018) noted that
coordination effectiveness was perceived differently across hierarchical levels, with central teams
believing coordination worked adequately while development teams experienced significant
blocking issues. Teams experienced frequent frustrations, with product owners describing the
development process as delivering to a “black box” and developers reporting unclear requirements

and priorities.
2.3.4 Limited Understanding of Hybrid-Specific Perception Formation

Despite evidence of superior stakeholder satisfaction in hybrid approaches, current research has not
adequately examined how stakeholder perceptions of delivery success are formed in hybrid
environments where different teams may demonstrate progress and quality differently based on

their methodological approaches. This gap becomes particularly significant when considering that
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agile and traditional methodologies demonstrate value through fundamentally different
mechanisms: agile through working software and iterative improvement and traditional through
milestone completion and documentation quality, yet stakeholders must evaluate integrated
deliverables that combine outputs from both approaches. Furthermore, existing studies have not
investigated how different stakeholder groups form perceptions of project success when multiple
delivery approaches are used simultaneously or how these different success perceptions are formed
and negotiated when agile and traditional approaches must deliver integrated solutions to the same

stakeholder groups (Barlow et al., 2011; Nader-Rezvani, 2019).

The research gap is particularly notable given that studies examining perception differences have
focused on teams transitioning to similar methodologies or working within single methodological
approaches, rather than exploring how stakeholders using different delivery logics perceive and
evaluate coordination success when working with counterparts using contrasting methodological
approaches (Dingseyr et al., 2022; Bick et al., 2018). This limitation means that while research
documents coordination mechanisms and stakeholder outcomes separately, the critical relationship
between coordination effectiveness and stakeholder perception formation in hybrid environments

remains unexplored.
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3 Theoretical Framework

3.1 Introduction to the Theoretical Framework

This study employs an integrated theoretical framework combining Thompson’s Interdependence
Theory (1967) and Stakeholder Theory (Freeman, 1984) to examine coordination mechanisms and
stakeholder perceptions in hybrid IT environments. This combination provides a comprehensive
lens for understanding both the structural coordination challenges that arise when agile and
traditional methodologies coexist and how different stakeholders perceive and evaluate project

success in these complex environments.

The theoretical framework addresses three critical dimensions of hybrid IT coordination: structural
interdependencies that require coordination mechanisms (Thompson, 1967), stakeholder
relationships that influence project success perceptions (Freeman, 1984), and interaction effects
between coordination approaches and stakeholder evaluations. This integrated approach enables a
nuanced analysis of how technical coordination mechanisms function in practice and how they

shape stakeholder experiences of hybrid project delivery.
3.2 Thompson’s Interdependence Theory
3.2.1 Foundations of Interdependence Theory

James D. Thompson’s seminal work “Organizations in Action” (1967) provides a foundational
framework for understanding how organisations coordinate work across different units and
methodologies. Thompson’s theory is particularly relevant to hybrid IT environments because it
addresses the fundamental challenges of managing different types of work dependencies through

appropriate coordination mechanisms.

Thompson identified three distinct types of interdependence, each requiring different coordination
approaches. His theory posits that organisational effectiveness depends on matching the appropriate
coordination mechanism to the type of interdependence present. This matching principle is
especially critical in hybrid environments where teams using different methodologies must

collaborate despite having fundamentally different approaches to managing dependencies.
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3.2.2 Types of Interdependence

Pooled Interdependence represents the loosest form of interdependence, where units contribute
independently to the overall organisational output without direct interaction. In hybrid IT
environments, pooled interdependence might occur when agile and traditional teams work on
separate system components that eventually integrate at the final delivery stage. Each team operated
according to its preferred methodology without requiring ongoing coordination with teams using

different approaches.

Sequential Interdependence occurs when the output of one unit becomes the direct input for
another unit, creating a linear dependency chain. This type of interdependence is common in hybrid
IT environments when agile teams must deliver components that traditional teams then integrate
into large system architectures or when traditional requirements analysis feeds into agile

development sprints.

Reciprocal Interdependence represents the most complex form, where units exchange outputs
cyclically, with each unit’s work serving as input for others in an ongoing, iterative process. In
hybrid IT contexts, reciprocal interdependence emerges when agile and traditional teams must
continuously exchange information, feedback, and deliverables throughout the project lifecycle.
This creates the highest coordination demands, as teams must reconcile different planning cycles,

review processes, and quality standards.
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3.2.3 Coordination Mechanisms

Thompson’s theory prescribes specific coordination mechanisms for each type of interdependence,

arranged in order of increasing coordination intensity and cost.

Standardisation serves as the primary coordination mechanism for pooled interdependence. This
involves establishing common rules, procedures, and standards that enable independent units to
contribute coherently to organisational outcomes. In hybrid IT environments, standardisation might
include common documentation formats, shared quality criteria, or unified interface specifications
that allow agile and traditional teams to work independently while ensuring their outputs integrate

effectively.

