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Abstract 

Business value and ownership are two important themes in Agile software development 

projects. Agile approach in its essence is value-based and value-driven, and it is beneficial for 

the project success if the team “owns” what it creates, i.e. treats it as its own business. The 

purpose of the study was to investigate: 1). how practitioners in Agile development projects 

perceive business value, and 2). how team ownership impacts the creation of business value. 

The study is based on the theories in the field of Agile development: to maximize team 

productivity, the leaders have to build ownership within the self-organizing teams while teams 

work best when they understand why they do what they do, and what impact their work will 

create in terms of business value. This qualitative multi-case study is carried out in three 

teams within Digital Services and Solutions Department at Husqvarna Group. It is based on 

thirteen semi-structured interviews with developers and Product Owners and seventeen 

observations of group meetings.  

The findings show that the perceptions of business value differ from person to person even 

among people working on the same projects. Teams consider creating value not only for 

customers but for the organization as well. Perceiving business value on a more systematic 

level allows seeing their project in a bigger scope, and understanding how they can contribute. 

Developers use their business value perceptions when trying to map their project to the 

overall business goals of the organization. However, when teams lack understanding what 

business value each individual task has, it prohibits them from participating in decision-

making and contributing to the value creation to the full degree. 

Teams that take ownership contribute to business value creation by participating in decision-

making and offering what type of functionality should be developed. Team members may not 

take ownership due to their unawareness that they can take it, or can take ownership only for 

the tools they are working on, as a result of narrow skill specialization. Surprisingly, all 

developers, even those that do not take ownership, claim to be responsible for the outcome of 

the project. Just as surprisingly, even developers that take ownership might not fully 

understand why they do what they do due to the lack of vision. This also prohibits them from 

contributing to the value creation to the full degree. Thus better mechanisms for sharing 

knowledge about business value creation between Product Owners and teams are necessary. 

Organizations can use these findings to facilitate the collaboration between business and 

technical people that work together on common projects. It will be of particular interest to 

Product Owners who aim at helping their Teams to take ownership and participate in 

decision-making, as well as for developers that were not aware that they can take ownership 

and that lack information about business value of different tasks from Product Owners.  
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1. Introduction  

______________________________________________________________________ 

The aim of this chapter is to provide the background discussion and ensure an 

understanding of the subject matter. The purpose of the study along with specific 

aspects of the investigated problem is introduced to the reader. Following the 

theoretical review, Research Questions are provided, that are directly related to the 

purpose of the study. At the end of the chapter, the delimitation section reflects on the 

limits for what the study claims to cover. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Background 

 

Ever since Toyota has changed the automotive industry with its Lean manufacturing in 

1990s, their focus on cost reduction, zero waste, and quick response to changes in the 

marketplace became a major field of interest to both researches and businesses (Howell, 

1999), whereas other industries started adopting Lean principles in their practices. 

 

At its heart, Agile development is a Lean methodology that was introduced in the IT 

world instead of the traditional Waterfall model. The key drawback of the former one 

was its complete inflexibility and inability to adhere to the changing demands of the 

highly complex and volatile business environment (Nerur, Mahapatra, & Mangalaraj, 

2005). The heavy planning and linear approach to the development process combined 

with excessive documentation along the way took much time and did not allow adapting 

to the dynamic market demands (Hass, 2007).  

 

Agile methodology, on the contrary, was developed keeping in mind the vibrant 

environment and the need to respond to change quickly. The key benefits of Agile 

approach include flexibility and adaptability, improved time-to-market and increased 

customer satisfaction rates (Balaji & Murugaiyan, 2012). The focus has switched to the 

close collaboration with customers, frequent delivery, adjustment based on received 

feedback, and self-organizing teams (Highsmith, 2002), thus the major drawbacks of the 

Waterfall model were addressed. 

 

Along with the switch from formal requirements with heavy documentation to more 

iterative ones that focused on frequent delivery, the idea of project success was also 

redefined in order to reflect new, Agile, principles. Whether the project was a success or 

not was no longer judged based on whether it fulfills the original plan, but on the 

business value created as a result (Highsmith, 2009). The Waterfall model used 

traditional manufacturing metrics, such as cost, schedule, and scope to measure success 

(Rico, Sayani, & Sone, 2009). These did not, however, entail that the project completed 
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on deadline and within budget delivered the product of high quality, or that customers 

were satisfied and users adopted it (Highsmith, 2009). 

 

Agile approaches go beyond cost, schedule and scope to focus on value goal: building a 

releasable product (Highsmith, 2009). Iterative development, flexible processes, 

teamwork, and customer collaboration all aim at creating business value with working 

software (Rico et al., 2009). 

 

Based on Agile principles, “customers come first, are always right, and always get what 

they want” (Rico et al., 2009). Thanks to increased customer collaboration, the software 

is being changed based on customer needs. Thus Agile approaches ensure project 

success every step on a way. The self-organizing Team creates a solution that is right-

sized, just-enough, and just-in-time (Rico et al., 2009), which later translates to 

increased revenue or market share (Hass, 2007).  

 

The customer (buyer) may without doubt be referred to as the full-time member of the 

project (Rico et al., 2009). Customer needs are communicated to the self-organizing 

Team on a continuous basis through Product Owner (PO). She or he is a customer 

representative within a company, also responsible for communicating the product 

vision, requirements prioritization, and ensuring the project profitability (Schwaber, 

2004).  

 

 Problem Discussion 

 

Building a reliable and adaptable product in face of changing requirements is a 

challenging task even for experienced developers. The iterative nature of Agile methods 

allows making incremental changes to the product, which gives the Team a sense of 

accomplishment, and makes it aware of where it currently is in the release cycle 

(Schwaber, 2004).   

 

While creating business value is the main goal of any software development project and 

this concept has been addressed in many studies, most current research does not 

explicitly define what business value stands for. The concept is thus taken for granted 

without clear indication in which way individual agile practices facilitate business value 

creation (Racheva, Daneva, & Sikkel, 2009, a).  

 

What is clear is that in software development, business value creation is directly related 

to the way requirements (tasks) are prioritized (Racheva et al., 2010), thus the PO 

should be constantly collaborating with the self-organizing Team and discuss how to 

deliver the most business value (Schwaber, 2004).  
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Although, Agile practices facilitate collaboration between development Teams and 

customers, they also require everyone on the Team to constantly adapt to dynamic 

environment. PO is thus on board to facilitate the self-organizing Team in establishing 

working relationships and promoting collaboration rather than to set rigid instructions 

for everyone to follow (Schwaber, 2004).  

 

According to Pixton, Gibson, & Nickolaisen (2014), to maximize Team productivity, 

the primary goals of the leader, are to 1). build ownership within the self-organizing 

Team and 2). “act as an enabler rather than a controller” (Pixton et al., 2014). Why is 

this important? It was proved that both individuals and Teams work best when they 

have a mutual understanding about why they are doing what they are doing (Pixton et 

al., 2014). 

 

The ownership entails understanding the business goals, and being able to map their 

projects to these goals, understanding the unique value-added proposition of the work 

that they do in regard to the final product, monitoring own progress and having 

sufficient information to make decisions that are in line with overall business objectives 

(Pixton et al., 2014). In other words, when the Team takes ownership of the product 

they are developing, each member of the Team treats it as their own business and takes 

full responsibility for their work (Sankaranarayanan, 2016; Pixton et al., 2014). The 

Team has also a shared vision and their goals are fully aligned with the business goals 

of the entire company (Pixton et al., 2014). 

 

Thus it is important to study value perceptions and the role of Team ownership in the 

value creation process in order to help practitioners share a common view on the 

project. By conducting in-depth studies in actual companies, researchers may come up 

with better theoretical solutions to help practitioners overcome obstacles they face in 

their work when dealing with ownership issues and sharing knowledge about task 

prioritization. 

 

 Purpose and Research Questions 

 

The purpose of this study is explorative whereas the researcher wants to investigate how 

practicioners perceive business value and how decisions are made on how incoming 

requirements are prioritized. At the same time, the researcher aims at contributing with 

new theoretical insights regarding the way Team ownership influences the value 

creation. The problem is studied from the perspective of both leaders and the Teams in 

the case company.  

 

The primary objectives are 1). to discover how the PO collaborates with the Team, if 

she or he communicates the business objectives clearly and makes sure the Team 

understands the logic behind requirements prioritization, and the degree of ownership 

awarded to the self-organizing Team; and 2). to investigate what role (active or passive) 
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the Team plays in decision-making process, whether the Team understands the unique 

value of their project and whether the PO and the Team share the responsibility for the 

product they are developing. 

 

Based on these objectives, the research questions for the study were defined as 

following:  

 

RQ1: How do practitioners in Agile development projects perceive business value? 

RQ2: How does Team ownership influence the creation of business value? 

 

The first research question was adopted from the previously done work by Racheva et 

al. (2010) who did a multiple case study to find out how practicioners in various 

companies in different countries perceive business value. The second research question 

was inspired by literature on Agile development, since ownership is a specific concept 

in Agile approach, and the aim of this Thesis is to see how it impacts value creation. 

The second question is thus quite challenging to study on its own without referring to 

the participants’ perceptions of value.   

 

 Delimitation 

 

The research objectives do not include studying what organizational performance is. 

The focus is rather on how the concept of business value is being perceived or socially 

constructed in the context of Agile development projects in a particular company. The 

study is based on the current project processes and the opinions of the employees in the 

case company. 

2. Frame of Reference 

______________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the theoretical background to the topic based 

on previously published theory and research within the problem area. The main themes 

and results of the research materials are organized and summarized in a manner that 

will allow their further use for the design, analysis and interpretation of the empirical 

study. The theory and the previous research are integrated in order to provide a more 

comprehensive view on the subject matter. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Traditional vs Agile Approach 

2.1.1 Waterfall Model – Linear and Process-Centric 

Waterfall model (Figure 1) is a traditional and rational approach that has long time been 

used as the primary methodology in software development projects (Nerur et al., 2005). 

Waterfall comprises several distinct stages of product life cycle, which are to be 
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completed one after another. Such an orderly sequence does not assume going back to 

make any changes once the previous stage has already been completed (Hass, 2007).   

 

Figure 1: The Waterfall Model 

 

 

 

 

Source: Adapted from Hass (2007) 

 

It is process-centric and relies on heavy planning and command and control 

management style. Waterfall adopters use these plans to predict, measure and control 

issues that might come up along the way. To eliminate the issue, they try to measure 

and refine processes on a continuous basis, with an aim of optimizing those in future 

(Highsmith & Cockburn, 2001). The necessity to document all information diminishes 

communication among Team members, making it more formalized, and the resultant 

documentation serves as a primary basis for sharing knowledge about the product 

(Nerur et al., 2005).  

 

The participation of customers in software development projects is usually limited to 

the initial stages only, where there is a need to specify requirements (Nerur et al., 2005). 

The linear workflow makes Waterfall model quite ineffective when implemented on 

practice, as customers are often unable to provide all requirements right at the start of 

the project  (Hass, 2007).   
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2.1.2 Agile Approach – Iterative and Value-Driven 

Unlike the traditional Waterfall method, Agile development is comprised of short cycles 

(iterations), each of which includes building product functionality, customer 

involvement, collaborative decisions, and continuous change based on feedback 

received (Highsmith & Cockburn, 2001). In such a way, Agile approach adds value and 

allows making incremental changes every step on the way, as opposed to the Waterfall 

model, which develops a huge system and delivers it in form of a “Big Bang” which 

might in the end result in non-adoption (Nerur et al., 2005)     

 

Planning, developing, integration, testing, and delivering all happen during one iteration 

(Highsmith & Cockburn, 2001). Clients are active Team members working closely with 

developers, and making decisions together (Balaji & Murugaiyan, 2012). The role of 

manager in Agile project is to facilitate and coordinate the work of a self-organizing 

Team. The primary goal is to deliver a potentially shippable product after each cycle 

(Highsmith & Cockburn, 2001). Agile approach does not require documentation that 

goes beyond the code, while ongoing member rotation makes it possible to share this 

tacit knowledge within the Team (Nerur et al., 2005). 

 

The key principles of Agile development were first put on paper in February, 2001 and 

are now well-known as Agile Manifesto. It was signed by 17 key practicioners in Agile 

community at that time, who aimed at ”uncovering better ways of developing software 

by doing it and helping others do it” (Agile Alliance, 2017). The main four values of 

Agile development are as follows: 

 

Figure 2: Agile Manifesto 

 

 

INDIVIDUALS AND INTERACTIONS 
                                     OVER PROCESSES AND TOOLS 

 

WORKING SOFTWARE 
            OVER COMPREHENSIVE DOCUMENTATION 

 

CUSTOMER COLLABORATION 
                                OVER CONTRACT NEGOTIATION 

 

RESPONDING TO CHANGE 
                                           OVER FOLLOWING A PLAN 

 

 

Source: Adapted from Agile Aliance (2017) 
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In comparison to the Waterfal model, the returns that the Agile approach generates are 

immense. This is evident from multiple perspectives: productivity (25 times increase), 

quality (19 times higher), cost (20 times cheaper),  ROI (19 times greater) (Rico et al., 

2009).  

 

The costs associated with Agile development are lower than with the traditional one due 

to increased customer collaboration, as well as focus on iterative development 

and teamwork (Dybå & Dingsøyr, 2008; Rico et al., 2009). The repeated cycles of 

thinking-acting-working on feedback allow different stakeholders to learn and adapt 

(Nerur et al., 2005). Moreover, the cost overhead is minimal, since Agile Teams are 

comprized of highly skilled talents, who are self-motivated, and extremely productive 

(Rico et al., 2009). The fact that Teams are empowered to make decisions makes self-

organization easier (Nerur et al., 2005), and responding to changing market needs quite 

fast and efficient (Balaji & Murugaiyan, 2012; Rico et al., 2009).  

 

In addition to cost benefits, there is also intangible business value associated with the 

Agile approach (Rico et al., 2009). It helps to develop strong ties with clients and 

between Team members (Dybå & Dingsøyr, 2008), which in turn results in even more 

cost efficiency, productivity, and product quality. In such a way, Agile development is 

all about being ”right-sized, just-enough, and just-in-time processes and documentation 

for maximizing business value” (Rico et al., 2009). 

 

There are several ways to apply Agile on practice: extreme programming (XP), Scrum, 

Kanban, feature-driven development (FDD), dynamic systems development method 

(DSDM), and others (Highsmith & Cockburn, 2001). Each organization might choose 

the one that suits it best. Scrum is by far one of the most popular and widely used one 

(Rubin, 2012). Since the case company adopts Scrum, the further section will focus on 

it exclusively.  

 

 Using Scrum in Agile Development 

2.2.1 What is Scrum? 

The name “Scrum” was borrowed from Rugby, where it is referred to as a team of eight 

people who act together in the field (Rubin, 2012). In Agile development, Team 

members work close together towards a common goal, whereas everyone is responsible 

for contributing to the project via her/his role. Scrum embraces clear priorities and well-

defined roles, and teamwork is at the heart of it (Rising & Janoff, 2000). 

 

The Figure 3 demonstrates a typical Scrum working mode. Each iteration is referred to 

as Sprint, which typically lasts two to four weeks. Every time the Team is supposed to 

deliver a potentially shippable product based on requirements from the list called 
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Backlog (Schwaber, 2004). The detailed description of Scrum roles and practices is 

provided below.   

 

Figure 3: Scrum Mode 

 
 

Source: Adapted from Schwaber (2004) 

2.2.2 Scrum Roles  

”There are only three Scrum roles: the Product Owner, the Team, and the Scrum 

Master. All management responsibilities in a project are divided among these three 

roles” Schwaber (2004).  

 

Product Owner (PO) represents the interests of all project stakeholders along with the 

resulting service/system (Rubin, 2012). PO is responsible for both initial and ongoing 

project budget by establishing the general requirements, return on investment (ROI) 

goals, and release plans (Schwaber, 2004).  

 

The Team is responsible for the development of functionalities. Teams are self-

organizing, self-managing, and cross-functional (Schwaber, 2004). Team members 

figure out how to transform project requirements into an increment of functionality and 

manage their own work to achieve it (Rubin, 2012). Developers are together responsible 

for the success of every iteration (Schwaber, 2004). 

 

Scrum Master is a person within the project whose responsibilities include managing 

the Scrum process and educating everyone working on the project about Scrum (Rising 

& Janoff, 2000); the key talent of a Scrum Master is to implement Scrum in line with 
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the company culture while still delivering the expected benefits (Rubin, 2012; 

Schwaber, 2004). 

2.2.3 Additional Scrum Practices 

Product Backlog 

This is a list of requirements for the shippable product. The contents and prioritization 

of the Backlog are the direct job duties of the PO (Gregorio, 2012). An important fact is 

that the Backlog keeps evolving as the new requirements come in and the the changes in 

the external environment occur (Rising & Janoff, 2000; Rubin, 2012). Thus the Backlog 

is directly dependent on what is necessary for the shippable product to be used and be 

useful (Schwaber, 2004; Rubin, 2012).  

