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Abstract

Large-scale agile (LSA) frameworks are increasingly adopted by
financial institutions to balance rapid digital innovation with com-
plex regulatory requirements. However, the systemic impact of
these frameworks on developer cognitive capacity, psychological
safety, and long-term socio-technical sustainability remains under-
researched. This paper presents exploratory case study of a Swedish
financial services organization navigating a Scaled Agile Frame-
work (SAFe) transformation. We conducted fifteen semi-structured
interviews across multiple organizational roles and analyzed the
data using reflexive thematic analysis. Our analysis identify six
recurring socio-technical tensions shaping developer experience
and team functioning. Rather than representing isolated challenges,
these tensions form an interacting system. We synthesize these
findings to explain how coordination intensity, governance ambigu-
ity, and delivery pressure recursively reinforce cognitive overload,
defensive team behavior, and socio-technical debt accumulation.
We argue that developers well-being is a leading indicator of socio-
technical sustainability, not a peripheral human resources concern.
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1 Introduction

Agile methodologies have fundamentally reshaped software engi-
neering by optimizing delivery cycles, product quality, and team
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engagement in small, co-located settings. However, as organiza-
tions grow and the number of teams requiring coordination has
increased, large-scale agile (LSA) frameworks (e.g., Scaled Agile
Framework (SAFe), Large-Scale Scrum (LeSS)) have emerged to
address challenges of scaling agile in enterprise contexts [2, 4, 13].
LSA frameworks introduce organizational structures, governance
mechanisms, and coordination processes designed to manage de-
pendencies across teams while preserving agile values. Yet human
impact of these mechanisms remains understudied. While research
has documented improvements in delivery metrics and process ef-
ficiency following LSA adoption [2, 13, 14], less attention has been
paid to how scaling structures influence developer cognitive load,
psychological safety (PS), and long-term sustainability of devel-
opment work. This gap carries direct implications for responsible
software engineering (RSE). RSE frames the human, social, and eth-
ical dimensions of software development as engineering concerns,
not merely managerial ones [cf. [18-20]. RSE requires organizations
to account for the conditions under which software is made, not
only the artifacts it produces.

Studies on developer well-being in software engineering has
documented concerns about stress, burnout, and work-life balance
[15, 22]. Organizational research has established relationships be-
tween team stability, PS, and both performance outcomes and em-
ployee satisfaction [8, 12]. However, these human-centric perspec-
tives remain insufficiently integrated with LSA research, Under-
standing these relationships is important for organizational perfor-
mance. Research demonstrated that team dysfunction and burnout
act as primary stressors that negatively impact code quality and
retention [18, 21]. Consequently, these human factors determine
long-term sustainability of LSA transformations

Our study addresses this gap through exploratory case study
of a large Swedish organization. We investigate how coordina-
tion mechanisms required for LSA impact developer well-being,
team dynamics, and organizational sustainability within the fintech
sector. Rather than treating scaling challenges as isolated issues,
we examine how they form interacting socio-technical tensions
shaping developer well-being, team cohesion, and organizational
sustainability. The primary contribution of this work is descrip-
tive and exploratory. Rather than testing specific hypotheses, we
sought to understand developers and team leaders experience in
a LSA context, with particular attention to factors affecting their
capacity for focused work, team cohesion, and sustainable pace.
A secondary contribution is an organizing taxonomy of six socio-
technical tensions that helps practitioners and researchers reason
about developer well-being risks in SAFe transformations.
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2 Background

Fintech solutions development represents a unique intersection
of rapid digital innovation and stringent institutional constraints.
Unlike general software engineering, fintech is characterized by
high-stakes regulatory compliance (e.g., PSD2, GDPR), the necessity
for 24/7 system resilience, and integration of modern microservices
with legacy banking cores. These factors necessitate robust gover-
nance models that can scale across hundreds of developers without
compromising security or auditability. As organizations transition
from small-team to enterprise-wide agility, they frequently adopt
LSA frameworks. Rooted in Information Processing Theory [10],
LSA frameworks are designed to reduce task uncertainty and man-
age inter-team dependencies through synchronized cadences (e.g.,
Agile Release Trains and Program Increment Planning (PI)). How-
ever, these formal mechanisms can introduce socio-technical debt
(STD). While intended to streamline communication, the density of
synchronized meetings can paradoxically increase cognitive load
and effect the technical autonomy that agile promised [3, 8].