Planning and Scheduling coordinate sequential interdependence by establishing predetermined
workflows, timelines, and handoff procedures. This mechanism requires advance specification of
what outputs each unit will produce, when they will be delivered, and how they will interface with
subsequent work. For hybrid IT projects, planning mechanisms must accommodate the different
planning horizons and iteration cycles of agile versus traditional approaches while maintaining

overall project coherence.

Mutual Adjustment addresses reciprocal interdependence through ongoing communication,
negotiation, and real-time problem-solving between interdependent units. This mechanism relies on
continuous information exchange and collaborative decision-making to manage the complex,
dynamic dependencies that characterise reciprocal interdependence. In hybrid IT environments,
mutual adjustment mechanisms must bridge different communication styles, decision-making

processes, and feedback cycles between agile and traditional teams.
3.3 Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory
3.3.1 Foundations of Stakeholder Theory

R. Edward Freeman’s stakeholder theory, introduced in “Strategic Management: A Stakeholder
Approach” (1984), fundamentally reconceptualises how organisations understand success and value
creation. Rather than focusing solely on shareholder value maximisation, stakeholder theory posits
that organisational success depends on effectively managing relationships with all parties who can

affect or are affected by organisational activities.
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Freeman’s original definition of stakeholders as “any group or individual who can affect or is
affected by the achievement of the organisation’s objectives” has evolved to encompass a broader
understanding of stakeholder relationships as the fundamental source of organisational value
creation. This perspective is particularly relevant to hybrid IT environments, where projects involve

multiple stakeholder groups with different backgrounds, expectations, and evaluation criteria.
3.3.2 Stakeholder Perception and Success Evaluation

Stakeholder theory recognises that different stakeholders hold varying and sometimes conflicting
definitions of project success based on their roles, priorities, and organisational positions. Technical
stakeholders might prioritise system performance and maintainability, business stakeholders focus
on ROI and strategic alignment, while end users emphasise usability and functionality. Mitchell,
Agle, and Wood (1997) suggest that stakeholders with greater power, legitimacy, and urgency in

their claims will have stronger influence on how project success is defined and evaluated.

In hybrid IT contexts, stakeholder perceptions become particularly complex because agile and
traditional methodologies demonstrate and measure progress differently. Agile approaches
emphasise working software, user feedback, and iterative improvement, while traditional
approaches focus on milestone completion, documentation quality, and adherence to original
specifications. These different progress demonstrations can lead to conflicting stakeholder

perceptions of project success and health.

Furthermore, hybrid environments complicate stakeholder evaluation because different
methodologies prioritise different stakeholder groups. Agile methodologies typically emphasise
direct user involvement and frequent feedback, while traditional approaches may prioritise formal
sponsor approval and compliance stakeholders. This creates situations where the same coordination
mechanisms or project outcomes may be perceived positively by stakeholders accustomed to one
methodological approach while being viewed negatively by those expecting different

communication patterns, involvement levels, or success metrics.
3.4 Integrated Theoretical Framework

The integration of Thompson’s Interdependence Theory and Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory creates
a comprehensive framework for understanding hybrid IT coordination from both structural and

relational perspectives. Thompson’s theory explains the technical coordination challenges that arise
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from different types of work dependencies, while Stakeholder Theory explains how different groups

perceive and evaluate the coordination solutions implemented to address these challenges.

This integration recognises that coordination mechanisms are not merely technical solutions but
social processes that affect stakeholder relationships and perceptions. The choice of coordination
mechanism influences how stakeholders experience project communication, decision-making, and
progress demonstration. Conversely, stakeholder expectations and preferences influence the

feasibility and effectiveness of different coordination approaches.

Building on these theoretical foundations, this study integrates both theories to examine hybrid IT
coordination. Figure 3 illustrates this integration, synthetising Thompson’s three types of
interdependence with their corresponding coordination mechanisms and explicitly links these to
different stakeholder perception processes. This diagram represents an original contribution of this

research, connecting two previously separate theoretical domains to understand hybrid IT

coordination.
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4 Research Methodology

4.1 Research Design and Philosophical Approach

This study adopts a positivist case study approach to investigate the relationship between
coordination mechanisms and stakeholder perceptions in hybrid IT environments. The positivist
paradigm is appropriate for this research as it seeks to identify causal relationships between
technical coordination mechanisms, agile practices implementation, and perceived project success

through systematic data collection and analysis.

The choice of a positivist approach is justified by the study’s objective to develop measurable
constructs and testable propositions about both coordination effectiveness and stakeholder
perception formation in hybrid environments, building upon the established theoretical foundations

of Thompson’s Interdependence Theory and Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory.
4.1.1 Single Revelatory Case Study Design

This research employs a single, revelatory case study design within a large multinational
organisation that operates hybrid IT environments combining agile and traditional methodologies.

The case study approach is particularly appropriate for this research because:

- Contemporary phenomenon: Hybrid IT coordination represents a current organisational
challenge requiring real-world investigation.