User Stories 

User Story is “a requirement, feature and/or unit of business value that can be estimated 

and tested” (Gregorio, 2012).  For each User Story (Figure 4) there are typically several 

tasks that are to be completed throughout a number of iterations. Practicioners 

especially emphasize the acceptance criteria that each User Story has to pass in order to 

be considered done. It is up to the PO to decide upon the approval of acceptance criteria, 

whereas the testers decide if the User Story passed it or not. The more complex the User 

Story is, the more time it requires to be completed, which might also result in the 

overlap between iterations (Gregorio, 2012). 

 

Figure 4: Creating a User Story 

 

 

As a (ROLE) 

I want to achieve (GOAL) 

So that I (BENEFIT) 

 

Acceptance criteria: …; …; … 

 

Source: Adapted from (Gregorio, 2012) 
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Burndown Chart 

It depicts the remaining volume of work over time and is an excellent means of 

visualizing the progress of the Team’s work.  One may observe the relationship between 

the volume of the remaining work at any specific time and how the Team is working 

towards decreasing this work (Schwaber, 2004). 

Sprint 

This is the iteration or amount of time that the Team needs to build a potentially 

shippable increment (functionality) (Rising & Janoff, 2000; Rubin, 2012) that is of 

interest to the PO and stakeholders (Schwaber, 2004).   

One Sprint is the maximum time during which the Team delivers a certain amount of 

work without the need for documentation to support it (Gregorio, 2012). Also, it is the 

maximum time allowance from stakeholders that will keep them interested in the 

progress and reassure that the Team is building something meaningful (Schwaber, 

2004). 

The Team is self-organizing, so no external instructions or directions are accepted 

during the Sprint (Schwaber, 2004). The list of requirements is timeboxed (“frozen”) 

until the end of the iteration (Rising & Janoff, 2000; Rubin, 2012). Each Team member 

commits to keeping the Sprint Backlog up-to-date and available for public access 

(Schwaber, 2004). 

Sometimes, the Sprint might prove non-viable due to changing business requirements or   

unfeasible technology. If the Sprint is of no value to the business, the Team, the PO  or 

Scrum Master might terminate it and initiate a new one (Schwaber, 2004). 

2.2.4 Meetings 

Sprint Planning  

This is the meeting of the PO, the Scrum Master, and the Team (Rubin, 2012). The PO 

is accountable for preparing the Backlog: Team members often make suggestions, but 

the PO has the authority to decide what to include. The goal for the Team is to choose 

the tasks that it considers worthy completing during the next Sprint (Rising & Janoff, 

2000). The PO has to be open for answering questions, since the Team will act solely on 

its own as a self-organizing unit and without any external directions (Schwaber, 2004; 

Rubin, 2012). 
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Daily Stand-ups 

Daily Stand-ups are rather short, approximately 15-minute meetings that take place at 

the same location and on the same hour of the day (Rubin, 2012). As a rule, this is the 

first thing that Team members do when everyone has arrived to work (Schwaber, 2004). 

Daily Scrum Meetings require the participation of all Team members, either by physical 

or by virtual presence (Rising & Janoff, 2000).  

Each member of the Team answers three basic questions (Schwaber, 2004).:  

1. What has she/he done since the last Scrum Meeting? 

2. What will she/he do from now on until the tomorrow’s Daily Scrum Meeting? 

3. What hinders her/him from performing the work as planned? 

In case one Team member requires assistance of her/his teammates for completing 

work, they can arrange to get together after the Daily Stand-up to set up a meeting 

(Schwaber, 2004).  

Backlog Grooming 

Backlog Grooming refers to the meeting whereas the PO and the Team (or some 

members of it) take time to review requirements. This is done in order to make sure that 

the right prioritization is achieved. The participants might create or remove User 

Stories, as well as re-prioritize, estimate and split those (Agile Alliance, 2017). 

What Backlog Grooming is supposed to do is preparing the relevant tasks for the 

upcoming Sprints. Doing this on a continuous basis helps the PO to ensure the 

understanding of project objectives within the Team, and enhances project success 

(Gregorio, 2012). 

 

Sprint Review  

 

At Spring Review, the Team presents to the PO and stakeholders the tasks that were 

completed during the last Sprint (Rubin, 2012). The functional features are done when 

they are completely engineered and ready for  shipment (Schwaber, 2004). 

The discussion between the PO, the Team and the stakeholders takes place about 

potential rearrangement of the Backlog (Team members answer stakeholder questions 

and the latter ones suggest priorities) (Gregorio, 2012). It can happen that stakeholders 

identify requirements that were not delivered or were not delivered as expected and ask 

to place those in the Backlog (Schwaber, 2004). 
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Retrospective  

This meeting is for the Team, the Scrum Master, and the PO, with the latter one 

attending optionally (Schwaber, 2004), or mandatory (Rubin, 2012) based on different 

sources. The primary focus of a retrospective is that all Team members have to respond 

to two questions (Schwaber, 2004): 

1. What went well during the last Sprint? 

2. What could be improved in the next Sprint? 

The answers are written down and summarized by Scrum Master. The objective of the 

Retrospective is to facilitate the Team’s search for better ways of working to produce 

the desired change (Schwaber, 2004). 

Since success and value are often included in the very definitions of many Agile 

concepts, there is a sense to take a closer look on what is meant by these two. 

 Value Focus in Project Management 

2.3.1 Defining Success of the Project 

Since the Agile approach took the lead combatting the traditional Waterfall model, the 

nature of project management changed. To deliver a better performance, organizations 

had to reaccess how they measured project success (Highsmith, 2009).  

 

New ways of thinking were required instead of old traditional ones that focus on cost, 

schedule, and scope, like the Iron Triangle of project management (first triangle in 

Figure 4). Back in the old days, it was assumed that the scope has to be defined at the 

beginning of the project, and that it should serve as the key driver of the project 

completion. Although, schedule and cost could vary, most managers strived to lock 

down those as well (Highsmith, 2009). This approach was very problematic, since the 

customers often found it challenging to define all requirements right at start (Balaji & 

Murugaiyan, 2012; Hass, 2007).   

 

The second attempt to measure success of Agile development project focused on fixed 

schedule (timeboxing), whereas the scope was varying (second triangle in Figure 4). It 

did not result in much effectiveness either, as it still used the traditional Iron Triangle 

measures (Highsmith, 2009). If conformance to plan was still to be viewed as a measure 

of success, there was no way how an Agile development project, which is all about 

continuous readjustment, can ever be successful (Highsmith, 2009).   
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Figure 4: the Evolution of Agile Triangle 

 

 
 

Source: Adapted from Highsmith (2009) 

 

What could really capture the true success of the project was complete redefinition of 

what success is all about (Highsmith, 2009). Value (to the customer) became the key 

goal of a project (Highsmith, 2009; Rico et al., 2009), which is not possible without 

high quality (Hass, 2007; Highsmith, 2009; Kan, 2002). Schedule, scope and cost are 

still important, but in the new, Agile Triangle (third triangle in the Figure 4), they are 

defined as constraints, not the ultimate goal. Any of those is subject to adjustment as the 

Agile project moves on to meet quality and value goals of the company (Highsmith, 

2009). This adaptability is the most vital feature of Agile development, since it allows 

responding to the changing environment conditions quickly (Balaji & Murugaiyan, 

2012) and minimizing risks associated with the project (Rico et al., 2009). 

2.3.2 What is Value, and why It Matters 

How are the quality and value goals of Agile development project defined? The author 

of Agile Triangle, Highsmith (2009) sees value in building a releasable product, while 

quality – in ensuring that this product is reliable and adaptable.  

 

In software development, the most commonly used definition of product quality is 

focused on the number of “bugs” (Kan, 2002). Less functional defects in software 

signals higher quality (Rico et al., 2009). It is usually measured in either defect rate (i.e. 

total amount of bugs per million lines of code created by developers), or reliability (i.e. 

total amount of failures identified after n hours of operating mode) (Kan, 2002). Quality 

is important for the project success (Highsmith, 2009), since it increases overall 

customer satisfaction rates (Hass, 2007; Kan 2002), while customer satisfaction is 

referred to as a primary driver for project deliverables, i.e. without it, the continuation of 

a project will not be possible (Balaji & Murugaiyan, 2012; Hass, 2007).  
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Still, the primary goal of Agile software development projects is business value, as 

customer defines it (Racheva et al., 2009, a; Rico et al., 2009; Pixton et al., 2014). The 

definitions of business value tend to be quite subjective (Racheva et al., 2009, a). Most 

of them are context-related, and depend on specific characteristics of the project 

environment (Racheva et al., 2010) that are difficult to quantify (Pixton et al., 2014). 

Moreover, even the same customer can define business value differently from one 

project to another, since various projects in the same organization might have different 

settings or customer needs (i.e. scalable software or reusable system) (Racheva et al., 

2010). 

 

Appart from delivering value to the customer, the organization and developers are also 

benefiting from the value-creation process (Racheva et al., 2009, a; Rico et al., 2009). 

These benefits can be expressed in reduced development or maintenance expenses (Rico 

et al., 2009) and might not necessarily be traced back to specific project or customer 

(Racheva et al., 2010). For example, when a big organization is focusing on reusability 

or the right distribution of resources to get maximum value for the company, its IT-

department has to balance between few roles. On the one hand, it must help the business 

to gain more profit, and, on the other hand, align their own work between the 

development of new products and other IT tasks, like maintenance (Racheva et al., 

2009, a). 

 

It is also worth noting, that Agile process in real companies has significant differences 

in comparison to the best Agile practices we can learn from books (Racheva et al., 

2010). Agile Teams tend to apply only those practices which fit best in their context 

(Sverrisdottir, Ingason, & Jonasson, 2014). Also, project managers may exclude 

particular practices in case these do not suit the current project realities and do not 

contribute to value creation (Racheva et al., 2010). However, when it comes to Scrum, 

Kniberg and Skar (2009) argue that one can not simply take a part out of the whole 

process, and still claim to use Scrum. Since the value of Scrum is in its simplicity, once 

some part is out, not that much is left. Thus it’s either all, or nothing (Kniberg & Skar, 

2009). 

 

In order to better understand the value creation in Agile development process, it is 

important to study it from multiple perspectives (i.e. PO vs Team), as well as take a 

closer look at how decisions are made. This will also lead us to understanding various 

responsibilities assigned to and taken by different people who play a part in the project, 

and whether or not they own the solution they are working on. 
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 Ownership in Agile Teams 

2.4.1 Decision-making in Agile Teams 

Taking into consideration that Agile approach requires delivering the potentially 

shippable increment after every iteration (Rising & Janoff, 2000; Rubin, 2012; 

Schwaber, 2004), a lot of decisions are taking place throughout the project.  

 

Delivery strategy is one of the most important success contributors to Agile software 

development projects (Chow & Cao, 2008). Delivering software regularly and 

delivering most important features first (Chow & Cao, 2008; Rico et al., 2009) 

correspond to Agile Manifesto principles of continuously creating valuable, working 

software over short iterations (Agile Alliance, 2017). When faced with unpredicted or 

unclearly stated requirements, the right priorities support value creation (Racheva et al., 

2009, b). 

 

Agile Teams must strive to exclude the work that does not add value from the iteration 

plans (Drury et al., 2012; Moe, Aurum, & Dybå, 2012). However, choosing the most 

valuable requirements is not the only goal of prioritization. Other essential for the 

project outcome aspects include developing the right product and integrating new 

information while “learning on-the-fly” (Racheva et al., 2009, a).  

 

Decision time is yet another factor contributing to project success: the faster decisions 

are taken, the higher the chances for success (Misra et al., 2009). Since being Agile 

means being fast (Balaji & Murugaiyan, 2012), 84% Agile practitioners reported that 

they have to  make vital project decisions on a rapid pace and within short timeframes. 

Reducing time-to-delivery and time-to-market is essential for more rapid and efficient 

decision-making (Misra et al., 2009). When Teams make decisions about iteration 

adjustments they should adhere to deadlines stated by clients, and synchronize 

amendments in the subsequent iterations (Drury et al., 2012). However, using business 

value and emphasizing on time-to-market alone when prioritizing requirements can 

result in major issues: continuous Backlog reprioritization might lead to instability if not 

done cautiously (Ramesh, Cao, & Baskerville, 2010). 

 

Other major challenges to shared decision-making that might hinder Agile software 

development include distribution of development resources (Moe et al., 2012; Racheva 

et al., 2009, b), executing development and maintenance activities in Agile Teams (Moe 

et al., 2012; Rico et al., 2009), and ensuring the alignment of iteration plans with 

strategic product plans (Moe et al., 2012). It happens that Agile Teams are assigned 

tasks that are not important from the customer point of view or that other Team could 

do better. Senior management support is important in such cases (Drury et al., 2012). It 

is necessary not just to enable responsibility and accountability on behalf on Agile 

Teams (Drury et al., 2012; Sankaranarayanan, 2016), but also to align decisions on all 
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levels: strategic, tactical, and operational, and switch from narrow specialization of  

skills to redundancy of functions (Moe et al., 2012).  

 

Since Agile Teams are self-organizing units, and it is of benefit to both POs and the 

Teams to work on prioritization in most efficient way, a special kind of management 

style is thus necessary to deliver the desired outcomes.  

2.4.2 Management Style and Control  

Managers who are knowledgeable in Agile working mode as well as those who have 

adaptive management style contribute to the success of Agile software development 

projects (Chow & Cao, 2008).  

 

At the same time, the need for effective control mechanisms is evident (Harris et al., 

2009; Misra et al, 2009). Poor project management and control, as well lack of 

mechanisms for tracking progress and risks may result in not just the failure of a 

project, but its cancellation in general. It is important to acknowledge, that measurement 

systems are essential attributes of critical decision-making in Agile Teams (Drury-

Grogan, 2014). There are various ways of checking the project progress, including 

Daily Stand-ups, weekly progress showcases and even the average number of Story 

Points completed per iteration, i.e. velocity (Misra et al. 2009). All of them are 

qualitative measures, since qualitative control is argued to be a better performance 

facilitator towards successful completion of a project as opposed to quantitative 

performance metrics (Cockburn, 2006). 

 

This comes as no surprise, since business value itself tends to be qualitative (Racheva et 

al., 2009, a; Pixton et al., 2014). Although Agile literature acknowledges the fact that 

quantitative measurements of business value do exist and are applicable at project level 

(Rico et al., 2009), no evidence from studies indicates that quantitative definitions show 

how much value is created by using Agile practices. Also, no indication exists that the 

accumulation of business value over time was measured quantitatively (Racheva et al., 

2009, a).  

 

The more quality control procedures that the project Team agrees to administer, the 

higher the likelihood that the Agile project will result in success. It is the fact that the 

quality controls are performed by the project Team itself, not assigned by external 

quality assurance, that plays a vital role here (Misra et al, 2009).   

 

Along with the qualitative control, the software development Teams should also be 

awarded with flexibility to adjust their directions (Harris et al., 2009; Pixton et al., 

2014). Yet it is important to balance between the two to create a desired outcome. 

Researchers argue that flexibility gains even more importance when the initial project 

conditions are highly uncertain (Harris et al., 2009), like in Agile software development 

(Balaji & Murugaiyan, 2012). At the same time, in a situation when all Team members 
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are constantly adapting to changing conditions, many people may get nervous due to the 

lack of structure. Thus, managers should seek traditional controls combined with a new, 

emergent outcome control (Harris et al., 2009). 

 

While some researchers state that members of Agile Teams keep adapting to improve 

their methods based on lessons learned from the previous iterations (Hass; 2007; 

Racheva et al., 2009, a), others point out the potential challenges in regards to receiving 

feedback necessary to evolve and adapt (Harris et al., 2009). This is especially true in 

case of distributed Agile Teams, whereas communication might be impaired by cultural 

and language barriers, different time zones or organizational priorities (Harris et al., 

2009; Sankaranarayanan, 2016). This issue can be addressed by managing some part of 

a development process using a flexible approach, while applying a plan-driven one 

towards another part. In particular, a flexible approach is more suitable to the parts of 

the system which are most impacted by uncertainty. Adaptations can thus be made 

based on received feedback (Harris et al., 2009).  

 

Since Agile Teams work better under adaptive and flexible management style combined 

with qualitative control, the question now is, whether the Agile Teams are more prone 

to take ownership, given the freedoms they are awarded by management.  

2.4.3 Team Empowerment and Team Ownership 

Based on the principles of Agile Manifesto, Teams that are woking on software 

development projects are empowered to more decision-making and work collectively as 

one unit to deliver the shippable increment (Agile Alliance, 2017). 

