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1. Introduction

Organizational change management is one of the most complex challenges facing information technology and
digital consulting companies as they move from traditional operating models toward modern delivery models
built around agility and integration. When a technology organization transitions from a conventional project-
tracking model organized around siloed administrative departments to a product-based value-delivery model
using scaled agile practices, the choice of change-management framework directly influences both the speed
of execution and the stability of the organization during the transition.

This type of change differs fundamentally from routine, incremental operational improvement. It often
requires a comprehensive redesign of job roles, tracking tools, and even deeply embedded cultural
assumptions across technical teams. The challenge becomes particularly sensitive in environments serving
government or regulated sectors, where implementation cannot afford service disruption or a loss of
stakeholder confidence during the transformation.

This research paper presents a practical framework for managing organizational change in digital-
transformation initiatives. It does so by critically reviewing classical and contemporary change-management
frameworks and identifying the limitations of applying any single framework in isolation within a fast-moving
technology environment; examining how the appropriate type and style of change should be selected
according to organizational context; exploring leadership as a primary change agent and the importance of
participatory approaches rather than top-down imposition in highly specialized technical environments;
analyzing change through the lenses of organizational culture, internal power, and politics; and considering
how change can be institutionalized as a sustainable organizational learning capability.

The paper draws on an in-depth analysis of a real organizational transformation within an information
technology company that moved from a project-based delivery model to a product-based value-delivery
model. Details that could identify the organization or individuals involved have been removed to preserve
confidentiality and maintain the paper’s broader research value and applicability to comparable
organizational contexts.

2. Theoretical Frameworks for Strategic Change: A Brief Critical
Review

Managing strategic change in fast-moving information technology companies requires a rigorous analytical
approach to the selection and implementation of change frameworks. When an organization undergoes a
fundamental structural transformation—such as moving from a traditional project-tracking system to
product-based value streams through a scaled agile methodology—the selected change model directly
affects implementation speed and the stability of the operating foundation. Executive leadership must
therefore assess both the strengths and structural limitations of classical and contemporary frameworks,
including Kurt Lewin’s three-stage model, John Kotter’s eight-step model, the McKinsey 7S Framework, and
Jeffrey Hiatt’s ADKAR model, in order to construct an execution engine capable of sustaining the
transformation.

Lewin’s classical model conceptualizes change as a linear progression through three stages: Unfreeze,
Change/Transition, and Refreeze. Its central conceptual value lies in its psychological foundation: an
organization must first disturb the existing behavioral equilibrium before meaningful structural redesign can
begin. Its principal limitation in an enterprise software environment, however, is the static nature of its final
stage. Attempting to “refreeze” the operating model of a technology consulting company becomes impractical
when the broader environment requires continuous capability releases, ongoing workflow automation
changes, and rapid adaptation to evolving regulatory requirements.
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The McKinsey 7S Framework addresses this linearity by treating change as a holistic system governed by
seven interacting variables: Strategy, Structure, Systems, Shared Values, Style, Staff, and Skills. The
framework is particularly valuable for identifying latent structural misalignments—for example, a conflict
between legacy, administratively siloed project-tracking systems and a new corporate strategy designed to
scale product-based capabilities. Its limitation is that it functions primarily as a static diagnostic tool rather
than an execution roadmap, offering relatively limited tactical guidance on how people should actually be led
through behavioral transformation.

To activate change dynamically, leadership can draw on Kotter’s eight-step model together with the
individual-oriented ADKAR model: Awareness, Desire, Knowledge, Ability, and Reinforcement. Kotter provides
a highly structured execution architecture centered on creating urgency, aligning a guiding coalition, and
systematically embedding new practices into organizational culture. When combined with ADKAR, which
addresses the psychological transition of individual employees, leadership can connect enterprise-level
strategic design with individual adoption. Yet Kotter can become overly prescriptive and rigid when applied
without situational adaptation. In a technology environment populated by solution architects and senior
developers, uncompromising top-down direction may trigger defensive behavior, tension, and resistance. The
framework should therefore be adapted to incorporate decentralized agile ownership, aligning top-down
strategic direction with bottom-up technical autonomy.

3. Selecting the Change Type and Approach According to
Organizational Context

Organizational change can be classified along two principal dimensions: the type of change, which
determines its scope and speed, and the management approach, which determines how leadership engages
with the workforce. Analytically, change may be evolutionary—continuous, incremental improvement that
enhances existing operations—or revolutionary—a radical, discontinuous transformation that fundamentally
reshapes organizational structures, business models, and cultural values.