The psychological state of developer is a critical, yet often over-
looked, component of software organizational sustainability. Suc-
cessful engineering requires reaching a “flow state” meaning that a
period of deep cognitive immersion essential for solving complex ar-
chitectural problems [7]. Recent empirical studies [19, 20] indicate
that developer well-being is highly sensitive to environmental stres-
sors, including constant context-switching and “meeting fatigue.”
In poorly scaled agile environments, the push for high-velocity
delivery often compromises a sustainable pace, leading to burnout.
Burnout in software teams is not merely a human resources concern;
it is a technical risk that correlates directly with increased technical
debt, reduced code quality, and high turnover rates [3, 19, 20].

Organizational psychology highlights that team stability and
personality compatibility are stronger predictors of performance
than individual technical aptitude [16]. Stable teams develop Shared
Mental Models, which allow for coordination and faster problem-
solving [23, 24]. A core tension in LSA arises when top-down or-
ganizational restructuring or rigid role assignments disrupt these
established team dynamics. Central to this stability is “PS”. It is
defined as the belief that one will not be punished for admitting mis-
takes [3, 11]. In large-scale transformations, increased hierarchical
oversight and delivery pressure can inadvertently erode this safety,
stifling the transparency required for genuine agile functioning.
Despite these known links, there remains a significant research gap
in understanding how specific LSA rituals (e.g., PI Planning and
standardized reporting) impact long-term mental health and cohe-
sion of engineering teams in the fintech sector, how these dynamics
can be understood and addressed within RSE frame.

3 Methodology

This study employs a qualitative single-case study design, an ap-
proach suited for investigating complex, contemporary phenomena
within their real-world context [25]. Our study adopts a critical
realist stance. Real organisational structures generate causal mech-
anisms that shape developer experience, even if these are accessible
only through participant interpretation and language. This allowed
us to treat participant accounts as meaningful evidence of socio-
technical dynamics, while remaining alert to the partial and situated
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nature of each individual’s perspective. Our theoretical scaffolding
draws on socio-technical systems theory, Information Processing
Theory, and literature on developer well-being [3, 10, 18-20]. This
helps during data collection and analysis, particularly around co-
ordination demands, autonomy distribution, and PS as systemic
rather than individual properties. This follows reflexive thematic
analysis [6] concept which is flexible but not theoretical.

The research site is a Swedish financial services organization that
underwent a comprehensive SAFe implementation approximately
five years before data collection. At the time of our study, orga-
nizational structure comprised approximately 40-50 development
teams organized into various agile release trains. We maintained
an ongoing orientation toward how our prior research influenced
the analysis. We had no prior relationship with case organisation
and used analytic memos to identify and bracket potential confir-
mation bias regarding known LSA tensions. This process ensured
openness to disconfirming data (e.g., participant accounts of useful
governance structures), which provided the nuance for ambivalent
experiences documented in Tensions 4 & 6.

We conducted fifteen semi-structured interviews across various
organizational roles (developers, Scrum Masters, Product Owners,
managers, UX designers, and testers). Participants were purposively
selected to capture diverse perspectives on coordination, gover-
nance and team functioning. This purposive sampling strategy was
deliberately used to capture a multifaceted range of perspectives
across software development lifecycle. Consistent with Braun and
Clarke [6] data were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis [6].
We treat themes not as entities discovered in data but as actively
constructed through the researcher engagement with data. Themes
represent shared meaning, underpinned by a central organizing con-
cept. This means the tensions reported reflect our work, shaped by
theory and reflexivity. The analytic process involved familiarization,
inductive open coding, iterative clustering into conceptual cate-
gories, and refinement into higher-order themes. Approximately
140 initial open codes were consolidated into 18 conceptual cate-
gories and ultimately six systemic tensions. At each stage, candidate
themes were compared and contrasts identified. Memos were used
to ensure analysis remained grounded in participant data.