 

When a Team lacks empowerment, it hinders everyone from delivering value (Drury-

Grogan, 2014; Tessem, 2014). When junior Team members are not empowered by 

experienced ones, they are not able to choose tasks or offer suggestions on functionality 

development, and, taking into consideration the time constraints, it can also prevent 

them from learning new functionality (Drury et al., 2012). This is a significant 

drawback, since Team learning is one of the major factors contributing to project 

success (Misra et al., 2009; Nerur et al., 2005; Racheva et al., 2009, a). Also, if the 

Team has experts specialized in some areas, it may lack self-organizing. This brings us 

back to the argument that narrow specialization of skills must be avoided in Agile 

Teams (Moe et al., 2012), which will help to address ineffective teamwork and lack of 

collaboration (Drury et al., 2012).  

 

On the other hand, high level of Team empowerment might also result in ineffective 

decision-making. In particular, cohesive Teams working on Agile software development 

projects might show signs of groupthink. The researchers suggest reassesment of the 

project manager’s role in the decision-making process, whereas the leader is encouraged 

to play the devil’s advocate to eliminate negative aspects of groupthink (McAvoy & 

Butler, 2009).   



 

 

 

 

18 

 

It is important for managers to stress on Team outcome interdependence in Agile 

software development projects, as opposed to focusing on individual achievements 

(Maruping, Venkatesh, & Agarwal, 2009), especially in dynamic environments, where 

project managers must act as leaders rather than taskmasters (Hass, 2007). This 

argument is also supported by Pixton et al. (2014), who claim that leaders should be 

enabling Teams, not controlling them. The primary goal of a leader is thus to promote 

teamwork and encourage collaboration, instead of establishing rigid instructions for the 

Team to follow (Hass, 2007). Team’s focus on collaborative achievements enables 

reaching project objectives in a more efficient manner, as all common effort is used 

towards addressing the changing user requirements (Maruping et al., 2009). 

 

In addition to facing empowerement obstacles to decision-making in Teams, Agile 

practicioners quite often have to deal with ownership issues as well (Drury et al., 2012; 

Pixton et al., 2014). As a way to address these drawbacks, Teams are encouraged to 

make decisions that are supporting Team satisfaction (Drury-Grogan, 2014). Building 

ownership within Agile Teams increases productivity (Sankaranarayanan, 2016). The 

key task of a leader is to make sure that Team members  understand why they need to 

do, what they are asked to. When the reasons and motivations are crystal clear, Agile 

Teams demonstrate top performance (Pixton et al., 2014).    

 

The lack of ownership and empowerement within Agile Teams result in the lack of 

strategic focus for decisions in the long term (Drury et al., 2012; Pixton et al., 2014). 

The lack of team engagement and increasing number of tasks that are delayed result in 

Backlog full of User Stories that were supposed to be completed during previous 

iterations. Decisions can still be made, but they are not followed up with work that is of 

high quality (Drury et al., 2012). 

 

It is important to acknowledge that ownership can’t be simply given by a leader, Teams 

must take it, and a leader has to help them in doing so (Pixton et al., 2014; 

Sankaranarayanan, 2016). If leaders simply provide the answers or correct mistakes in 

critical situations – they are taking the ownership away from Agile Teams (Drury et al., 

2012; Pixton et al., 2014). What they need to do instead is focus on tolerant attitude 

towards failure (Pixton et al., 2014), delegating decision-making to the Team (Drury et 

al., 2012; Moe et al., 2012; Tessem, 2014), trusting everyone and being trustworthy, 

since trust is an essential aspect of collaboration (Pixton et al., 2014).  

 

Pixton et al. (2014) developed a whole model on trust-ownership relationship and its 

direct impact on business value creation, in form of innovation (Figure 5). Trust is the 

opposite of control, whereas control is telling the Team how it should do its work. The 

ultimate goal is to move closer to the green whereas the PO trusts the Team completely 

and the Team takes full ownership. When the PO trusts the Team to do its work and 

find its own solution, but the Team does not take ownership, it leads to the failure of the 
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project (the black quadrant). At the same time, when the Team takes ownership, but the 

PO keeps holding it back by making the Team do the work that does not add value – 

justifying positions, making status reports, it ends up in the conflict (red quadrant). 

Equally, when the PO controls every step the Team takes and the Team is not 

commited, the result is command and control leadership style and no ownership at all on 

behalf of the Team (yellow quadrant) (Pixton et al., 2014). 

 

Figure 5: Trust-Ownership Model 

 
Source: Adapted from Pixton et al. (2014) 

 

To avoid the negative effects of lack of ownership, the Team has to understand the 

project vision (Racheva et al., 2009, a; Pixton et al., 2014). Team ownership has to be 

aligned with understanding what exactly creates a unique value proposition and how is 

the project mapped to the overall business goals (Moe et al., 2012; Pixton et al., 2014). 

When this allignment is well understood by all team members, they make better 

decisions (Pixton et al., 2014), and their focus switches from building the product in the 

right way to actually building the right product (Racheva et al., 2009, a).   

 

With this in mind, we may now see how decisions are made, whether the Teams are 

empowered enough, and if the Team members own the products they are developing in 

the case company, Husqvarna Group.  
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3. Company Setting 

______________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of this part is to provide the background of the company setting and give 

some comprehensive insights into the use of Agile approach in the organization. The 

materials for this part were obtained from the Thesis supervisor in the case company. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Husqvarna Group 

 

The first Husqvarna factory was established in 1689 in the town of Huskvarna, southern 

Sweden, and after 325 years of innovation, Husqvarna Group now is represented by 

four divisions: Husqvarna, Gardena, Consumer Brands, and Construction. The 

company is a world leader in outdoor power products including chainsaws, trimmers, 

robotic lawn mowers and garden tractors, and European leader in watering products. 

 

Digitalization has pushed Husqvarna Group to focus on leading the company in 

transformation of its products and services. 

 

 Husqvarna Digital Solutions and Services (DSS) 

3.2.1 Mission 

To reflect new vision, the DSS department was established in August, 2014. The main 

goal of the DSS is to “support the Husqvarna Group brand divisions to broaden their 

offerings with competitive digital value-adding services to end-users.” DSS is involved 

in projects with all divisions, and is running several digital services. 

3.2.2 The Working Mode 

Agile: 

• Requirements and solutions evolve through collaboration between self-

organizing, cross-functional teams called Squads;  

• Each squad works closely with a business Product Owner, who creates a 

prioritized list of features (Backlog); 

• The Squad decides on its own how to work. Usually it adopts the “Scrumisch” 

working mode with Sprints lasting 2-3 weeks (Figure 5). 

DevOps Teams  

The Agile Teams are responsible for development, operations and Quality Assurance, 

i.e. DevOps (Figure 5).  

Figure 6: DSS Working Mode 
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Source: Adapted from materials provided by Husqvarna Group 

 

 

Continuous Delivery 

The aim is to be able to release a new version to production after each iteration (Sprint): 

Figure 7: Continuous Delivery 

 

 

Source: Adapted from materials provided by Husqvarna Group 

 

Currently, there are eight Teams working in DSS, each lead by its own Squad Leader 

(SL). The number of Team members varies based on the product or service that the 

Squad is working on. Apart of developers the Squads might also include UX designers, 

Quality Control, etc., and might be co-located or distributed. 

3.2.3 The Squad 

The Squad is a completely self-organizing unit in DSS. Each Squad decides on its own 

how to work, assumes full responsibility for a service that it is developing, and 

embraces agility in every step on a way.  
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The length of Sprints (2-3 weeks) depends on the requirements. They start with Sprint 

Planning, followed up with Demo which demonstrates team progress and gives a more 

clear visual picture of what has been built. Next, there are the Daily Stand-Up meetings 

where each member shares what he or she was doing yesterday and what is the plan for 

today. At the end of the iteration, each Squad holds a Retrospective whereas each team 

members reflects upon what went good and what could be improved.  

 

Squads work in the transparent and knowledge-sharing environment where the tasks are 

matched with the skills needed for each particular task.  

 

Figure 8: The Squad in DSS 

 
Source: Adapted from materials provided by Husqvarna Group 

 

3.2.4 Leadership Roles and Responsibilities 

The Product Owner is involved at three levels: 

• Portfolio: PO reviews and analyses Epics (sets of User Stories) together with the 

Team, architects and external stakeholders; approves decisions; prioritizes Epics 

in initiative Backlog; and discusses budget 

• Program: PO reviews list of prioritized epics; manages initiative specific 

roadmap; and most importantly, discusses planning with DSS Program Manager 

and Squad Leaders 

• Team: PO prioritizes stories and tasks; and solves external dependencies 
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Squad Leader (SL) is responsible for: 

 

• Facilitating planning and leading the daily work of the Squad 

• Coordinating work between various Squads 

 

4. Methodology and Method  

______________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of this part is to provide a methodological insight and reflection upon the 

chosen approaches to empirical work. The chapter contains a discussion and rationales 

for the use of particular empirical methods, as well as description of how the research 

has been performed empirically. The benefits and limitations of the chosen methods are 

adressed in regards to the purpose of study. Both data collection and analysis 

procedures are thus described and rationalized. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Research Perspective 

4.1.1 Interpretative Constructionist Research  

The researcher chose relativist ontology, since it best corresponds to the research 

objectives by assuming that no single reality exists that we can discover, as opposed to 

realism. By taking the relativist standpoint, the researcher acknowledges that on any 

given issue, business value and ownership in this case, there are several perspectives. At 

the same time, there is also no single truth and “facts depend on viewpoint of observer” 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Relativism is most relevant to deal with understanding 

how practicioners perceive value and ownership, while also taking into consideration 

such important aspect as collaboration between the developers and the POs. 

From the epistemological perspectives, the researcher chose an interpretivist approach 

as opposed to the positivist one, since it helps to best address the research questions and 

fits well with relativism. Interpretivism acknowledges that people are constantly 

interpreting their changing world and develop meanings for their activities – they 

socially construct reality. Constructionism is a key interpretivist paradigm whereas each 

actor develops own viewpoint, which often differs from the viewpoints of others 

(Williamson, 2002).  

 

The choice to conduct a constructionist study was primarily influenced by the fact that 

this kind of study is based on direct observation and personal contacts with participants, 

such as interviews. Secondly, constructionist studies take place within single 

organizations, in this case Husqvarna Group, but they involve sampling from numbers 

of participants (Squads). Thirdly, researcher collects data over a certain time period, two 

months in this study, and may include both live observations and retrospectives of what 
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was observed (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Thus the researcher uses specific events as 

the unit of analysis. The observations at DSS department took place at the meetings 

where participants exchange information and the strategies that are employed to share 

knowledge become evident. 

 

The criticisms coming from a positivist perspective claim that case studies are limited in 

regards to generalizations from specific cases to the general population. Moreover, case 

studies most often result in big volumes of data, which researchers may use to make 

interpretations that suit best their objectives (Yin, 2013).  

 

In order to address these criticisms, the researcher collects data through using multiple 

methods – observations and interviews; and conducts both within case and across case 

analysis of data (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). This is possible by investigating and 

comparing different perspectives on what business value is between members of the 

same Squad, and among members of different Squads. Same is true about members of 

the same Team taking a different degree of ownership, and comparing in which Team 

the degree of ownership is the highest.  

4.1.2 Qualitative Research 

Qualitative approach is mostly linked to interpretivism (Williamson, 2002). Qualitative 

research was chosen as it allows capturing subjective understandings of the particular 

issue from the viewpoint of participants, while abandoning representations of 

“objective” unchanging reality (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). This is in line with 

research objectives to investigate how practitioners perceive business value and how 

Team ownership impacts the value creation in Agile Teams. Qualitative studies focus 

on, among others, how questions in their investigations of a particular phenomenon to 

develop new meanings out of it (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). The quantitative study with 

its hypotheses on how one variable affects another will not allow accessing personal 

viewpoints to the full degree.  
 

Qualitative research also enables developing knowledge on how participants create 

certain understandings throughout social interactions (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). 

Thus, the perceptions of business value are derived through communication between 

POs and Squads. Just like the degree of ownership that the Squad takes depends on its 

collaboration with a PO.  

 

 Multi-case Study 

4.2.1 Selection of Cases (Squads) 

The multi-case study format was chosen for the purpose of doing a research across 

several Teams that work in DSS. This allows getting more insights and draw 

comparisons between the Squads, which would not have been possible should the 

researcher have focused on only one Squad instead. The multi-case study format thus 
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allows doing a more thorough investigation performed in DSS and discriminating 

between various context-related factors (Yin, 2013). 

 

The case selection was decided in the process of a dialogue with the Thesis supervisor 

in the company. Ad-hoc sampling was used and cases were chosen based on availability 

and ease of access (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). The researcher herself did not have a 

direct impact on which Squads have been chosen.  

 

Three Teams were chosen based on the principle of dissimilarity: they are very diverse 

in terms of the tasks they are working on (internal vs external solutions), maturity 

levels, team composition (back-end, app, UX, etc.), and co-location vs distribution. This 

is a high-level description of each Team, referred to as Squad A, B, C for privacy 

reasons: 

 Squad A – one of the first Squads established in DSS, responsible for the 

infrastructure for building digital services, tools for monitoring, etc. (consists of 

cloud and delivery pipeline specialists).  

 Squad B – responsible for digital back-end services that will be used by the 

other Squads when building the customer facing services (consists of back-end 

developers).  

 Squad C – one of the most newly established Squads, responsible for building 

digital services like apps (consists of app developers, UX designers and back-

end developers).   

Such a choice of Squads has proved to indeed be interesting for two reasons: 

1) Throughout the research, it was discovered that the Team members are being 

“borrowed’ across different Squads in DSS, based on the required expertise. 

 

2) Two of the Squads that were participating in the study were working with the 

distributed developers for the Sprint that took place during the research. This 

allowed bringing in more insights and diversifying participants and points of 

view. 

4.2.2 Number of Cases (Squads) 

Time constraints played a major role in determining the number of participant Teams, 

since observations were a part of research, and many Squads had Sprint Planning and 

Retrospectives scheduled on the same date and time. It was essential for the researcher 

to attend these meetings to get deeper insights into the Squads’ working mode, however, 

rescheduling was not possible as it would stop the Squad from work.  

 

Another factor limiting the number of the participaiting Teams was the Sprint length 

(usually, three weeks). This means that the researcher could only make observations of 
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a particular meeting once in three weeks, which was not time-efficient, since the 

interviews could only take place after the observations have been finished. Should this 

research be carried out throughout at least half-a-year period, it would not be a problem 

to study five or more teams, but in the current circumstances, the ambition to observe 

more Squads was not realistic. Therefore, the mutual decision has been agreed upon that 

the researcher will do observations in the suggested three Squads. 

4.2.3 Observations 

It was a deliberate choice by the researcher to do observations first, before the 

interviews. This has not only allowed investigating the working mode of various Squads 

from within, but also served a basis for the interview questions in the future. It should 

be mentioned though, that Interviews were the primary method, while the observations 

served as a secondary one for making field notes.  

 

The researcher was the participant-as-observer: the objectives of observation were not 

kept secret, and she participated in the context adopting both roles. While being the 

most common type of participant observation in business research, it also allowed her to 

be more active in the interaction with other participants, which ensured gathering 

additional qualitative data (in form of conversations and field interviews) (Easterby-

Smith et al., 2012). 

 

To address the major drawbacks related to qualitative research in general, and 

observations in particular, the researcher acknowledged the necessity of reflexivity. 

Reflexivity refers to being aware of the effect of the researcher’s presence on the 

process and outcomes (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).  At the beginning of the 

observations, the researcher explained what she is working on with an aim of making 

participants feel as comfortable with her involvement as possible. In order to avoid 

unnecessary risks of interrupting the natural workflow in each Squad, the researcher had 

a chance to ask clarifying questions after the meetings were over. The fact that 

observations were later followed by interviews has also allowed addressing another 

potential drawback – subjective interpretations by the researcher. The researcher had a 

chance to ask respondents to comment and clarify different situations and what they 

said during the meetings. 

4.2.4 Selection of Observations 

The observations took place during the Sprint Planning, Retrospective, Demo (Sprint 

Review), Backlog Grooming and Daily Stand-ups sessions. Such a choice was 

influenced by the researcher’s desire to get more insights into the working mode of 

various Squads at DSS, and these kinds of meetings were directly related to the research 

topic.  

 

Sprint Planning, Retrospective, and Demo sessions have been observed to get insights 

on the collaboration between POs and the Squads. The Backlog Grooming observations 



 

 

 

 

27 

focused more on investigating the collaboration between POs and SLs, since in two out 

of three Squads (B and C), only these persons participated in Backlog Grooming. The 

Daily Stand-ups, on the other hand, allowed observing the work of SLs with Squad 

members, since in two out of three Squads (A and B), the POs did not participate in 

Daily Stand-ups. 

 

This choice of observations allowed the researcher to observe the entire collaboration 

chain from Product Owner to Squad Leader to Squad members in order to understand 

the processes behind sharing 1). knowledge about value creation and 2). giving/taking 

ownership.  

 

In total, seventeen observations took place at DSS, including five Sprint Plannings, 

three Demos (Sprint Reviews), four Daily Stand-ups, and two Backlog Grooming 

sessions (Table 1).   