Technology-company transformations frequently combine both types. Moving from legacy administrative silos
to product-based value-delivery streams while simultaneously launching an entirely new line of business is
revolutionary in substance because it redesigns the organization’s commercial and architectural model. Yet
executing such radical change safely, without destabilizing active operational portfolios, calls for an
evolutionary implementation approach: progressive deployment through short sprint cycles and gradual
separation of delivery streams.

When selecting how the change should be managed, executive leadership can draw on the situational models
developed by Dunphy and Stace, which position change approaches along a continuum from collaborative
and consultative to directive and coercive. Although directive intervention can accelerate short-term
compliance during delivery crises, it often generates long-term cultural resistance and talent attrition in highly
specialized technical environments. A participatory approach is therefore preferable, engaging senior
technical leaders, solution architects, and relevant department heads directly in strategic change-design
forums.

Rather than imposing a new framework through top-down instructions, executive leadership can use
collaborative planning sessions to build deeper ownership. Technical leaders can be empowered to help
shape new data contracts, configure automated workflows, and define the operating boundaries of protected
delivery streams. By involving these influential stakeholders during the design stage, internal policy is
neutralized as a source of friction and potential resistance is converted into active change sponsorship—
supporting voluntary alignment, protecting workforce morale, and accelerating enterprise delivery velocity.
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The Impact of Organizational Context on Change Selection

The choice of change type and leadership approach cannot be made independently of context. It should be
determined through a precise assessment of the organization and its external environment. The Change
Kaleidoscope developed by Balogun and Hope Hailey provides a systematic means of evaluating eight
contextual filters that shape an organization’s capacity for change: time, scope, preservation, capability,
capacity, readiness, power, and culture.

Applied to a comparable organizational setting, these filters reveal specific forces that should shape
leadership choices. The time dimension may be influenced by long-term national strategic directions, allowing
an iterative and participatory transformation rather than a rushed, coercive transition. Capability can be
exceptionally strong where the organization is supported by experienced professional management and
advanced certifications, providing the technical competence required to design architectures with clear
separation between front-end and back-end layers.

Conversely, capacity and culture may impose significant constraints. If the regional technology market suffers
from acute talent shortages, the organization cannot afford workforce attrition caused by coercive
management practices. Culturally, if legacy engineering teams are accustomed to operating within their own
administrative silos, imposing an immediate revolutionary structural transformation on a workforce with low
initial readiness may paralyze critical delivery streams. A contextual assessment therefore favors a
participatory change approach that uses internal technical leaders as change champions, maintains financial
discipline through short-cycle agile cost management, and embeds automated governance rules directly into
working tools. Such contextual alignment enables the organization to scale its delivery capability safely while
preserving stakeholder confidence.

4. Leadership and Change: Leaders as Change Agents

Execution of an enterprise-wide change strategy depends heavily on the capabilities of senior executives as
formal change leaders. Within the organization, the executive ultimately accountable for delivery carries
responsibility for translating corporate strategy into operational reality. This requires a shift from routine
administrative oversight toward transformational change leadership.

A core responsibility of the change leader is to absorb and reduce the organizational tension created by
transformation: managing stakeholder pressure, aligning internal development capability with external market
shifts, and establishing a high level of psychological safety across intersecting delivery streams.

One of the most significant challenges during major restructuring—such as the operational separation of
client-facing project-delivery teams from internal product-development teams—is the natural emergence of
behavioral resistance. This resistance should not be treated through a traditional punitive lens as simple
refusal to comply. Contemporary change theory views it as a predictable systemic response to structural
disruption and cognitive anxiety. To neutralize this tension, the change leader needs high emotional
intelligence and a deliberate communication strategy.

By framing the separation of teams as a protective mechanism—for example, positioning client-facing delivery
teams as a shield that insulates internal engineers from continuous client interruptions and changing
requirements—the leader can address employee concerns around productivity and role clarity.

Effective change leaders must also design rigorous governance controls and embed them directly into
operational systems, such as tracking-system permissions and workflow automation. By encoding behavioral
boundaries into enterprise tools, leadership reduces the manual effort required for enforcement, preserves
release discipline, and ensures that new value streams remain stable, predictable, and synchronized.
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5. Dimensions of Change: Organizational Culture and Internal Forces

To understand the systemic impact of enterprise change, leadership must assess how structural
transformation affects the organization’s deeper cultural fabric. Moving from traditional administrative silos to
product-based value-delivery streams is not simply a technical realignment; it requires genuine re-engineering
of organizational behavior. Edgar Schein’s three levels of organizational culture provide a useful analytical
framework: Artifacts, Espoused Values, and Underlying Assumptions.