4 Findings

SAFe implementation in case organization has resulted in signifi-
cant systemic friction. Our thematic analysis showed that coordi-
nation mechanisms intended to streamline enterprise agility have
instead produced six core tensions that impact developer well-being
and organizational sustainability.

4.1 Coordination Overhead Versus Developer
Focus Time

LSA core challenge is managing dependencies across multiple teams
working on the same product. The case organization used multiple
mechanisms for coordination. Developers and team leads spend
substantial portions of their work time in meetings (e.g., daily stand-
ups, weekly team leader meetings, bi-weekly sprint planning and
retrospectives, monthly community of practice meetings, and quar-
terly PI planning events spanning multiple days). The cumulative
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Table 1: Primary Themes, Definitions, and Exemplary Quotes

Primary Theme (Tension) Representative Codes

Definition

Exemplary Quote

1. Coordination Overhead vs. Meeting load; Context switching;

Focus Time Fragmented day

2. Organizational Structure  Authority ambiguity; Defensive
vs. PS practices; Manager interference

3. Team Composition vs. Per-  Technical hiring; Interpersonal
sonality Fit conflict; Skill vs. fit

4. Selective Autonomy vs. In-
trinsic Motivation

Autonomy boundaries;
dictable control

Time pressure; Deferred coordina-
tion; Rework

Unpre-

5. Delivery Pressure vs. Sus-
tainable Pace

6. Process Standardization
vs. Contextual Fit

Process mismatch; Discovery vs.
delivery; Design marginalization

Time spent in meetings and ceremonies that
fragments focus time

Unclear decision authority leading to re-
duced confidence and protective behaviors
Hiring prioritizes technical skill while under-
weighting personality fit

Teams experience high autonomy in some
areas but constraints in others

Aggressive schedules lead to deferring coor-
dination work to meet deadlines

SAFe processes optimized for implementa-
tion do not fit discovery work

“The problem for team is we are doing
so many things at the same time.”
“Sometimes they want to hijack your
retrospective... it’s ours.”

“There is a very skilled person who
everybody else thinks is an a**hole.”
“Selective autonomy creates tension
about where the boundaries are.”
“We forget some dependency... or we
will not be able to finish it in time”
“The whole process... it’s rigged for
development. UX works differently”

cognitive load of such events often overwhelmed developers ca-
pacity for deep work. A senior Scrum Master expressed that the
issue is not the duration of individual meetings, but complexity of
parallel work streams: “When we get eight or nine or ten people and
then of course, stand-up and everything takes a bit longer time, but
that’s not big problem from my point of view. The problem for team is
we are doing so many things at the same time. It’s difficult to manage.
To understand what is happening and where and how will it affect
our system in the end, then there are too many things that we need to
know. Too complex, too complex.” This suggests that when coordina-
tion requirements exceed cognitive bandwidth, developers struggle
to maintain a coherent mental model of the product, leading to a
fragmented development experience.

4.2 Organizational Structure Versus
Psychological Safety

The organization maintained a dual-governance model, where ag-
ile roles (POs, Scrum Masters) operated alongside traditional line
management. This overlap created ambiguity regarding decision-
making authority. For instance, Scrum Masters reported instances
where line managers attempted to “hijack” retrospectives to enforce
top-down mandates. Such hijacking actions on team-owned spaces
forced teams to adopt defensive postures to protect their autonomy.
A Scrum Master highlighted: “Sometimes they want to try to hijack
your retrospective to add it, to tell you what you should do during
this retrospective. Then you need to be calm and say ‘No, no. The
retrospective is ours. It’s totally our team members’ session.”” “... they
act as they have their own structure, totally different from the SAFe
structure. Sometimes you need to step on your toes and be so it could
be difficult.” Such boundary ambiguity erodes PS, as teams feel their
internal processes are subject to arbitrary external interference.