 

Table 1: Observations  

Meeting Squad A Squad B Squad C 

Sprint Planning 1 2 2 

Retrospective 1 1 1 

Daily Stand-ups 1 1 2 

Demo (Sprint Review) 1 1 1 

Backlog Grooming 1 1 - 

Total: 17 5 6 6 

 

4.2.5 Semi-structured Interviews 

Semi-structured interviews were chosen in order to collect information that reflects the 

meaning and interpretation of a particular phenomenon in relation to the respondents’ 

worldviews (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Qualitative interviews thus allowed the 

researcher to gain insights into how the Squads perceive value and whether POs trust 

their Teams to own the solution. This would not have been possible should the 

researcher have used surveys – it could limit responses and prohibit the researcher from 

understanding why the respondents think in this way and not in another. Also, more 

open (semi-structured) interview questions enable non-verbal clues and a higher extent 

of confidentiality, as the replies of the respondents are generally more personal in nature 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).  

 

The interview questions might be found in Appendix 1 and Appendix 2.  Some of the 

questions about ownership were taken from Pixton et al. (2014), and some questions 

about business value from Racheva et al. (2010), while others were crafted by the 

researcher after the literature review and observations took place. The POs received a 

different set of questions than the Teams. The list of questions was divided into several 
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sets, each corresponding to the separate topic – either business value understanding, or 

ownership. This technique is referred to as guided open interview, whereas the 

researcher uses topic guide and selects certain issues to be covered throughout the 

interview (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Since interview questions were finalized after 

the observations, some of the questions were specifically Squad-related, so the 

researcher only asked them in a particular Team.  

 

Almost all interviews were face-to-face, and the only exceptions were when the Squad 

members were distributed (two in total). In that case, the interviews were carried out via 

Skype. Video interviews thus eliminated the lack of the immediate contextualization, 

depth and non-verbal communication that other forms of mediated interviews usually 

exhibit (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012), and resembled face-to-face interviews in a way 

that the interviewer and interviewee converse simultaneously (O’Connor et al., 2008).  

 

The interviews lasted between forty five minutes and an hour and consisted of several 

stages. At the beginning, the researcher introduced the topic of research to the 

interviewee once again. Also, the interviewee was asked several questions about their 

professional background and how long they work in DSS. Next, the interviewees were 

asked business value-related questions, followed by ownership-related questions. At the 

third stage of the interview process, the interviewees were asked questions about 

collaboration and more Squad-specific questions designed after holding observations in 

particular Squad.  

 

Throughout the interview, some follow-up questions have been added to get 

explanations, examples, or to elaborate on a topic more. The laddering down technique 

was used to get examples of events (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). 

 

The interviewees only saw questions on the day of the interview for the first time. This 

was done to avoid influencing their personal opinions or promoting group discussions. 

In order to introduce the research topic and help them prepare for the interview, the 

short Thesis description was emailed to the participants along with the interview 

invitation. This email also contained several sample questions, thus giving them a 

glimpse on what the interview will be about.  

 

The interviewees were guaranteed complete confidentiality of their responses in order to 

promote a more open communication. Also, it was promised that no interviewees’ 

names will be mentioned anywhere in research. Since the interviews with different 

Squad members were scheduled on different days, they were kindly asked not to discuss 

the questions with their colleagues to avoid biased opinions.  

 

To adress the possible drawbacks, the researcher was clear from the start about the exact 

areas of her interest, and the questions were crafted in a way that will not influence the 

responces by the interviewees. While trying to leave the questions open to avoid bias,  
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some probes were used to improve interviewee’s responses, such as repeating, 

explanatory, mirroring, etc. (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). 

4.2.6 Selection of Interviewees 

The interviews were carried out with POs in two Squads, and with SLs and Squad 

members in the three Squads that agreed to participate in the study.  

 

The decision to interview both POs and Squads along with their SLs was influenced by 

the desire to get multiple perspectives and draw comparisons among these in the end. 

For example, to determine whether the words of a PO are in line or contradict the 

opinions of the Squad members, whether they share the same view, or there is 

miscommunication at some point, etc.  

 

All Squad members participating in the Sprints that took place during the research were 

invited to participate in the interviews. Two of them were “borrowed” from their home 

Squads to work in another Squad and two were distributed.  

 

In total, thirteen interviews took place at DSS. Two POs, three SLs, and eight Squad 

members have been interviewed (Table 2). Everyone was invited to participate via e-

mail obtained from either Thesis supervisor at Husqvarna Group or their SLs. All the 

interviewees have willingly agreed to contribute with their input.  

 

Table 2: Interviews 

Interviewee Squad A Squad B Squad C 

Product Owner (PO) - 1 1 

Squad Leader (SL) 1 1 1 

Developers 2 3 3 

Total: 13 3 5 5 

 

4.2.7 Language  

All interviews and observations were conducted in English, which is also the official 

language in the organizational setting. Even though, the vast majority of the 

interviewees were Swedish, they spoke English fluently without having problems 

expressing their thoughts.  

 

At the time when the research was taking place, one of the Squads was communicating 

in English since some of its members were distributed. Two other Squads did not have 

any non-Swedish members during the observed Sprints, but kindly agreed to switch to 

English to make the work of the researcher easier.   
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 Data Analysis Procedure 

 

Observations served as a secondary data collection method. The researcher took field 

notes during observations in order to gain more insights into the Teams’ working mode 

and see how they collaborate with POs, as well as to craft interview questions later on. 

After each observation, the researcher also had a chance to ask clarifying questions.   

 

The primary data collection was performed through personal interviews, transcribed 

shortly after they were taken. The expansion rate was 1:6, where one hour of an 

interview or observation corresponds to six hours of transcription.  

 

The analysis of data obtained through interviews took place simultaneously with data 

collection after approximately half of the interviews were transcribed. This was done in 

order to add new questions to the interview guide if the necessity arises due to discovery 

of new information that might affect the research results.  

 

The resultant materials were first edited to meet quality standards and the grounded 

analysis was applied later. This approach was chosen as opposed to content analysis in 

order to derive structure from qualitative data through comparing data “pieces.” Instead 

of framing collected materials based on a pre-existing structure, the researcher had an 

open mind to new discoveries (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). The researcher strived to 

understand the meanings of data pieces based on the context of the Squad where they 

were created, while trying to engage with the cultural aspect of the collected data so that 

the views of respondents were better understood (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). 

 

The qualitative data collected through interviews was analysed in several steps.  First, 

the coding was applied on transcribed texts to develop distinctive categories (inductive 

coding technique) (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). The initial codes were assigned to 

words or phrases, sometimes entire sentences of the transcribed data.  

 

Next, open coding allowed the researcher to link the data with particular systematic 

categories. Categories were created based on similar codes throughout the transcribed 

data (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). The researcher performed categorization with an aim 

of making categories clearly distinctive from one another.  
 

Thirdly, during the conceptualization stage, various patterns among the codes were 

discovered, based on similarities, differences, or frequency (Saldaña, 2009). The 

researcher compared and organized codes into different categories, while identifying 

themes that were important for understanding the meanings attached to business value 

and ownership (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).  

 

The resultant themes were grouped in a way to present two perspectives: PO vs Squad. 

Since the interview questions were crafted in a way to best answer research questions, 
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thus the resultant categories and themes correspond to two dimensions: value 

perceptions and ownership in Agile Teams. 

 

The codes-to-theory model for grounded analysis (Saldaña, 2009) was applied during 

data analysis procedure, and the examples of codes, categories and themes may be 

found in Appendix 3 and Appendix 4 along with explanations what kind of statements 

were assigned a particular code. 

 

 Quality of the Research 

4.4.1 Validity 

To address the validity of a constructionist study, the researcher has to answer the 

question: “Have a sufficient number of perspectives been included?” (Easterby-Smith et 

al., 2012). In common terms, the multi-case research aims at developing general 

principles based on the study cases (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). However, even the 

constructionist approach might carry validity similar to that of positivist studies, so the 

researcher strived to make a clear research design before actually collecting and 

interpreting data (Yin, 2013).   

 

To increase validity of this study, multiple methods were used (interviews and 

observations), along with cross-case and within-case analysis. Such an approach is 

referred to as being in-between constructionism and positivism (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 

2007). Also, the sample used in this study enables different perspectives to be 

incorporated into research – POs’, SLs’, and developers’.  

4.4.2 Reliability 

To address the reliability of a constructionist study, the researcher has to answer the 

question:”Will similar observations be reached by other observers?” (Easterby-Smith et 

al., 2012). The researcher acknowledges the probability of bias due to her subjective 

opinions and interpretations that are the limitation of any qualitative study. The 

researcher tried to minimize it by analysing and interpreting the collected data from 

different angles, and asking clarifying questions after the observations and during the 

interviews.  

 

Since the interviews and the observations had limited timeframes, the researcher also 

did her best to access participants’ backgrounds and motivations to answer in a certain 

way. The triangulation of various data sources and methods of data collection, helped to 

address this limitation to some degree (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014).  

4.4.3 Generalizability 

To address the generalizability of a constructionist study, the researcher has to answer 

the question: ”Is the sample sufficiently diverse to allow inferences to other contexts?” 
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(Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). Any qualitative study has limits in terms of replication, 

and this particular one was conducted in one company and during two months only 

(Easterby-Smith et al., 2012). At the same time, as opposed to a quantitative research, 

the major contribution of qualitative research lies not in replicability (Janesick, 2003), 

but in theory-building. The researcher was therefore more concerned with “theoretical 

generalizability,” not “statistical generalizability” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2012).  

 

In this study, the sample includes Agile Teams that are very diverse in terms of: 1). The 

solutions they are developing (mobile apps, infrastructure, digital back-end services); 

2). Maturity levels (Squad C was newly created, Squad A is most mature, and Squad B 

is in-between these two); 3). Team composition (Squad C includes UX designers and 

app developers, Squad B mainly works with back-end specialists; Squad A – with cloud 

ones,); 4). Distribution (Squads A and C had distributed members). Moreover, members 

are being transferred among Squads, based on the skillset in need. Based on these 

factors, the study has a chance to allow inferences to other contexts, of course leaving a 

room for speculation in which contexts it can be replicated (Easterby-Smith et al., 

2012). 

4.4.4 Ethics 

This study was conducted according to ten ethical principles as defined by Bryman and 

Bell (2015). The researcher has put a major emphasis on protecting the participants and 

the company as a whole. It was ensured that no harm will be caused by the research or 

its outcomes to the participants and their dignity will be respected. Before starting with 

the research, the purpose of the study and research questions were made clear to all 

participants, along with a short description sent via email. At the beginning of each 

interview and observation, the researcher asked the permission for recording. All the 

obtained information was treated confidentially and nobody else but the researcher had 

access to it. The transcripts of interviews were emailed to respondents to get permission 

for using quotes. After the work was finished, all the recordings were deleted. The 

responses obtained from interviewees were treated anonymously and were not discussed 

with anyone. The researcher did not have any affiliations that could result in conflict of 

interests and avoided deception about the research goals. The communication regarding 

the research with all stakeholders involved has always been transparent and no 

misleading reporting of research findings occurred. 
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5. Empirical Findings  

______________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a multi-case study description in terms of both 

observations and interview summaries. The results of the qualitative study are reported 

aiming at description, without going deeper into the interpretation. Also, a comparison 

is drawn between between different cases that were chosen for the study. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Perceptions of Business Value among Practicioners 

 

To address the first research question (How do practitioners in agile development 

projects perceive business value?), it was important to see whether or not the developers 

understand the unique value of the system/service they build. At the beginning of the 

interviews the researcher made the respondents aware that there are no right or wrong 

answers to the questions, since it is up to them to define various concepts as they see it, 

and express their thoughts in an open manner.  

 

It is worth noting though, that some developers in Squads B and C were not familiar 

with the term value proposition as such. Still, it was evident that all respondents 

understand what value of their work is, even though everyone perceives value in his/her 

own way. The definitions differ not only from person to person, but also from project to 

project. Most commonly, the way developers perceive value differs depending on 

whether their solution is for internal use in Husqvarna Group, or external use aimed at 

the end customer.  

 

In the Squad C that is developing solutions aimed at Husqvarna Group end customers, 

the respondents focused on delivering value to the customer (what is it that the customer 

wants) in their definitions: 

 

”Customers get value from getting a platform from which they can manage their 

devices. We can monitor how they are using the apps to offer better functionality. It’s 

about what the user wants, and based on that we make changes.”  

 

”We are creating an app that will add value to the main product. It will bring the value 

to customer in terms of features and functionalities, like […], while things like […] will 

bring value to Husqvarna.” 

 

On the other hand, the developers in two other Squads, A and B, work on internal 

projects. In each Team, the opinions were split with half of the Squad focusing on more 

technical aspects in their definitions of value, while others included both, technical and 

and business aspects:  
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”Delivering fast and on-time – when other Squads need it” 

 

”We deliver solutions to other Teams, so that’s how I define the value – solutions that 

other Teams can use, so their project can work.” 

 

”The part I do here is providing tools for the developers to simplify the way they work, 

so the definition of value according to that would be: if I could automate something – 

some step that developers need to do, I provide value.”  

 

Worth noting is that even though all of them are primarily working on internal 

solutions, some developers from both A and B Squads were also able to include the 

Husqvarna Group end customer into their definition of business value. This signals that 

the developers can see their projects in a bigger scope and relate the work they do for 

internal use to the value that the end customer of the company gets:  

 

”Since we are developing internal stuff, the greatest value when we are releasing is that 

we have a real quality. Since DSS is developing specific tools for our end users, like 

mobile apps, to support their developing and their releasing, we need to have quality in 

our processes and our internal tools to support them.”  

 

”We are creating value for other Squads that create value for customers.” 

 

The follow-up questions provided a more clear picture of how developers working on 

internal solutions perceive the business aspect of value. From the examples below, it is 

evident that developers in Squad A also see value in better optimization and increased 

efficiency, which implies business value for organization, as well as high quality 

product, which carries value for the end customer: 

 

”Automation is a value-added activity because it saves time and lets the developers 

focus on their primary job – developing software instead of doing other tasks. The thing 

that gets automated will be done in the same way every time.” 

 

”When I talk about quality, I mean the whole ecosystem. If we have a great quality of a 

physical product that customer gets, like a chainsaw, we also need a great quality in 

our code, User Experience, the app, also the stuff I am working with – the processes of 

releasing these applications, – they need to have just the same quality as the end 

product.” 

 

It is thus evident that in their perceptions of business value, developers in DSS focus on 

both, value for customer and value for organization. The most common definitions of 

business value included fast delivery, increased time-to-market (going live), and high 

quality. 
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The POs that were interviewed (Squads B and C) share the perception that business 

value is created for both customers and Husqvarna Group as organization. Though in 

their responses, the notion that business value is achieved when organizational goals are 

met and when profits are made, was more evident in comparison to responses of 

developers: 

 

“It’s a lot of different aspects, I guess. For me it’s from the customer’s side – what they 

appreciate. We can gain knowledge from the user and we can earn money. Also, we 

have to make sure that the system works over time.” 

 

“Something that we do to fulfil the requirement or objective for a business.” 

 

So far, the business value has not been quantified in Squad B: 

 

“POs have a meeting every three months, where we discuss and prioritize together the 

upcoming development timebox, and we align our most important features. But in terms 

of our Squad agenda we haven’t put a measurement on it, like this is business value 4 

and this is business value 5. For us, it’s more about meeting the demands of other 

Teams.” 

 

While in Squad C, they try to measure business value with the help of user studies to 

test which functionality gives most value to customer and try to focus on that to make it 

released.  

 

 Mapping the Project to the Business Goals of an Organization 

 

To address the first research question, it was also important to find out whether the 

developers can map the work they do as a Squad to the overal business goals of 

Husqvarna Group. It is done to ensure they understand the alignment between their 

project and the organizational goals.  

 

The developers from all three Squads that work both on internal and external solutions 

either could map their projects to the business goals of Husqvarna Group, or struggled 

to do so. Those developers who could do it, started to actually define the value they 

create in business terms – why what they develop is something that the end customer is 

willing to pay for, as well as why it is important for the company: 

 

”Husqvarna is a product manufacturing company and in the end, it’s about providing 

value to the business. We connect to that when we develop the apps for the products. 

The end customer gets value by having the technology, which could be a reason for 

buying our products.” 

 

”Husqvarna is currently working towards IoT and creating smart products and what I 

am doing in my Squad is a very big part of this. IoT has value for both us and for our 

customers. For example, our customers can […]”  
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”Husqvarna wants digital technologies to be available to the end customers. In our app, 

they will […]. Digitalization is very important for Husqvarna, since […]”  

 

At the same time, most developers in DSS could not easily map their project to the 

business goals of Husqvarna Group. The developers reported either not knowing what 

the organizational goals are to the full extent, or not answering the question directly. 

This tendency was evident in all three Squads, to the lesser degree in Squad A, and to 

the higher degree in Squads B and C: 

 

”Our job is to utilize the requirements we get from the PO. No business goals have been 

communicated to me, so I am not alligned with the stategy. Me personally, I try to 

achieve good quality and teamwork.” 