- Complex context: The integration of different methodological approaches creates intricate
coordination dynamics that cannot be separated from their organisational context.

- Exploratory nature: Limited existing theory on hybrid coordination mechanisms and
particularly the absence of literature examining stakeholder perception formation in hybrid

environments, requiring in-depth investigation to develop new theoretical insights.
4.1.2 Unit of Analysis

The primary unit of analysis is the inter-team coordination interface between agile and traditional

methodology teams within the same programme or project delivery structure. This includes:

- Coordination mechanisms implemented between teams using different methodologies
- Stakeholder perception formation processes across methodological boundaries

- Integration points where different delivery approaches must collaborate



Sub-units of analysis include individual teams, specific coordination mechanisms (meetings, roles,

and artefacts), and stakeholder groups with different methodological preferences.

4.2 Research Constructs and Propositions

Based on the integrated theoretical framework and literature review, this study investigates three

primary constructs:

Table 2. List of Constructs

Definition Measurement (Attribute)
Technical The degree to which coordination  « Frequency and effectiveness of coordination
Coordination mechanisms successfully manage mechanisms used
Effectiveness interdependencies between agile . quality of dependency identification and resolution
(A) and traditional teams within inter- < Time t | ¢ .
team interfaces ime to resolve cross-team issues
« Stakeholder satisfaction with information flow
Perceived Stakeholder evaluations of project  « Stakeholder satisfaction ratings across methodological

Project Success

(B)

delivery quality, timeline
adherence, and outcome
satisfaction when agile and
traditional approaches collaborate
on the same deliverable

boundaries

« Alignment between different success criteria definitions
« Consistency of success perceptions across stakeholder
groups

* Quality perception of integrated deliverables

Agile Practices
degree (C)

The extent to which teams
implement agile practices within
the hybrid environment and their
ability to adapt these practices
when coordinating with traditional
teams

4.3 Data Collection

* Level of agile practice adoption (ceremonies, artefacts,
roles)

* Degree of practice modification for hybrid coordination
* Flexibility in adapting agile practices to interface
requirements

* Integration of agile practices with traditional coordination
mechanisms

4.3.1 Primary Data Collection: Semi-Structured Interviews

The primary data collection method consists of semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders

involved in hybrid IT coordination. This approach allows for systematic construct investigation

while maintaining flexibility to explore emergent themes. Multiple criteria were used to select

participants.

Inclusion Criteria:

- Active involvement in projects combining agile and traditional methodologies within the

past 12 months

- Direct experience with inter-team coordination mechanisms
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- Role responsibility for either coordination implementation or stakeholder communication

- Minimum 2 years’ experience in IT project delivery
Exclusion Criteria:

- Involvement solely in pure agile or pure traditional projects

- Limited exposure to cross-methodological coordination challenges

Data collection was conducted in two rounds using different interview guides to capture diverse
perspectives while avoiding redundancy. The first round focused on regional actors (P1, P2, P3)
who coordinate between their regional agile teams and the central core team. The second round
targeted central team members (P4, P5, P6, P7) who manage coordination across multiple regional
interfaces and provide oversight of hybrid coordination processes. This two-round approach enabled
exploration of coordination mechanisms from both the regional implementation perspective and the

central coordination management perspective.

Table 3. Description of Interviewees

Unit of Analysis UoA Description Roles of Length of the
interviewees interview
P1 EU - Central Inter-team coordination Product Owner 49 min
Interface between EU regional agile (European Squad)
team and central core team
P2 NA — Central Inter-team coordination Product Owner 30 min
Interface between NA regional agile (North America)
team and central core team
P3 APAC - Central Inter-team coordination Product Owner 36 min
Interface between APAC regional (Asia-Pacific squad)
agile team and central core
team
P4 Central — Inter-team coordination Digital IT Domain 34 min
Regional oversight across multiple Leader (Central
Interface regional teams and central team)
core
P5 Central — Inter-team coordination Product Owner 31 min
Regional between central core team (Central Team)
Interface and regional teams
P6 Central — Inter-team coordination Product Analyst 45 min
Regional between central core team (Central Team)
Interface and regional/ business
teams
P7 Central — Inter-team coordination Developer (Central 47 min
Development between core development Team)
Interface and regional

implementation
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4.3.2 Secondary Data Collection

Document Analysis: Project documentation, coordination artefacts (meeting minutes, workflow
diagrams, integration plans), and organisational process documentation will provide contextual
validation for interview findings. This include analysis of numerous documents in Confluence over
6 months, including 12 sprint review presentations, 12 cross-team Path-to-Promotion meeting

minutes and 3 roadmaps.

Observational Data: Non-participant and participant observation of coordination meetings, cross-
team planning sessions, and integration activities will provide behavioural validation of reported
coordination mechanisms. Observations include daily stand-up meetings (30 minutes each), cross-
teams weekly meetings (3 per week), backlog refinement and grooming meetings every 2 weeks (1h
each), 12 sprint planning meetings (30min each), 12 demo sessions (1h