4.3 Team Composition Based on Skills Versus
Personality Fit

Software engineering hiring practices typically emphasize techni-
cal skills (e.g., programming ability, technical knowledge, problem-
solving capability). The case organization was no exception. How-
ever, team functioning depends not solely on individual techni-
cal competence but also on interpersonal compatibility and team
composition dynamics. Our findings indicate that interpersonal
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compatibility is a significant predictor of team stability. A team
lead recounted a messy period where hiring of a highly skilled but
toxic developer led to attrition of three experienced members. “.....
last half year have been very messy for the team, and three people
have decided to leave the team because they don’t get along with each
other. There is a very skilled person who everybody else thinks is an
asshole.” ...... “The most difficult thing is to put people together with
their personalities, so they work together. That’s very difficult. And
it’s very clear now and have been clear for a long time: We are not
specialists. We are not good at this. To take that aspect into considera-
tion.” This tension highlights a gap in LSA implementation that it
offer little guidance on socio-psychological team formation. This
leads to high performing individuals inadvertently destabilizing
collective team dynamics.

4.4 Selective Autonomy Versus Intrinsic
Motivation

Autonomy in the case organization was found to be context-dependent.
Teams reported autonomy over local technical decisions (e.g., refac-
toring approaches, design choices, and sequencing of technical debt
work), while experiencing constraints in other areas (e.g., release
timing, cross-team dependencies, and governance requirements). A
developer explained: “We are autonomous, you could say. We make
the decision in the team. It’s kind of known by the company that
it is this way. When you are supposed to deliver something that we
promised to deliver 15th of March, and 80 percent of the code has to
be tested, and time pressure means we say, 'You have to do it’. OK, we
won’t do it before the release, but you have to make a plan to do it later.”
This highlights that teams do not have equivalent autonomy and
such selective autonomy perceived to create psychological tension.

4.5 Delivery Pressure Versus Sustainable Pace

Organizations face pressure to deliver functionality to customers.
However, when delivery pressure leads to decisions that defer nec-
essary coordination, this creates STD [2]. For example, dependency
identification and communication is essential for coordinating work
across teams. However, when time pressure is intense, teams may
defer this work to focus on implementation. A team lead described:
‘Sometimes we forget some dependency or we misunderstand some
things with other team. It was yesterday. It was like *You are supposed



FSE Companion ’26, July 5-9, 2026, Montreal, QC, Canada

to be done by Monday, but if we are supposed to release at this date,
we needed to have it on this date or we will not be able to finish it in
time.” This pattern creates a vicious cycle where short-term deliv-
ery gains are negated by high cost of rework, ultimately threatening
the long-term sustainability of development pace.

4.6 Process Standardization Versus Contextual
Appropriateness

SAFe provides a comprehensive set of prescribed practices and
processes intended to create consistency across teams. However,
our findings showed a persistent tension between centralized pro-
cess and unique operational requirements of teams. While the or-
ganization sought one way of working to simplify management,
developers reported that rigid standardization failed to account
for technical diversity across different agile release trains. This
mismatch was particularly evident in how UX design work was
integrated into the coding work. A UX designer described the mis-
match: “The whole process as I see it now, maybe it’s not like that
in original SAFe form, but it’s rigged for development. Development
has such a solid structure of meetings. The way UX works and the
way developer works is like we can’t really have everything on same
board.” ..... "User testing for example, where would that happen here?
Do we is that a part when it comes to acceptance test or where, when
should I plan for that? Or like, 'no, that is not part of our work right
now.” This one-size-fits-all approach often leads to ceremonial com-
pliance, where teams perform rituals of the framework without
deriving intended value. The underlying issue is that standardiza-
tion, while beneficial for high-level organizational visibility, can act
as cognitive straitjacket for teams dealing with highly specialized
fintech challenges (e.g., legacy integration or high-frequency trans-
action processing). However, long-term sustainability requires a
balance. Enough standardization to ensure cross-team alignment,
but sufficient contextual flexibility to allow teams to optimize for
their specific technical and domain-driven aspects of work.