 

”It’s difficult to say, because business goals is not a question for the developer, but as I 

see it, Husqvarna is trying to reach maximum number of users with the app. I am not 

aware of other projects that are going on in Husqvarna, I only know that it is targething 

IoT.” 

 

These results signal that not all developers understand the unique value of their project 

for the organization. It means that they lack the alignment between the work that they 

do in Squads and the overal goals of Husqvarna Group.  

 

In DSS, it is the job of the PO to communicate this information to the Squad. The POs 

that were interviewed (Squads B and C) report on sharing the knowledge about business 

value creation with the Teams to develop a better understanding of meaning of their 

work: 

 

”Yes, I try to do that. It’s quite important for the Squads to see the full picture of the 

system – why are we doing this and what are the relations. It is from both technical 

perspective and for Husqvarna, because the product we do now is involved in 

everything in Husqvarna, so I try to give them a glance why are we doing this.” 

 

However, since in all three Squads A, B, and C, there are developers that could not map 

their project to the overal goals of Husqvarna Group, and the aggregate results across 

DSS indicate that it is the majority that couldn’t do so, the POs should address the issue 

of sharing knowledge about business value creation in a more effective manner. Even in 

Squad A, the developers who could clearly map their work to Husqvarna’s business 

goals, reported they lack the understanding of some business aspects: 

 

”When another Squad tells us: we want this tool or can you update this tool, we always 

get technical – how shold we solve this, but we don’t have so much WHY should we do 

this, what are the benefits of this really?” 
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Therefore, there is also more work that needs to be done regarding sharing knowledge 

about business value creation in Squad A, where the degree of developers that could 

map their projects to business goals was the highest.  

 

 Understanding the Logic behind Prioritization 

 

The prioritization of the tasks depends directly on business goals of Husqvarna Group, 

whether they focus on the needs of a customer or internal needs of the company. The 

tasks that are done are expected to deliver the desired outcome from both, technical and 

business perspective.  

In DSS, POs communicate the requirements to the Squads. The order of their exectution 

is important, since some are more urgent and result in more business value, while others 

can wait, since the business value they provide is not that large. While external (to DSS) 

stakeholders in the company can communicate what needs to be done, it is up to the 

Squad to break the big tasks into smaller ones and include those into the Sprint. 

During the Sprint Planning, the decisions on which requirements are high priority and 

which are low are made in different ways in each Squad. It is a matter of collaboration 

between the PO and the Team. For instance, in two Squads, B and C, it is up to the PO 

to prioritize the requirements in the Backlog: 

”That depends on the PO which are high priority or not. We always want to go live with 

projects, so that is the higher priority, – the projects that are going to be used ASAP.” 

 

”SL and PO always have Backlog Grooming. I am not participating in this meeting, so I 

am not so involved in prioritization. I don’t really know how these decisions are made. 

When we have Sprint Planning, the Backlog is in order.” 

 

This, however, might result in issues, since developers reported not understanding why 

certain requirements are high priority and some are low. They have stated it either 

explicitly: 

 

”No, I don’t understand” and ”I can see the missing things that add value, but I can’t 

say that this requirement is three times more valuable than the other one” 

 

or implicitely by not being able to explain the logic behind prioritization (why the 

functionality is needed and why it is needed urgently). This is an important drawback, 

since the Teams do to understand why they do what they do to the full extent. 

 

On the other hand, in the Squad A, there is an ongoing discussion between the PO and 

the Squad members regarding prioritization: 
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”It’s made in a discussion. When we get the requirements for the task, you need to 

consider when do they need it and what do they need it for. If it’s a ”putting out fire” 

task (in terms of urgency or impact on other projects), it gets high priority.”  

 

One of the important tasks of the PO is to explicitly explain the business value of the 

requirements to the Squads, so that developers understand why some tasks are of higher 

priority than others. 

 

Only in Squad A, the developers are creating and prioritizing the Backlog together with 

the PO, so for them, it is clear why some tasks are on top of the list. They were also able 

to provide examples of what would be the business value of high priority requirements, 

and why some requirements are lower priority, since their value is relatively lower. 

 

”We have a pretty good discussion: me and my PO – every day discussion pretty much. 

If one of our tools breaks, it impacts everything. That tool provides value to the 

business, so it gets high priority. The final saying is the PO’s, but we are pretty much 

involved in the prioritization.  

 

”The PO always has the last saying on the product, but we together are the ones 

creating the Backlog. A lower priority was our backup solution. Because when we are 

making this thing better we don’t get any new value out of it really, it just makes it 

easier for us to work with it.” 

 

In two other Squads, B and C, where the developers receive a prioritized list from the 

POs, the SLs that are in direct contact with POs, report on having enough information, 

but other developers report on lack of information and not understanding why some 

tasks are more important than others:  

 

”I don’t have sufficient information, because I don’t go to every meeting to discuss 

something with the PO, or make decisions with the PO.” 

 

”Sometimes, I think I lack the information in a bigger scope because we are not 

participating in Backlog Grooming. Perhaps the SL should discuss more the discussions 

they have with the PO.” 

 

”It’s difficult for me to define because I haven’t been present in Timebox Planning, only 

the Sprint Plannings. I would say the priority is more automation and less manual 

work.”  

 

”In some scenarios, we don’t get all the information. We only get the overview – this is 

the thing we should do. Why this – we don’t know that much. But if we ask them, they 

answer.” 
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The role of the SL in these two Squads is to share the knowledge that he gained from 

the PO with all Team members. The SLs are in more close contact with POs, they both 

participate in Backlog Grooming meetings. The SLs in Squads B and C reported that 

POs are good in explaining the logic behind prioritization in both, technical and 

business aspects, and they try to forward the information from Backlog Grooming to the 

rest of the Team:  

 

”They are free to look in Backlog of course, and if there are some big changes I bring it 

up to the Squad at the Daily Stand-up.” 

 

Since the Squad members lack it, the knowledge sharing mechanisms are subject for 

improvement. At the same time, the evidence suggests that there are issues not only 

with the lack of information, but also lack of cooperation not only in one or another 

Squad, or between the Squads in DSS, but also in Husqvarna Group in general. It is 

important to understand that there are a lot of interdependencies. For example, Squad B 

gets tasks from external department, and the missing requirements has been a major 

issue lately. This has contributed to the lack of understanding the logic behind 

prioritization: 

 

”SL is there to share general info on a Daily Stand-up meeting. But we have a different 

focus during different Sprints. We were missing requirements, so we have done things 

that haven’t fit the new requirements. The requirements were changing or new 

requirements came in, I don’t know why.” 

 

The Squad B is aware of the lack of cooperation with external department, and is 

already working towards solving this issue. However, when it comes to developers not 

having enough information, the POs of both, B and C Squads are not aware of it. They 

think that their developers have enough information and understand prioritization 

without participating in Backlog Grooming: 

 

”Yes, I think so. We have a SL, I inform him, and he informs the rest. So they have a 

more close contact. Then we have Daily Stand-ups with everyone: before it was just me, 

and SL, now I would like to include everyone. Because we would like to know questions 

from them directly.”  

 

”We could do that, but I think they are quite okay with what’s in the Backlog and they 

can add things to it if they want to, and they can look in the Backlog whenever they 

want – it’s open. But to be in that meeting and go through everything, I think it takes a 

lot of time for everyone to join just listening. If there are major things coming up, SLs 

will discuss that in a team. Normally when we have Sprint Planning, then everybody 

sees the Backlog that we discussed.” 
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It is evident that the opinions of POs and developers in two Squads differ. The two 

Teams also differ from Squad A in a way that in the latter one, it’s not the Team that 

sees the outcome of the discussion, but the discussion is  

 

”ongoing in the Squad, and the PO’s job is to prioritize the outcome of our 

discussions.”  

 

Thus it is very important to address the lack of understanding the logic behind the 

prioritization in two other Squads. 

 

 The Impact of Knowledge about Business Value on Decision-making 

 

In addition to understanding the logic behind prioritization of requirements and business 

value that each task has, it is just as important for the Teams to be involved in the 

decision-making – for example, what to include in the current Sprint.  

During the observations of Sprint Planning, there were considerable differences in the 

approach of each Squad. For example, in Squad A, the estimations of the development 

costs are made in Story Points. They discuss the effort it takes to complete each task. 

Based on the task complexity, the Story Points are then assigned whereas each Squad 

member votes with a card that shows a number of points (1/2, 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, etc.), 

explains his choice, and the Team agrees on the optimal number. This is a common 

practice in Scrum referred to as Planning Poker.  

In Squad C, the story points have been adopted just one Sprint ago, so they are still 

learning. The suggestions on how many story points to assign to each task came from 

the SL mainly, sometimes also from Squad members. Then the Team expressed whether 

they agree or not, and the optimal number was chosen in oral discussion without 

Planning Poker. In Squad B, where the estimations are made in days, they also agree on 

the decision during the oral discussion in the Squad. 

Taking into consideration the differences in previous responses it comes as no surprise 

that Squad members who participated in Backlog Grooming generally reported that they 

are involved in decision-making about what will be delivered and by when. Even 

though, the final say is up to the PO, they are able to have a real impact on it. In Squad 

A, these were the developers:  

”I would say, I am involved in decision-making to a very high extent, since there are 

parts of the Team work that I have lead on. I can push for getting the things in the 

Backlog, it’s my responsibility to get it in there and make sure it gets prioritized by my 

PO.” 

 

”Every week we have Backlog Grooming, we are going through the nearest future of 

Backlog and discussing our thoughts with PO, and prioritize after that. He always has 
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the last say, but I can influence the Backlog a lot, since most of the time it was actually 

me creating the issue in the Backlog at first place. ” 

  

In Squads B and C, these were the SLs: 

 

”It is up to the PO to prioritize, but if we see something that needs to be done, we can 

influence that.” 

 

“To some extent I am participating in prioritization, but it is PO who decides. If it is 

something technical, quality- or code-related, like refactoring, I offer to do that.” 

 

In the same way, the developers from Squads B and C that reported on the lack of 

information about the prioritization are not that much involved in decision-making. This 

makes sense, since in order to make suggestions during the Sprint Planning, one must 

have knowledge about business value of each requirement to explain why one task is 

more important than another:  

 

”I can say what I think but I am not being involved in Husqvarna that much, I am still 

learning.” 

 

”Since I am new here, I’m not the one who makes decisions, not right now. I can offer, 

let’s do this, but there is a lot of stuff you need to know before making a decision, and I 

don’t know that stuff, so I am learning.” 

 

It’s important to note that the majority of the developers that were interviewed have 

started working at Husqvarna Group quite recently: from two months to half a year ago. 

Nevertheless, it signals the need to develop better mechanisms of integrating them into 

organizational processes and working mode.  

 

Those developers in Squads B and C that reported on being involved in decision-

making during Sprint Planning, mainly focused on tech-driven suggestions:  

 

”Sometimes, I offer to add something. For example, if we develop reusable things, so in 

future it will be easier for us.”  

 

”When we develop, we also test, so we come up with issues that the user may face, and 

then we come up with some suggestions to address these.” 

 

Only one of the developers in Squad C, which works with customer faced solutions 

reported on making suggestions to add features to the product based on the competitor 

analysis and customer needs: 
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”Sometimes, I make suggestions, it’s mainly based on comparison to other applications 

on the market and taking a user perspective – what the user might want.” 

 

During the observations in Squad C, it was evident that the PO takes into consideration 

the suggestions coming from Squad members, since they have identified some 

important limitations in the product that had to be addressed. The PO, on his behalf, has 

also pointed out to the lacking functionality that was missed by the Team. Both cases 

signal that there is a place for collaboration and shared decision-making in the Squad.  

 

During the observations in Squad B, the Team members also offered to add certain tasks 

into the Sprint when it wasn’t full yet. The PO accepted those after having a thorough 

discussion whether it makes sense to complete them during the upcoming Sprint and 

reflected upon this discussion later in the interview:  

 

”We go through it and we discuss why it is needed. They explain and I try to reason 

with them why it’s important. They convinced me that this was important for other 

Squads. It’s good if the Squad argues, I feel they can be part of planning, and if I 

prioritize in the wrong way, they can feel free to say that we should do something else 

instead.” 

 

On the other hand, the suggestions from Squad members in Squad B were also based on 

rather technical grounds without referring to why the benefits that the particular task 

provides deliver more value than any other task that takes the same time to be done.   

A good thing is that the PO in Squad B is also willing to support suggestions from 

Squad members that are not limited to the technical (i.e. support and operations) 

aspects:  

”In Agile, people come before processes. When we talk about high level (Epics), we 

want the Squad to be part of it as well so there is joint work between PO and the Squad 

to come up with big pieces of work that we plan for the next 3-6 months. So I think I 

involve them as much as possible.” 

In such a way, the fact that some of developers do not feel involved signals that this is 

one of the areas that Squads B and C should work on. It also signals that the developers 

can take a more proactive approach and show the initiative on their part. Either way, 

this is a matter of collaboration – between the Squads and the POs, between various 

Squads in DSS, and in Husqvarna Group in general, since the Squads are also 

developing IT solutions for the whole company. The decision-making in teams calls for 

mutual understanding of the benefits that each decision and task create in the end.  
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 Who Owns the Solution that the Team is Developing 

5.5.1 Teams’ Perspective on What They Own 

To address the second research question (How does Team ownership influence the 

creation of business value?), it was important to see whether or not the developers 

perceive that they have ownership of the system/service they build and take the 

responsibility for the successful outcome of the project.  

 

When it comes to ownership of the solution, the responses were rather different both 

within and across the Squads. An interesting fact is that the seniority level or period of 

working at Husqvarna Group, or whether they were a SL or not did not influence the 

degree of ownership reported by each of developers.  

 

Naturally, one could assume that senior developers or the ones that work there longer or 

the ones that are SLs would report having more ownership, but the answers were so 

different, that it is difficult to detect any trend, except leaving the place for speculation 

that these variations might have been influenced by a different dimention like personal 

traits.  

 

Out of the total sample that was interviewed in DSS, in Squad A, the ratio of developers 

who responded that they own the solution to those that responded that PO owns it, was 

the highest. It is followed by Squad B where more than half of developers reported that 

they as a Squad own it, and by Squad C, where most developers reported that it is the 

PO that owns the solution.   

 

In every Squad, the developers split in their opinions on who owns the solution (PO vs 

the Squad). Taking the overall results across DSS, the majority developers assumed that 

it is the Squad:  

 

”I own it. Even if we have a PO. Our Squad is pretty much internal in DSS so if 

someone would look for a person to talk to about the solution, they would come to me.” 

 

”The squad is owning it. If it was me who started the project at Squad, I am the one 

responsible, but the Squad is the one owning tool or product. It might be the PO who is 

the owner, but I see it as the Squad.” 

 

”We as a Squad, PO is responsible that in the end we deliver the right things, but to 

make sure that it works and adheres to expectations that’s what we do as a Squad.” 

 

At the same time, in all three Squads there were developers who assumed that the PO 

owns the solution: 
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“Squad is responsible for the output - delivering functionality and ensuring good 

quality. The PO is responsible for the requirements, so if the product is not useful in 

customer’s eyes, I will not feel as responsible as PO” 

 

”PO is responsible if we don’t deliver what we were supposed to” 

 

 “The PO owns what we produce” 

 

Another interesting factor relating to ownership is that in every Squad, there are several 

projects that the developers are working on. The members of the same Squad might 

focus on different projects for various customers. Their perceptions of ownership thus 

varied not only in PO vs Squad dimension, but also in terms of whether they own 

everything that their Squad develops, or only the tool they have been working on. In 

Squads B and C, the responses differed based on the degree of ownership (only one tool 

or the whole set of tools):  

 

”Depends how much work I have done on the project. If I do some special functionality, 

then I feel like I own it, and there are projects where I feel like I don’t have ownership 

at all, because I haven’t done any work on that.” 

 

”We all are in the same Team, but everyone is responsible for a different part of the 

product or tool.” 

 

It was different from the Squad A, where the responsibility for the outcome is shared: 

 

”I am the one writing the code and I am responsible to have a good code quality, but in 

the end, if the outcome is not success, it doesn’t matter if I am the one who made the 

developing of the tool or someone else, because if something is not working, that’s on 

the whole Squad” 

 

It is also worth noting, that the responses of members who are migrating between the 

Squads also varied. They were “borrowed” from their ”home” Squad to work in another 

Team for the Sprints observed by the researcher in Squads B and C. The way they 

percieve ownership is static, no matter which Squad they work in, either ”home” or 

another one:  

 

”The Squad. No difference, I should be equally responsible  for the solution, even if 

there is a different PO” 

 

”To me that would be the Product Owner of each Squad” 

 

At the same time, developers were asked a follow-up question, if they feel responsible 

whether the outcome of the project is a success or not. All developers from Squads A, B 
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and C, including those who said that it is the PO who owns the solution, responded 

positively: 

 

”Indirectly, we are also responsible. If we don’t deliver what we were supposed to.” 

 

“My view is that the Squad should accept full responsibility together and be responsible 

for outcome”  

 

This signals that the Squad members are actually taking responsibility that lies on their 

shoulders too, thus setting the ground for developing the better sense of ownership in 

Teams. 

5.5.2 What Do Product Owners Trust their Squads to Own 

After finding out what the Teams’ perceptions of ownership are, it was necessary to 

hear the POs’ perspectives and compare the two. When it comes to the POs in Squads B 

and C, based on their responses they are willing to share ownership with the Teams. 

This is evident in their statements on delegating many responsibilities to the Squads to 

make them function as complete self-organizing units:  

”They own the way of working (Scrum or Scrummish) and how they divide the work. 

Also that they own the solution they develop, and have a complete DevOps thinking, 

normally, the Team is responsible for setting up the environment, they own the 

infrastructure, and maintain that, the code base, they do support, they do new 

development, and monitoring and operations.” 

 

”The code, of course, all the implementation, most of the design work, I am more of a 

high level requirements.”  

 

The PO in Squad B has clearly stated that this is the Squad who owns the actual 

solution. Based on the previous responses received from the developers in this and two 

other Squads, it is evident, that not all Squad members perceive that they have 

ownership of the solution.  

When it comes to empowering self-organizing Teams and promoting shared decision-

making, the POs in Squads B and C reported that developers are pretty free and can do a 

lot on implementation without the need for approval on their behalf: 

 

”How they divide the work within the Sprint, if some major issue in operations, 

production or security comes up, they can drop what they have been doing, and do 

what’s important right now. When it comes to taking technical decisions they can take 

that on their own.” 
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Though, when it comes to decisions about requirements prioritization, both POs still 

have to approve it before Teams can act. This is quite natural, since the POs have to 

report on that to the external stakeholders (out of DSS) and Husqvarna Group 

organization as a whole, so they must be aware about what’s happening. Additionally, 

both POs are quite flexible and adaptive in their management style when it comes to 

prioritizing requirements: 

 

”Of course, they can change the priority, but I would like to approve what to deliver 

and when. Also I would like to be aware of which services they work on together with 

other Squads.”  

 

”If they need to reprioritize security or operations, then they know they are allowed to 

do that. But they can’t say we skipped that User Story and brought something else. It 

has not been an issue. I feel like I want to empower them as much as possible, as long 

as I feel that they keep me in the loop. They are allowed a lot, I trust them, but I’m not 

always here (travel or sick), so they need to take decisions on their own. The most 

important thing is to do it transparently, if they want to do something, they should let 

me know.”   

 

It is also worth noting that a PO might or might not be present at Daily Stand-up 

meetings, which are one of the ways to collaborate and share knowledge. In Squad C, 

the PO is present, while in Squad B, he is not there: 

 

”I just want to be part of it if I’m needed and if we have questions. It’s better if I am 

there so they can talk to me directly.” 

 

”I’m not there. Some POs are, but I am next door, so I am available, but usually they do 

it on their own.” 

 

 Qualitative Control in Agile Teams 

 

In addition to exercising adaptive and flexible management style, the POs and Squads in 

DSS also use qualitative control and qualitative metrics for measuring Team progress 

and performance. 

 

One of the most important qualitative metrics for POs in both Squads, B and C, is 

velocity, or in other words, the amount of work that developers can perform during one 

iteration.  

 

”Velocity is important for me to see. Measuring it, is up to the Team, we use the Story 

Points, and the Story Point should be a measure of complexity. So we should constantly 

be doing more Story Points over time, – one way to figure out how much the Team 

learns.” 
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”We measure velocity and for every service we have metrics – how they are used, to 

ensure the services are delivering according to expectations. We also track code quality 

to ensure we don’t have a negative trend or too much debt.” 

 

When it comes to a Burndown Chart, it has a different degree of importance for each 

PO. For example, in Squad C, the PO only needs to: 

 

”know if they will meet the deadlines – if they will deliver what we have decided or do 

they have a lot of extra that will get into next Sprint.”  

 

Thus he leaves it up to the Team to track and manage its own progress: 

 

”They divide User Stories into tasks and they have them in 3 states: in progress and 

done. So the SL looks at that every morning at Daily Stand-ups and sees if they are 

progressing, they should use the Burndown also, I don’t know if they started that. I 

don’t want to get involved in Burndown, it’s for them, but I know that they are quite 

aware of the progress.” 

 

Whereas the PO in Squad B is using the Burndown Chart on Backlog Grooming 

meetings with the SL: 

 

”On Backlog Grooming we have the Burndown Chart and we see that we are delivering 

Team goals. It both measures how good we estimate our work and also how much work 

we can put in different kinds of tasks. If we miss the delivery and start deviate from the 

Burndown, then we should not plan for this amount of time for doing this stuff. It’s a 

good confirmation that we are on the right track.” 

 

The Squad members from all three Squads have reported using various qualitative 

metrics to also track and manage their own progress, including the Burndown Chart 

(Squads A, B, C), Jira tools (special software for project tracking) (Squads A, B, C), and 

also infographics provided by their SL (Squad A). All three Teams also keep track of 

the quality of their code, and perfom refactoring and redesign when necessary. 

 

In Squad B, they are also tracking how much time is left till the end of the Sprint to see 

the progress. However, they do not track how much time they put in each task. There 

are different views on this situation in the Squad: 

 

”I don’t know if it is a problem, but it’s a little bit weird, we say it takes 4 hours, and we 

set 4 hours of effort during Planning. The next day, we see the remaining hours. And we 

can’t see if I put 4 or 8 hours in it. We don’t follow up the effort you put in each task, we 

can’t say which tasks took longer time. We have discussed if we should change that.” 
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”We only measure the time left, but when we look at the Burndown, we usually have a 

sense of what went wrong, we know why we didn’t meet the goals. Since we are only few 

people in our Squad, we communicate quite a lot.” 

 

Other two Squads estimate how much effort they put into each task from the Backlog in 

Story Points instead of hours. They have switched to Story Points recently (either one or 

three Sprints ago) and report that, in their opinion, it works better. Estimating in Story 

Points has a number of advantages: 

 

”Everyone in a Team can focus on the size of each task instead of the time. Everyone 

does tasks in different times, depending on knowledge and experience. Then we 

compare the tasks and say: this one is bigger or smaller than that one. In the end, we 

don’t know how long it takes (if I do it, it can take 2 days, if someone else does it, it can 

take one day), but it’s the same Story Point. At the end of the Sprint, you can calculate: 

we have put 200 hours and we have completed 200 story points, which means each 

Story Point is 1 hour. Then the SL can use it for the next Spring Planning to fit in the 

scope.” 

 

This is important to note since the Squad B, that is currently estimating efforts in hours, 

is also reporting on problems with planning either too much or too little work in one 

Sprint. Trying out to estimate in Story Points could help to come up with the optimal 

amount of work that they should plan for. 

 

”We either plan too much or sometimes we plan too little. We have to know how much 

we can do in one Sprint, we still haven’t reached that point. This is one major issue I 

can identify. Sometimes we finish too early, sometimes we are only half-way through of 

what we’ve planned.”  

 

At the same time, the POs in all three Squads allow a certain degree of uncertainty when 

it comes to estimations. They do not require exact numbers from developers, and the 

latter ones reported on being able to openly and without fear express their uncertainty: 

 

”Yes, absolutely, when I am uncertain, I can say it.”  

 

”We always plan with some space mostly – we count on 80% of available time, we put 

that into planning, and 20% are for meetings and unexpected things” 

 

This signals that POs in all three Squads do not try to micromanage what the Squad 

does and allow the Squads to make mistakes, encouraging their learning and self-

organizing for better performance and results. 
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 Trust within Teams and between Teams and Product Owners 

 

Trust is an essential aspect of both, teamwork and collaboration. It creates a basis for 

shared decision-making and ownership in Agile Teams. Thus, it was important to find 

out whether developers feel trusted by their POs and whether they trust their colleagues. 

In all three Squads, all developers reported feeling trusted by the PO to do their work 

and to find their own solution, without interference into the Squad working mode: 

 

”Nobody really tells me that you should do this and this. I get a task, and it’s my job to 

find a solution. In the Team, we are very good at discussing how should we solve it and 

what’s the easiest approach for the whole Squad not just me.” 

 

”It’s up to the Squad to decide. We are quite free to choose our own solution and PO 

trusts us completely to do our work.” 

 

At the same time, in all three Squads developers are also trusting the competence of 

their teammates, as well as colleagues from other Squads in DSS, since they are 

working together on many projects, or some of them are being ”borrowed” to another 

Squad for a Sprint or two. They referred to each other as being ”very competent” and 

”knowledgeable” and reported on ”high level of trust” and ”very open environment in 

DSS.” This signals that there is a basis for good collaboration and teamwork.   

 

Some variations existed on the Squad level when questioned whether developers trust 

each teammate to the same degree. In Squad A, they reported that the degree of trust 

depends on the area of expertise: 

 

”I trust them all that they know what to do. Some have better competence. I would say I 

trust higher competence” 

 

”I trust everyone. If you only focus on level of competence, there is a different level of 

trust within the Team. It depends on which information I’m trying to gather – some of 

my colleagues I trust more to get the information from. I know that information coming 

from there is valid and good to learn.” 

 

In every Squad, not just Squad A, there are members who have better expertise on a 

particular tool or area. Therefore, when the question regarding specific tool arises, 

developers turn to the person who is a better expert at it.  

 

At the same time, in Squads B and C, the degree of trust in competence varied based on 

work experience and seniority level: 
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”I work with guys who are much more experienced than me, so sometimes I need to 

explain why I do it this way or another, and not always I can do it my way, since I am 

learning. But now I feel more trusted and I trust them 100%” 

 

”One of our Squad members is fresh out of university, he has skills, but doesn’t have 

experience yet. Coding is much experience, you make mistakes, and then you’re 

learning, so it takes time, but it is good for the Squad in the end”  

 

Since professional competence comes with time, the organization and the Squad need to 

invest time into the development of its talents first. In the above case scenario, the 

developer has the mentor and they both are working towards increasing the overall 

Team competence.   

 

It is also worth noting, that developers exhibit the same amount of trust in competence 

of both on-site and distributed teammates, since in two Squads, A and C they were 

working with distributed members during the time that the study took place. 

 

 Additional Findings 

5.8.1 Specialization in One Service or Skillset 

Throughout the course of interviews and observations the researcher made additional 

findings that might relate to how practicioners perceive business value and the degree of 

ownership they have.  

 

In particular, during the Retrospective in Squad B, it was discovered that the Team is 

faced with the issue of specialization – “one person per service.” Squad B is responsible 

for the support and development of several services, whereas each developer is working 

on a particular tool or few, without being involved in other tools: 

 

”Within the Squad we should make sure that we do not divide work, like one person is 

responsible for one service – all the development and all the operations and all the 

support. We need to make sure that we share knowledge and if someone is sick or on 

vacation, we do not lack anything. We have one or two people that take a lead of a 

service in case someone in the organization wants to discuss it.” 

 

The issue of sharing knowledge about all services in the Squad is very important to 

address, since as it was evident in the interviews in Squad B, the developers could claim 

ownership only for the tools that they work on, but not for the others.  

 

The Squad C is also facing some specialization-related issues, whereas it needs full-

stack developers that can do both front- and back-end, since the development in back-

end is supposed to be ahead of other activities: 
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“We have a terrific Team right now, they are very productive, but we need to be more 

self-organized than right now – with some specialized persons. We need to have full 

alignment of what we are doing and why. We need front-end developers that also can 

do back-end. Since the logic is made at the back-end, it needs to be more advanced and 

one Sprint ahead of the UX guys.” 

5.8.2 Pro-active Approach instead of Reactive 

In Squads A and B, the need for a more proactive approach has been identified as one of 

the key goals. The key idea for Squad B is to focus not on waiting for requirements to 

come in, but on driving the requirements from within whenever possible: 

 

”In some sense we as a Squad have been waiting for requirements to come from 

external department – what we need on a higher level, and then the ownership is 

switched to the Squad to make that happen. While in some services that we have a lead 

on, we try to be as proactive as possible to come up with the requirements and in some 

sense just lead the way.”  

 

In Squad A, they also strive to adopt a proactive approach: 

 

”Before we worked a lot reactive instead of proactive. A big task now is to start 

working proactive. That means that we have to have eyes and ears out in the 

development Squads to know their next Sprint. Is there something that we need to plan 

in our Sprint to provide them with? Then we need to prioritize this task before they start 

working on their part." 

 

In such a way, the proactive approach in driving requirements forward is associated 

with both ownership of the solutions that the Squads are developing, and business value 

perceptions, since the Squads get a better idea of which requirements are high priority 

and why.  

6. Analysis   

______________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of this chapter is to systematically link the findings to established theory. 

The researcher takes a step back looking at literature and referring to the study purpose 

and research objectives. The theoretical background is compared with empirical 

observations, and the researcher gives interpretations of empirical material from 

different perspectives and theories. 

______________________________________________________________________ 
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 How do Practitioners in Agile Development Projects Perceive Business Value? 

6.1.1 Value for Customer vs Value for Organization 

Since the first research question is dealing with the perceptions of business value, there 

are no right or wrong answers. From the empirical results, it is clear that there is no one 

established definition of what business value is in DSS, it is rather treated as an 

umbrella term, covering many different aspects. Practicioners in the case company 

consider business value to be a self-explanatory concept and perceive it in a different 

way from person to person. This finding is in line with theory, whereas business value is 

often taken for granted in Teams without attaching any explicit definition to it (Racheva 

et al., 2009, a). 

 

To continue, there is a split between developers in DSS, with some of them considering 

business value from the customer perspective, others – from the organizational, while 

there are those who focus on both. The members of the Team that was working on 

customer-faced solutions (Squad C) were more prone to take a customer perspective 

when defining business value – they were referring to what is it that the customer wants. 

This is in line with Agile literature on client-supplier relationship, where the primary 

value for the Team is value as customer defines it (Racheva et al., 2009, a; Rico et al., 

2009; Pixton et al., 2014) and the resultant customer satisfaction (Balaji & Murugaiyan, 

2012; Hass, 2007; Highsmith, 2009; Misra et al., 2009), since it directly influences the 

revenues of the company (Racheva et al., 2009, a; Rico et al., 2009). 

 

The members of two other Teams, that focus on internal solutions for Husqvarna Group 

(Squads A and B) were more prone to consider value from the organizational 

perspective. Going back to the literature, more often than not, even those Agile Teams 

that deliver solutions directly to the end-user consider the value creation for their 

organization as well (Racheva et al., 2010; Rico et al., 2009; Pixton et al., 2014). In 

DSS, the focus is on reuse of the solutions (Racheva et al., 2010), and on the 

distribution of human resources (Moe et al., 2012), since each developer represents a 

skillset that can be “borrowed” from one Squad to another in order to maximize 

business value for the whole organization. 

 

Still, in all three Teams, there were members who could relate to both, value for the 

customer and for the organization, since developers and clients share common goals that 

result in mutual benefits (Racheva et al., 2010). 

6.1.2 Value is… 

Being Fast and Agile 

The vast majority of developers see business value in delivering fast and increasing 

time-to-market (going live). This is in line with Agile Manifesto principles: “working 

software over comprehensive documentation,” and “responding to change over 
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following a plan” (Agile Alliance, 2017), and confirmed in other sources that name 

reduced time-to-delivery as one of the major benefits of using Agile approach (Chow & 

Cao, 2008; Misra et al., 2009). 

 

Since POs trust their Teams to define their own working mode, whether it is Scrum or 

Scrummish, the self-organizing Squads are free to adapt it to their needs and 

preferences. They implement those practices that they find most suitable and 

advantageous for maximizing value creation, while omitting others, for example, there 

is no separate position of a Scrum Master in DSS. This is contrary to the idea that 

Teams can’t claim to use Scrum if they take out some part from the Scrum process 

(Kniberg & Skar, 2009). At the same time, this is in line with findings from previous 

research that Agile Teams are free to apply the practices that fit their context best, since 

the realities are often different from what is described in books (Chow & Cao, 2008; 

Racheva et al., 2010; Sverrisdottir et al., 2014).  

 

It is clear from this study that Agile approach on its own has business value for Teams, 

but at the same time, Teams can adapt the chosen approach, like Scrum, to their own 

needs and context, and call it Scrummish. 

Continuous Delivery  

Those developers that work on internal solutions (Squads A and B) perceive that they 

create business value through automating certain activities. In literature, automatization 

is referred to as an enabler of continuous integration and delivery of working software 

(Dingsøyr & Lassenius, 2016; Sankaranarayanan, 2016). This is also in line with the 

working mode (Build – Deploy – Test – Release) and overall goals of DSS (releasing a 

new version of working software after each Sprint). 