5 Discussion

Our findings show that LSA frameworks can provide a structural
roadmap for enterprise coordination but they introduce systemic
friction that specifically targets psychological and cognitive re-
sources of developers. We discuss these findings through three
primary lenses: coordination complexity, structural ambiguity, and
socio-technical sustainability.

Our findings extend information processing view through Ten-
sion 1 (Coordination vs. Focus) and Tension 5 (Pressure vs. Pace)
[10]. Participants accounts show that when coordination overhead
exceeds a certain level, it hampers the ability to do quality software
work. Coordination overhead is relates to the challenge of main-
taining shared understanding when teams are large and work is
complex; larger teams face greater difficulty achieving shared under-
standing. Contingency theory in organizational behavior suggests
that organizational structures should align with task requirements
[9]. From this perspective, LSA software development creates task
interdependencies that require coordination. SAFe structures and
processes are designed to manage these interdependencies. How-
ever, contingency theory also suggests that when organizational
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structures create inefficiencies greater than the interdependencies
they address, the structure should be reconsidered.

We suggest the existence of cognitive coordination ceiling that
extends information processing theory [10]. While increasing syn-
chronization initially reduces uncertainty, beyond a threshold it
fragments developer attention, increases context switching, and
diminishes deep-work capacity. When the volume of parallel work
streams and synchronized rituals exceeds developers’ cognitive
bandwidth, shared mental models deteriorate rather than improve.
From an RSE perspective, a cognitive coordination ceiling is a well-
being concern. Organisations that design structures that routinely
exceed cognitive bandwidth are, in effect, creating structures that
produce stress and fragmentation. Literature argues that such con-
ditions require active organizational redress [18, 22].

Participants linked frequent coordination rituals and parallel
work streams to difficulty achieving sustained focus required for
complex engineering tasks such as architectural analysis and relia-
bility improvements. Such fragmentation prevents developers from
achieving “flow state” [7]. Czerwinski et al. [7] describes flow is
important for sustained attention on complex work. This suggests
that scaling mechanisms intended to enhance predictability may
paradoxically undermine cognitive effectiveness when coordination
density surpasses human processing capacity. Moreover, coordi-
nation overload does not remain isolated. Fragmented attention
increases mistakes likelihood and rework, which in turn gener-
ates additional coordination demands. This reinforcing dynamic
constitutes to coordination overload loop, where synchronization
intended to reduce uncertainty progressively amplifies it.

Tension 2 and 4 highlight a gap in current LSA literature. Our
results indicate that simply overlaying SAFe onto existing hierar-
chy creates dual-governance paradox. This misalignment directly
threatens PS [3, 8]. PS is enhanced by clear authority structures,
transparent decision processes, and leadership behaviors that signal
openness to input and error [1, 8]. In the case organization, line
management occasionally intervened in team-owned spaces (e.g.,
retrospectives). Such actions were perceived as interference which
prompting defensive behavior. Our findings indicate that struc-
tural ambiguity can trigger governance safety loop. Ambiguous
authority leads teams to adopt protective practices to preserve au-
tonomy. Defensive behavior reduces transparency and willingness
to surface problems, weakening PS. Reduced openness increases
hidden coordination failures, which may prompt further manage-
rial intervention, thereby reinforcing perceptions of control and
diminishing trust. This dynamic suggests that PS in LSA is not
solely an interpersonal phenomenon but structurally mediated.
Even formally empowered teams may experience diminished safety
when governance boundaries are unclear or inconsistently enacted.
Team autonomy is not a binary state but a fragile equilibrium eas-
ily disrupted by external organizational interference [17]. Shared
understanding, PS and task interdependence are key factors for
team effectiveness [12]. In fintech sector, where regulatory pres-
sure often drives command-and-control mindset, protecting these
autonomous spaces is vital for maintaining intrinsic motivation.

Tension 3 and 6 demonstrate that LSA frameworks are often
implemented as technical or structural solutions while underem-
phasizing socio-psychological dimensions of team functioning. The
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attrition of three experienced members due to “personality fit” is-
sues underscores that technical proficiency is necessary but insuf-
ficient condition for team effectiveness. Developer well-being is a
leading indicator of project health [5, 19, 20]. Similarly, rigid stan-
dardization may optimize reporting visibility while marginalizing
context-specific work practices, particularly in discovery-oriented
roles such as UX design. These tensions connect directly to a broader
pressure sustainability loop. Delivery pressure encourages teams
to defer coordination activities and relational maintenance work in
favor of short term implementation goals. Deferred coordination
accumulates STD, increasing instability and rework. Escalating in-
stability heightens delivery pressure and burnout risk, ultimately
effecting team cohesion and retention. Developer well-being thus
emerges not as a peripheral human-resources issue but as a leading
indicator of socio-technical sustainability. Burnout and defensive
behaviors collectively degrade long-term adaptive capacity.

In a nutshell, all these six tensions forming an interacting socio-
technical system rather than a set of independent organizational
trade-offs. Our analysis indicates that these tensions operate through
three reinforcing feedback dynamics. (1) Coordination Overload Loop
emerges when increased inter-team dependencies require greater
synchronization, which fragments cognitive focus, reduces deep-
work capacity, and increases errors and rework. This resulting into
more coordination demand. (2) Governance Safety Loop arises when
ambiguous authority structures prompt defensive team behavior, re-
ducing transparency and PS; diminished openness increases hidden
coordination failures. This leads to more managerial intervention
and reinforce perceived loss of autonomy. (3) Pressure Sustainability
Loop emerge when delivery pressure leads teams to defer coordi-
nation and relational maintenance work and contribute to STD.
This results into increase in delivery pressure and burnout risk.
Collectively, these reinforcing dynamics demonstrate that scaling
decisions simultaneously shape cognitive load, relational climate,
and motivational stability. Sustainable LSA requires balancing co-
ordination intensity, governance clarity and autonomy distribution,
rather than optimizing any single dimension in isolation.

5.1 Limitations

This study is based on a single organization in specific Fintech con-
text. The identified tensions may reflect characteristics particular to
fintech services, where regulatory requirements and risk-averse cul-
ture create particular pressures for governance and control. Similar
analyses in technology companies or government agencies might
identify different tensions or different severity levels for the identi-
fied tensions. Additionally, our analysis is descriptive rather than
causal. The tensions are constructed through qualitative data, but
data do not enable ruling out alternative explanations. For example,
low PS might result from team composition issues or leadership
behaviors rather than from the dual governance structure. Rigorous
causal analysis would require comparative designs (teams with
clear authority structures versus ambiguous structures) or longitu-
dinal designs tracking changes in authority structure and PS over
time. Reflexivity was enacted through analytic memos and iterative
engagement with disconfirming data rather than through inter-
analyst triangulation. This is consistent with reflexive thematic
analysis positioning of researcher as the instrument of analysis [6],
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but findings should be interpreted with awareness of this single-
analyst context. Organizational transformation typically requires
longer periods to reach full stabilization, and longer-term follow-up
would be needed to assess whether initial changes sustained.