The recent trends in research on Agile software development indicate the increased 

focus on value associated with continuous delivery. The benefits it provides include 

“increased visibility, faster feedback and empowerment of stakeholders” (Dingsøyr & 

Lassenius, 2016). Among these, the empowerement of stakeholders draws particular 

interest, since all POs in DSS empower their self-organizing Teams, which in turn 

contributes to building ownership (Drury et al., 2012; Pixton et al., 2014; 

Sankaranarayanan, 2016). 

High Quality 

Some developers in DSS (Squads A and C) have also referred to high quality when 

defining business value. We know quality from Agile Triangle defined as “adaptable 

and reliable product” (Highsmith, 2009).  

 

Interestingly enough, in their definitions, developers in DSS focused on both quality 

from a technical perspective, defined in literature as the functional defects rate (Kan, 

2002; Rico et al., 2009), but also on quality on a more systematic level, referring to why 
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the quality in the organizational tools and processes matters to the end customer (Hass, 

2007). It is evident from their definitions that if Husqvarna Group aims at delivering 

high quality product to its customers, it must be supported by delivering high quality on 

every step of the development process. Taking a look at previous research, we learn that 

business value is often measured via ROI (Rico et al., 2009), while ROI of each project 

depends on a number of factors, including, to a high extent, the quality of the product 

(Könnölä et al., 2017).  

 

The systematic way of thinking thus enables developers to think about business value in 

a bigger scope. A systematic view on quality, from the quality of the code to the quality 

of the final product, also allows thinking about business value from both customer and 

organizational perspective (Racheva et al., 2010; Rico et al., 2009; Pixton et al., 2014), 

which gives a better understanding how to contribute to the value creation. 

While the perceptions of business value differ from person to person, the important 

thing is to be aware of it, and explain value in more explicit terms during the 

conversations to ensure everyone is on the same page. 

6.1.3 Product Backlog as the Reflection of Business Value 

When developers from all three Teams in DSS explained their perceptions of business 

value, they often referred to product content, including different features and 

functionality, to give examples. Since before going live, each feature goes through the 

Product Backlog, business value is thus reflected directly through the assessment of 

various tasks from it (Drury et al., 2012; Könnölä et al., 2017; Schwaber, 2004).  

 

The empirical results indicate that most developers in DSS (Squads B and C) find it 

challenging to explain why one task from the Backlog is more valuable than another 

(why some requirements are high priority and others are low). This is an important issue 

to be addressed, since the success (Chow & Cao, 2008; Racheva et al., 2009, b) and 

ROI of Agile projects depends directly on prioritization and delivery strategy (Könnölä 

et al., 2017; Rico et al., 2009).  

 

When developers do not understand the value of requirements, it diminishes their 

understanding of why they do what they do (Drury et al., 2012; Pixton et al., 2014). It is 

evident from their answers to the question, why they offered to add a particular task into 

the Sprint during Planning. The developers could explain why the requirement they 

offered needs to be delivered (because other Squad needs it), or why it needs to be 

delivered urgently (because it will simplify and improve solution), but these definitions 

were of rather technical nature.  

 

What developers found challenging to explain was why this requirement, and not any 

other, must be delivered first, and why this requirement creates more value than any 

other from the Backlog, which takes the same amount of time/effort to complete. The 
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only exception was Squad A, where developers participate in Backlog Grooming 

together with PO, and could explain and give examples of high/low priority 

requirements. This is a signal call for two other Squads to develop better knowledge 

sharing mechanisms between POs and developers to contribute to project success 

(Misra et al., 2009; Nerur et al., 2005; Racheva, 2009, b).  

 

While predicting business value is a challenging task, POs can make the value of each 

requirement more understandable for developers. This can be implemented by 

translating project goals into how much can be achieved by implementing a certain Epic 

(set of user stories). Since many Agile Teams in DSS measure development costs of the 

tasks in Story Points, they may apply a similar measure to Epics, i.e. estimate business 

value of each Epic in Benefit Points. The idea is that Benefit Points will reflect the 

value of this Epic to the customer and thus will help in deciding and understanding the 

prioritization in the Backlog (Könnölä et al., 2017). 

 

This simple yet effective measure is a major take-away for Agile Teams and their POs, 

as it will help to foster collaboration and understading the value of the requirements. 

 

 RQ2: How does Team Ownership Influence the Creation of Business Value? 

6.2.1 Ownership is a Two-Way Process 

Since the second research question is dealing with the perceptions of ownership, there 

are no right or wrong answers. To start with, it was important to get some insights 

where the Teams are in terms of ownership – do they take it or leave it to the POs. 

From empirical results, it was evident that the POs in DSS are sharing the ownership 

with their Teams, and most developers take it. At the same time, some of the Squad 

members perceived that they do not own the solution they are developing. From the 

Agile literature, we know that ownership cannot simply be given, Teams must take it 

(Pixton, et al., 2014; Sankaranarayanan, 2016). Therefore, not everyone in the Teams 

accepts ownership given to them by their POs. Some accept it, but not to the full degree, 

since they reported to own only the tools that they have been working on, but not those 

that their teammates developed, which might be a result of a narrow specialization 

(Könnölä et al., 2017; Moe et al., 2012). 

Based on the observations and interviews, the act of not taking ownership on behalf of 

some of the Squad members is not something they do willingly (because they are 

reluctant to do so), but rather caused by unawareness that they could and indeed should 

do so (Pixton, et al., 2014). This is a big idea that practicioners can learn from this study 

to avoid it in their Teams.  

For some developers taking ownership might be a challenging task. The mindset of 

doing things they are being told to do (Pixton, et al., 2014; Sankaranarayanan, 2016) 

adopted from previous jobs is one of possible explanations. Since most of the 
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developers started working at Husqvarna Group quite recently, they might believe that it 

is PO who has complete ownership of the solution, because this is the way of working 

they are used to. This is totally in line with literature: if the developers are not yet used 

to ownership, they might assume not having one (Pixton, et al., 2014; 

Sankaranarayanan, 2016). The developers who reported that it is the PO who has 

ownership were not aware that they can treat the project as their own business.  

The big idea from the literature that ”teams deliver great results when they take 

ownership” (Drury et al., 2012; Pixton, et al., 2014; Sankaranarayanan, 2016) was most 

evident in Squad A, where the ratio of those who take ownership to those who do not 

was the highest. The developers in this Team took a more active role in contributing 

towards value creation through frequent discussions with their PO and high involvement 

into decision-making (Drury et al., 2012; Racheva et al., 2009, b; Moe, et al., 2012).  

 

At the same time, all developers in all three Squads, even those who reported that they 

do not own the solution, stated that they feel personally responsible for whether the 

outcome of the project is success or not. Even though, in the literature on Agile 

development, it is usually the PO that carries responsibility for the project success 

(Dingsøyr & Lassenius, 2016; Gregorio, 2012; Rubin, 2012), on practice, we see that 

this responsibility can be shared with the Team.  

 

This is one of the major take-aways for the Agile Teams from this research, since 

accepting responsibility is a first step on a way to taking ownership for those who yet 

haven’t done so or have only partially taken it, as it signals responsibility and 

accountability (Drury et al., 2012; Sankaranarayanan, 2016). It also signals that the 

Teams accept the responsibility for the outcome, but some of the developers do not 

know how to take ownership yet, so the POs must help them to do so (Pixton, et al., 

2014). 

6.2.2 Empowered Teams are Able to Achieve More  

The empirical results indicate that the POs in DSS empower their Teams by creating a 

safe place for an affordable amount of failure (Pixton et al., 2014) and, to a certain 

degree, delegating decision-making to the Teams (Drury et al., 2012; Moe et al., 2012; 

Tessem, 2014). This is in line with Agile literature that suggests POs must empower 

their Teams to promote ownership from within, as opposed to hindering developers 

from taking ownership by excessive and unnecessary control (Pixton, et al., 2014; 

Sankaranarayanan, 2016).  

The fact that POs reported being open for discussion about prioritization signals about 

their willingness to collaborate and empower Teams (Drury et al., 2012; Hass, 2007; 

Maruping et al., 2009; Tessem, 2014), who in turn can take a more proactive approach 

in offering changes to the Sprint/Product Backlog. However, in two Teams (Squads B 

and C), developers who are not in close contact with the POs (either as a SL or being 
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present at Backlog Grooming) have reported on the lack of information, and the 

resultant lesser degree of involvement in decision-making. While in the Team where 

developers participated in Backlog Grooming (Squad A), they were involved in 

decision-making to a higher degree. This is in line with literature, whereas collective 

grooming encourages the dialogue among all participants, leverages diverse 

perspectives, and reveals vital information that could otherwise be omitted. When 

diverse Team members are involved in Backlog Grooming, they will have a better 

understanding of the Product Backlog. Moreover, it will foster collaboration between 

business and technical people working on a project (Rubin, 2012). 

 

Thus there is a need in Agile Teams for better knowledge sharing mechanisms (Nerur et 

al., 2005; Misra et al., 2009; Sankaranarayanan, 2016) that can be achieved either 

through PO attending the Daily Stand-ups, the Squad members attending Backlog 

Grooming, or better communication throughout the “Product Owner –Squad Leader – 

Squad” chain.  

 

Also, better knowledge sharing mechanisms should be enabled through eliminating the 

“one person per service” specialization (Moe et al., 2012), referred to as one of the 

major challenges that DSS is facing right now. When there is knowledge difference 

between the developers in the Team, Squad members conduct work individually rather 

than as a Team (Könnölä et al., 2017). This results in taking ownership only for the 

tools that developers personally work on and hinders them from contributing to the 

value creation to the full degree. This is another take-away from the current study for 

Agile Teams to consider when designing their own working mode. 

 

In order to foster collaboration between developers in the Teams, and between POs and 

self-organizing Teams, there is also a need for making the Squad members aware of 

their empowerement and ability to participate in high level decision-making (Drury et 

al., 2012; Tessem, 2014). Referring back to Agile literature, it lies on the shoulders of 

PO to define the boundaries of the shared ownership and explain it to the Team (Pixton, 

et al., 2014).  

6.2.3 Communicating Product Vision to the Team 

The lack of vision was evident throughout all three Teams in DSS and reported even by 

developers who took full ownership and could clearly map their project to the overall 

business goals of Husqvarna Group. From the literature, we learn that for a Team to 

take ownership, developers need to understand the high level goals of the project (Drury 

et al., 2012), including business goals and environment (Pixton, et al., 2014).  

 

On practice, however, we see that Teams actually take ownership, but still experience 

the lack of vision and find the main question – where are we going with this, – 

challenging to be answered. Therefore, Agile Teams can treat project as their own 
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business, but since they lack vision, they can’t contribute to the value creation to the full 

degree (Chow & Cao, 2008; Drury et al., 2012; Racheva et al., 2009, a). 

 

The empirical results indicate that so far in DSS, there was a lot of focus on how to do 

something (from a technical perspective), but not so much on why it matters, what 

difference it makes. While some researchers suggest defining vision through product 

descriprions: who is the customer, what the customer needs and how can a Team 

achieve this (Pichler, 2010), there is still too much focus on how. Others suggest that the 

vision should include the definition of what is the core functionality of the product and 

what are the common goals to fulfil (Schwaber, 2004). The most satisfactory way of 

explaining the vision to Agile Teams would be to switch the focus from defining 

features and functionality, to what is it that drives value (Drury et al., 2012), what are 

the scenarios in which the particular functionality will be used, and how the results of 

their work will help create additional value (Pixton et al., 2014).   

 

So far, most developers in DSS are focused on the purpose and functionality of their 

solution, but not so much on case scenarios that it will be used in. A more systematic 

view and customer-centered perspective (for both internal and external customers) 

would help them define vision and take ownership. In simple terms, it can be defined as: 

if I were a member of the Squad D, which is using our back-end solution “E”, what 

would my biggest pain be? Is there anything we could improve in our solution to 

eliminate the frustration and let the Squad D focus on value creation?  

 

Defining a vision is necessary for both, developers who haven’t yet taken ownership, 

and those who did, but lack a more high level perspective (Moe et al., 2012) to be able 

to truly treat the solution as their own business (Pixton et al., 2014) and contribute to the 

value creation (Drury et al., 2012; Racheva et al., 2009, a). Understanding the vision 

will also facilitate a more proactive approach in driving requirements forward (Chow & 

Cao, 2008), which was referred to as one one the major challenges that developers in 

DSS focus right now. 

6.2.4 Measuring Outcomes, not Merely Outputs 

From the Agile literature, we know that the PO has to communicate both the purpose of 

the project and the desired outcome to the Team (Maruping et al., 2009; Rubin, 2012; 

Schwaber, 2004). Also, he is responsible to maintain the product vision throughout the 

development process by closely collaborating with the Team and tracking the progress 

(Pichler, 2010).  

 

In DSS, the Burndown Chart is commonly used as an instrument for tracking the 

progress (Schwaber, 2004) by POs and the Squads and most of them find it helpful. 

Though, one of the POs leaves the Burndown Chart to the Squad, while he is focusing 

on velocity and meeting the deadlines. Also, some of the developers perceive that the 
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primary purpose of tracking their own progress is to see if they meet the deadlines and 

deliver according to the plan.  

 

While velocity is an important attribute of the Agile approach (Misra et al., 2009) and a 

measure used in qualitative control (Cockburn, 2006; Racheva et al., 2009, a), the focus 

on deadlines is more of a traditional project management measure of success known 

from the Iron Triangle (Highsmith, 2009). From the literature, it is known that while 

one part of a development process can be managed using a flexible approach (usually 

the one most affected by uncertainty), a plan-driven one can be applied toward another 

part (Harris et al., 2009).  

 

Though, this is something that the POs and their Teams should treat cautiously, since 

the the output measures on its own do not help Teams take ownership and contribute to 

the value creation, – these are the outcome measures that matter (Maruping et al., 2009; 

Pixton et al., 2014). During the review, the Teams should get feedback on the progress 

of their work in terms of desired outcomes (Hass, 2007), referring to the changes in the 

market (or other Squads) and competitor analysis (when applicable) (Pixton et al., 

2014), which was not evident in empirical results.  

 

From this study, we can learn that the Agile Teams need to understand that when they 

deliver the solution, the value creation process doesn’t stop there. It’s important to see 

and measure what impact it created (Hass, 2007; Maruping et al., 2009). The Squads in 

DSS that participated in the research have made a positive impression in terms of their 

capability to achieve this through increased collaboration and communication with their 

POs (Drury et al., 2012; Hass, 2007; Maruping et al., 2009; Rubin, 2012; 

Sankaranarayanan, 2016).  

 

For the Squads working on customer-faced solutions (like Squad C), the information on 

the outcomes of their work may refer to the increase in the number of users that signed 

up after the release of a brand new feature in the app. For the Squads working on 

internal solutions (Squads A and B), this information may refer to increased efficiency – 

how much time/effort does the automation of a particular process help to save, so that 

the other Squad could use this time/effort to deliver more value to the customer rather 

than doing their work manually.   

 

This information is vital for developers in Agile Teams who are yet to take ownership, 

but also for those who already took it, since to treat the project as their own business, 

they must be aware of the outcomes of their work (Maruping et al., 2009; Schwaber, 

2004). This in turn will give a better idea on which tasks should they push for during 

prioritization (Chow & Cao, 2008), as the ones that add more value in the end (Racheva 

et al., 2009, b).  
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6.2.5 Alignment with Business Goals 

In DSS, there are a lot of interdependencies between the Squads, as they work in close 

collaboration with each other. While all developers in three Squads could explain what 

purpose the solution they are developing serves, many could not link it to the business 

goals of Husqvarna Group.  

 

From the literature, we know that Team ownership sould be aligned “with what creates 

a unique value proposition, in line with the goals of the business” (Pixton et al., 2014). 

The developers in DSS need to understand why they do what they do and what is it that 

generates value for the ones that will be using the product (Moe et al., 2012; Racheva et 

al., 2009, a; Rico et al. 2009), whether this is Husqvarna Group end customer or the 

other Squad. Even though, the POs report on sharing this knowledge with the Squads, 

the responses of developers, including the SLs that are in more close contact with POs, 

indicate a lack of it. Most of them could not relate to the business goals that the 

company aims to achieve with their help, and how the work that they do in Squads 

contributes to the success of Husqvarna Group. 

Alignment matters because to take ownership, the Team has to know what to own 

(Pixton et al., 2014). Teams that have an understanding of the unique value proposition 

of their project for the business and that can map the work  they do to the overall goals 

of the company are more prone to: 1). participate in decision-making (Moe et al., 2012) 

and 2). take ownership and treate the project as their own business (Pixton et al., 2014; 

Sankaranarayanan, 2016). 

Moreover, when the Team understands how its work is aligned with the business goals, 

it can be more involved in decision-making on which processes should be improved, 

and what kind of functionality to develop (Chow & Cao, 2008; Moe et al., 2012; Rico et 

al., 2009). It’s no more about getting this or that thing done, but rather getting the right 

thing done (Racheva et al., 2009, b).  