6 Conclusion

This exploratory case study identified six critical tensions that
emerge in LSA context: coordination overhead versus developer
focus time, organizational structure versus PS, team composition
versus personality dynamics, selective autonomy versus intrinsic
motivation, delivery pressure versus sustainable pace, and process
standardization versus contextual appropriateness. These tensions
reflect fundamental challenges in scaling agile to large organiza-
tions. LSA framewoks need to coordinate work across teams while
maintaining favorable conditions for individual cognitive work and
team functioning. The tensions are not problems to be solved but
rather inherent trade-offs that must be managed. Organizations
implementing LSA frameworks accept substantial coordination
overhead to manage dependencies across teams. The challenge is
managing such overhead thoughtfully to preserve sufficient focus
time for development work. Organizations necessarily establish
governance structures to coordinate work; the challenge is ensuring
clarity about authority and decision-making to preserve PS.

Theoretically, our study first, extends information-processing
theory; second, explains how structural ambiguity mediates PS
in LSA environments. Third, positions developer well-being as a
leading indicator of socio-technical sustainability. Fourth, explain-
ing interactions between coordination, governance, and delivery
dynamics rather than isolated scaling trade-offs. Sustainable LSA
depends on managing systemic tensions. Our findings contribute
to understanding of how organizational scaling decisions influence
both individual developer experiences and team-level outcomes.
Future research should investigate these tensions across multiple
organizations, industries, and LSA frameworks to establish analyti-
cal generalizability and identify factors that influence how different
organizations navigate these tensions.

Practitioners should prioritize coordination integrity over iso-
lated optimization. To protect deep-work capacity, organizations
must monitor coordination loads and treat unsustainable loads as
a design failure requiring structural intervention, not individual
resilience. Clear decision authority is essential for PS. Furthermore,
team stability should be viewed as a strategic and ethical asset.
Hiring processes should incorporate structured assessment of in-
terpersonal compatibility alongside technical competence. Finally,
standardized frameworks must allow for local, contextual adap-
tation. This is particularly important for discovery-oriented roles
such as UX design, whose contributions are essential to responsible,
user-centered software development but whose work rhythms are
poorly served by implementation-oriented process structures.
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Table 2: Tension Framework Matrix with Potential impacts
Tension Manifestation Potential impact on Work Affected Stakeholder

Coordination Over-
head vs. Developer

8-10 recurring meetings/week; ad
hoc cross-team dependency syncs;

Focus Time escalations

Organizational Dual governance: agile roles + line
Structure vs. Psy- management; ambiguous decision
chological Safety authority; conflicting signals

Skill-Based Hiring
vs. Personality Fit

Senior developer hired for techni-
cal expertise; interpersonal conflicts
emergent over 6 months; personality
dynamics unassessed in hiring
Autonomy for technical debt trade-
offs; constrained autonomy on other
decisions; unpredictable boundaries
Aggressive sprint/release schedules;
deferred dependency communication
to meet deadlines; insufficient slack

Selective Autonomy
vs. Intrinsic Motiva-
tion

Delivery Pressure
vs. Sustainable Pace

Process Standardiza-
tion vs. Contextual

SAFe processes optimized for code-
implementation work; discovery work

Cognitive overload; fragmented focus
time; reduced deep work blocks; con-
text switching fatigue

Reduced autonomy perception; teams
adopt defensive practices (protecting
spaces from managers); hesitation to
raise concerns

Team departure (experienced mem-
bers), attrition, knowledge loss, re-
duced team velocity, damaged team
cohesion

Psychological tension; reduced sense
of ownership; ambiguous accountabil-
ity; adaptation fatigue

Late discovery of unmanaged depen-
dencies; rework; accumulating “coor-
dination debt”; burnout risk; reduced
quality

Design work lacks organizational
visibility; coordination gaps between

Developers (primary),
Team Leads, Architects,
Product Owners

Teams, Scrum Masters,
Team Leads, Product Own-
ers

Teams, HR, Organization
(retention)

Developers, Team Leads,
Managers

Developers, Product Own-
ers, Architects, Release
Planning, Organization

UX/Designers, Product
Owners, Development

Fit (design, UX research) proceeds infor-  design and development; knowledge  Teams, Architects
mally and invisibly silos; reduced design input to strategy
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