The empirical results indicate that developers in DSS do offer to include various tasks 

into the Sprint, but what they lack is the understanding – which of these tasks will have 

a major impact, i.e. which task is more valuable than the other. This is an area that the 

POs in Agile Teams should pay more attention to, since when the Team lacks clear 

alignment, Team ownership suffers as well (Pixton et al., 2014; Sankaranarayanan, 

2016). 

6.2.6 Culture of Trust and Transparency 

It is evident from empirical results that in DSS, there is an environment characterized by 

trust and transparency in every Squad and across the Squads – all developers and POs 

reported to trust one another. The big idea from the Agile literature is that if developers 

don’t feel trusted, they will be reluctant to take ownership (Pixton et al., 2014). Since 
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the majority of developers from DSS reported that they do own the solution they 

develop, this idea is supported by empirical findings.  

When it comes to trust in professional competence alone, the degree of trust within the 

Teams differed. These differences are based on areas of expertise, or on work 

experience of Squad members. From the Agile literature we know that with time, the 

professional competence will increase (Highsmith, 2009; Racheva et al., 2009, b), and 

so the trust in it is expected to increase as well (Pixton et al., 2014).  

The POs in DSS are open to suggestions coming from developers regarding Sprint 

Planning and prioritization of requirements. Also, there are no signs of 

micromanagement on their behalf. Transparency and collaborative leadership style 

across all Squads in DSS allow the POs to take a step back and see how the self-

organizing Teams work to deliver solutions (Chow and Cao, 2008; Drury et al., 2012; 

Harris et al., 2009). However, they still have to ensure that developers understand how 

their projects align with business goals of Husqvarna Group (Moe et al., 2012; Pixton et 

al., 2014).  

In Agile culture, trust comes first and the practicioners rest on assumptions that 

everyone is trustworthy until proven otherwise (Pixton et al., 2014). While all 

developers in every Squad reported on feeling trusted by their POs to find their own 

solution to the problem, and POs reported on empowering their Teams, the lack of 

information and vision can still prohibit some developers from taking ownership and 

others from participating in decision-making (Drury et al., 2012; Moe et al., 2012).  

Since the majority of developers in DSS take ownership, the conclusion is that it is the 

lack of clear vision that still hinders them from contributing to value creation to the full 

degree. This is something that all Agile Teams should keep in mind, since from this 

study, we learn that ownership and vision are two complementary aspects that go hand-

in-hand. 

7. Conclusion 

______________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of this chapter is to summarise the output from the analysis of empirical 

findings and to draw logical conclusions in relation to the study purpose and research 

questions.  

______________________________________________________________________ 

This study has contributed to the recently increasing interest in the fields of business 

value creation and shared ownership in Agile software development projects. The 

researcher found out that there are different business value perceptions in Agile Teams, 

and based on these perceptions, developers align their projects with the business goals. 

Also, Teams that take ownership are more prone to contribute to value creation by 
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participating in decision-making, however, the lack of vision and information about 

priorities may hinder them from doing so. The conclusions in relation to the research 

questions are as following: 

(1) There are different perceptions of business value among practicioners; they differ 

from project to project, as well as from individual to individual within the same Team.  

Agile approach on its own adds value to the project and the developed solution with its 

focus on fast delivery and reduced time-to-market. Moreover, Scrum, as an Agile 

approach, can be adjusted to the needs of the company, whereas some practices might 

be used, while others omitted. 

Business value can also be viewed on a more systematic level: 1). from quality of code 

followed by the quality in release processes and ending up with the quality of an actual 

product; and 2). based on continuous value delivery, i.e. continuous deployment of the 

new features in a releasable product. This is beneficial for Agile Teams, since 

systematic view allows developers to see the business value of their project in bigger 

scope and align it with overall business goals of the organization, so that they 

understand how to create even more value. 

When implementing Agile approach, practicioners consider creating business value for 

customers, as well as for the organization that they are working at, in terms of reuse and 

resource distribution. Also, Teams use their perceptions of business value when trying 

to map their projects to the overall business goals of the organization and explain how 

they contribute to the value creation. 

Since business value is taken for granted and treated as a self-evident concept in 

discussions between POs and their Teams, it is important to ensure that everyone is on 

the same page and understands what aspect of business value they are taking about in 

each particular case – whether this is high quality, reduced time-to-market, or something 

else. 

It is just as important to understand the value of each particular requirement from the 

Backlog, as the unique business value of the project itself. Developers that do not 

participate in Backlog Grooming might lack information on why some requirements are 

high priority, while others are low. This also has implications on their input to the value 

creation process, whereas due to lack of information they are not able to contribute with 

suggestions as much as they could. 

 (2) Ownership on its own is not black and white either. When there is a discussion 

about ownership, researchers often refer to Teams either taking it or not. This study has 

contributed to Agile literature with a notion that developers working on a project can 

take ownership for some tools only – the ones that they were working on. This is often a 
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result of “one person per service” specialization, which hinders knowledge sharing in 

Agile Teams and thus should be treated cautiously.  

As opposed to a common view established in Agile literature that it is the PO who is 

responsible for the success of the project, this study proved that all developers are 

sharing the responsibility for whether the outcome is a success or not. This serves as a 

first step on a path towards taking ownership for developers that have not taken it yet, or 

have only partially done so. 

At the same time, taking ownership on its own is not enough for developers to 

contribute to the value creation to the full extent. They can take ownership, but still lack 

the understanding of why they do what they do, i.e. lack the vision. This was a 

surprising finding since in Agile literature, researchers state that it’s the other way 

around – to take ownership, developers need to have a vision. Ownership and vision are 

thus to be treated as two concepts that complement one another in Agile development. 

Empowered and trusted Teams take ownership and contribute to value creation by 

participating in decision-making. However, lack of vision prohibits the Teams from 

understanding the logic behind prioritization and lack of alignment with business goals 

diminishes ownership. Developers make suggestions, which tasks to add to the Sprint or 

Backlog, but they don’t understand which one of these requirements is the most 

valuable. To address this issue there is a need to switch emphasis from measuring 

output to measuring outcome to have a better idea on which tasks create more value 

than others, with the same effort estimations.  

Thus, a tighter collaboration between business and technical sides is necessary for the 

latter one to contribute to the value creation to the full degree. A vision has to be 

defined and communicated to the Teams, and knowledge sharing mechanisms between 

POs and their Teams have to be established to educate developers about ownership and 

alignment and explain the logic behind prioritization. 

8. Discussion 

______________________________________________________________________ 

In this chapter, the strengths and weaknesses of the methodological investigation are 

discussed. This part contains practical implications for organizations that are interested 

in the research problem, as well as implications in terms of a broader societal impact. 

Additionally, the possible directions of future studies are presented for deeper analysis 

and wider applicability of the conclusions. 

______________________________________________________________________ 
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 Limitations 

 

First of all, since the sample was rather small – only three Teams were observed and 

interviewed, it makes it difficult to drive generalizations out of this research. With the 

increased number of participants, it’s possible to gain more insights to answer research 

questions more precisely. 

 

Time constraints are partially the reason for picking up a small sample. Since one 

iteration lasts several weeks, and the meetings took place on the same day and time in 

multiple Teams, there was a limited number of Sprints that the researcher could 

observe. To gain more deep insights, the observations in Agile Teams should take place 

during the more prolongued time period. 

 

Next, even though all participants spoke English fluently without troubles in expressing 

their thoughts, and it is commonly used as the company language in Husqvarna Group, 

none of interviewees was native English speaker, which is worth noting. Also, since 

DSS is located in Sweden, and the vast majority of employees are swedes, it can make 

the transerability of findings from the local context to other cultures questionable. 

 

Regarding the notions of under-representation of some participants, unfortunately the 

researcher was not able to interview the PO from Squad A, so his perspective is missing 

from the study. At the same time, the empirical findings obtained from Squad A have 

demonstrated that in this Team, the degree of ownership and alignment is the highest in 

DSS, which does not in any way compensate for this limitation, but nevertheless gives 

an idea about the collaboration mode. 

 

To continue, the distributed Team members’ perspective is represented by two 

participants only, since the vast majority of developers in DSS work as a co-located 

unit, with only few developers working remotely. For this reason, two interviews were 

conducted via Skype, as opposed to face-to-face ones. For some people it might be 

more difficult to share information in the virtual environment, though this limitation 

was partially addressed whereas the researcher was familiar to the interviewees from a 

number of observations that took place prior to interviews. 

 

Also, since the study was conducted by a single researcher, there is always a risk of 

personal bias and misinterpretation of certain responses obtained from research 

participants. This limitation was partially addressed by taking field notes during 

observations and asking follow up questions.  

 

Finally, since most of the participants started working in Husqvarna Group quite 

recently, the findings of the study might not be generalized across the whole DSS 

department. Nevertheless, the obtained results give a good idea on areas for 

improvement in DSS.  
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 Future Research 

 

This research may serve as a starting point for the upcoming studies on the topics of 

business value and ownership in Agile Teams. Since these concepts were not paid a 

sufficient attention in previous research, there is still a lot to explore. 

 

A similar research with a larger sample is called for to determine the applicability of 

results, and to gain more deep insights into the notions of value and ownership 

perceptions. The researchers are thus encouraged to include several companies into a 

sample and compare results across those. Since the study focused on a single 

department in a large organization, the future research may deal with a comparative 

study: big vs small or middle-sized companies. 

 

To continue, the current research was of explorative nature and covered a number of 

aspects that are worth digging deeper into. Creating value for organization vs value for a 

customer is one of them. The future research may focus on finding a balance between 

the two, since the current body of literature lacks many insights on this (Racheva et al., 

2009, a).  

 

Next, even though the continuous value delivery has received increased attention from 

the scholars recently, there is still much more to discover (Dingsøyr & Lassenius, 

2016). The future research may thus focus on best practices associated with the 

continuous deployment of new features in the developed products.  

 

At the same time, it is important to gain more insights into how decision-making is 

being made in Agile software development projects, which is still not well understood 

(Drury et al., 2012). Since it is most often context-related, the value of such study for 

practicioners is that they will be able to come with optimal practices that have worked 

best in the contexts similar to their own one. 

 

Ownership on its own is a topic that can be studied from many different angles. As an 

option, the comparative study on taking ownership between co-located vs distributed 

Team members will help to shed the light on multiple perspectives regarding taking 

ownership. The lack of ownership can then be addressed in a different way in each 

context. 

 

Moreover, since this research was performed in Sweden, and there were only few 

representatives from a different country, it will be advantageous to focus on ownership 

taking and giving in different cultures (with high and low power distance). This can be 

achieved through conducting studies in companies that are located in various countries. 
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 Practical Implications 

This research is aimed at helping practicioners working in the field of Agile software 

development in building ownership from within the Teams and sharing knowledge 

about business value. It will be of particular interest to POs who aim at helping their 

Teams to take ownership and contribute to the value creation, as well as for developers 

that were not aware of the idea that they can take ownership and that lack information 

about business value from POs. 

At the same time, the findings of this research are widely applicable in society, since in 

the future, there will be more projects whereas business people work together with 

technical people to produce the desired outcome. This comes as a result of digitalization 

which we are experiencing right now globally, and which has implications for any kind 

of business. The success of the projects will depend directly on the collaboration 

between managers and developers, mutual understanding of what business value they 

create, alignment with business goals, and shared ownership. It is of interest to 

organizations that go through digital transformation to empower and enable the Teams 

to take ownership, treat the projects that they are working on as their own businesses, 

and understand which functionality will create more business value. 

In this regard, Agile approaches will simplify their work, and, most importantly, they 

have already proved to be relevant in non-tech areas too. In particular, Scrum has 

streamlined software development and is now transforming project management across 

businesses and even entire industries, including universities, military, automotive and 

others (Scrum Alliance, 2017). Thus, enabling the Teams to contribute to the project 

success through sharing knowledge about business value and collaborative decision 

making, as well as giving them ownership is not exclusive to software development, and 

should be cultivated as an ultimate goal of any project manager. 
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Appendix 1  

Interview Questions for Teams 

 

Section I [what are their Value perceptions?] 

 

1. How do you define the unique value proposition of your “project”? 

2. How do you map your “project” to the overall business goals of Husqvarna 

Group? 

3. What does business value of a requirement mean for you?  

4. At your meetings with Product Owner, does he explicitly discuss the business 

value of the requirements, so that you understand why some requirements are of 

higher priority than others?  

 

Section II [do Teams take Ownership?] 

 

1. To what extent can you make decisions about what will be delivered and by 

when? 

2. Do you have sufficient information to make decisions in line with business 

needs? Why or why not? 

3. Do you track and manage your own progress? How? 

4. To what extent do you feel trusted to do your work or find your own solution? 

5. Do you need to provide exact numbers or you may say when you are uncertain? 

6. Do you trust the competence of your Team members? All to the same degree? 

What does it depend on? 

7. Who owns the solution that you are developing? 

8. Who is responsible for whether the outcome is a success or not? 

 

Section III [how they collaborate with the PO/what management style does he have?] 

 

1. Why do you make estimations in days/story points? What are the benefits and 

drawbacks? 

2. Did it ever happen that you delivered not what you were supposed to? Was it 

considered to be of potential business value (used for another functionality in the 

future)?  

3. How do you manage the bugs that you discover during current Sprint?  

4. Do all changes made to the product go through Backlog, or the code is being 

changed, while the Backlog stays the same? (changes are not recorded there)  
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Appendix 2  

Interview Questions for Product Owners 

 

Section I [how is value created and knowledge about it shared?] 

1. What does the business value of a requirement mean for you? 

2. How do you measure it? Has the desired value been quantified? 

3. How do you share knowledge about business value creation with the Teams?  

4. How does the Backlog change when new requirements evolve? 

5. What happens, when high priority requirements come in during the current 

Sprint? 

6. In which cases do you reduce Sprint length or “borrow” members from/to 

another Team? How do you decide whom to “borrow”? 

 

Section II [does the PO give ownership?] 

 

1. What do you trust your Team to own? 

2. What do you have to approve before the Team can act? 

3. To what extent can your Team make decisions what to deliver and by when? 

4. Do they track and manage their own progress? 

5. Which metrics are important for you as a PO to know?  

6. Do Team members participate in Backlog Grooming? Why or why not? 

 

Section III [how he collaborates with the Team/what management style does he have?] 

 

1. How do you work out the situations when there is lack of requirements?  

2. Did it ever happen that the Team delivered not what they were supposed to? 

Was it considered of potential business value (used for another functionality in 

the future)?  

3. Do all changes made to the product go through Backlog, or the code is being 

changed, while the Backlog stays the same? (changes are not recorded there)  
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Appendix 3 

  

Team’s Perspective 

Initial codes Categories Themes 

 

Statements on how                               

the Team defines the unique business 

value of their project 

 

Statements on whether or not the 

Team understands the value-added 

proposition of a requirement 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Knowledge  

Sharing 

 

 

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

Business              

Value 

Perceptions 

 

Statements on whether or not               

the Team understands the                  

business goals 

 

Statements on whether or not the 

Team can map the project                  

to business goals 

 

  

 

 

 

Product  

Vision 

  

 

 

 

Ownership  

and Alignment 

 

Statements on whether or not the 

Team has sufficient information      

about prioritization 

 

Statements on whether or not         

Team members are involved in 

decision-making 

 

  

 

 

Collaboration 

 

 

 

 

Empowerement 

  

 

 

 

 

Giving 

Ownership 



 

 

 

 

74 

 

Statements on whether or not the 

Team tracks and manages its own 

progress 

 

Statements on whether or not the        

Team members consider creating 

value  for their own Team 

 

  

 

 

Commitment 

 

 

 

 

Treating project as 

own business 

  

 

 

 

 

Taking 

Ownership 

 

Statements on whether or not the 

Team is allowed to find its own 

solution to a problem 

 

Statements on whether or not the 

Team has the space for uncertainty 

 

Statements on whether or not Team 

members trust each other’s 

competence  

 

  

 

     

 

Flexibility and 

Adaptive 

Management 

 

 

 

 

 

Self-organizing 

and Teamwork 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Trust and 

Ambiguity 
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Appendix 4 

                             

Product Owner’s Perspective 
Initial Codes Categories Themes 

 

Statements on whether or not the 

POs explain the strategy and 

business goals to the Team 

 

Statements on whether or not the 

POs explicitly explain why some 

requirements are higher priority 

and some a lower 

 

  

 

Sharing Knowledge 

about Business Value 

  

 

Ownership and 

Alignment 

 

 

      

Statements on whether or not the 

POs are comfortable with Teams 

defining their own working mode  

 

Statements on whether or not the 

POs let the Teams find a solution 

to a problem 

 

Statements on whether or not the 

POs allow the Teams to take risks 

and accept failure 

 

  

 

 

Flexibility 

and 

Adaptive  

Management 

  

 

 

 

Trust and 

Ambiguity 

 

Statements on what the POs trust 

their Teams to own  

 

Statements on what the POs must 

approve before the Teams can do it 

 

  

 

Shared decision-

making and 

Responsibility 

 

  

 

Giving       

Ownership 
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