The first level, artifacts, comprises the visible, tangible, and audible structures of the organization. In a
traditional operating environment, these may include rigid project charters, fixed large-scale schedules, and
siloed communication channels that limit cross-functional collaboration. A transformation can replace these
with modern agile artifacts: interactive sprint boards, continuous automated workflow-tracking systems, and
explicit separation between teams at both physical and digital levels.

Physical separation can include dedicated workspaces and independent communication channels so that
product-development teams are protected from direct client interruptions or ad hoc meetings. Digital
separation can include distinct work-management tools, where client requests and scope changes are
restricted to delivery-team tracking boards while product-development streams remain isolated within their
own automated systems without direct client access. Such tools and clearly defined boundaries create
immediate behavioral signals that compel teams to operate within a structured, transparent, and iterative
rhythm.

The second level, espoused values, comprises the strategies, objectives, and philosophies explicitly
promoted by executive leadership. During the transition, leadership should consistently communicate the
strategic value of moving toward product-based value streams. Instead of defining success solely through
adherence to fixed project milestones, organizational values can evolve to reward technical quality,
deployment frequency, and shorter cycle times. This values-based alignment encourages cross-functional
streams to prioritize collaborative problem solving rather than localized functional protection.

At the deepest level, underlying assumptions represent the unconscious beliefs and habits that actually
shape employee behavior. Historically, engineering teams may have assumed that project success meant
delivering a predefined fixed scope within protected boundaries while resisting external modification.
Changing this assumption requires a significant cognitive shift. Through a participatory change approach and
a structural boundary between delivery and product teams, leadership can guide employees toward a new
core assumption: software capability must flow continuously in response to changing regulatory and business
requirements. Culture can thereby shift from being a source of resistance to becoming an operational enabler
that embeds the new model within the organization’s identity.

Change Through the Lens of Power and Internal Politics

Major structural transformations inevitably disturb the internal political architecture of an organization and
redistribute decision-making authority. When functional silos are dismantled to improve the flow of value
delivery, the redistribution of resources and decision rights can trigger political reactions from stakeholders
who perceive their traditional influence to be under threat. In a professional technology consulting company,
attempting to bypass this tension through purely directive instructions can lead to passive resistance, hidden
non-compliance, and cascading disruption across critical delivery streams.

Historically, this struggle for authority may center on project managers who exercised substantial control over
independent resource pools and functional silos. A transition toward a product-based model using scaled
agile practices redistributes functional human capital into integrated, cross-functional value streams.
Traditional project managers may experience a significant reduction in direct authority as technical execution
priorities move toward product owners and delivery tracking moves toward self-organizing teams.
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To prevent disabling internal political conflict, an innovative structural-integration model can combine roles
rather than marginalize traditional project managers. Their deep governance experience can be retained
through a dual role linking both sides of the new organizational design: as project managers within client-
facing teams, where they maintain formal executive authority over client interfaces, metrics, and contractual
commitments; and as Scrum Masters within protected engineering streams, where they facilitate sprint
velocity, remove local impediments, and protect engineering teams from external interruption.

This dual-role strategy helps neutralize internal politics by directly linking the professional standing and job
security of traditional project managers to the success of the agile transformation, converting potential
blockers into active change champions.

6. Organizational Learning and Embedding Change for the Long Term

To sustain radical structural change over the long term, executive leadership must move beyond operational
adjustment and view transformation through the lens of organizational learning. Changing the enterprise
operating model requires continuous collective knowledge development to prevent the organization from
drifting back toward legacy habits. Peter Senge’s learning-organization framework provides a useful basis for
this perspective through five disciplines: personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, team learning, and
systems thinking.

The success of such a transformation depends heavily on changing collective mental models and
institutionalizing continuous learning across technical teams. Under a traditional project-based model, teams
may have been conditioned to optimize for linear adherence to predetermined milestones, creating natural
resistance to changing requirements. To produce a lasting shift in this mindset, the project-management
function can establish multiple professional-development tracks focused on strengthening employees’
knowledge and awareness of agile practices.

These tracks can train developers, solution architects, and newly appointed dual-role managers on advanced
automated configuration systems, continuous-integration pipelines, and operational data-analysis tools.
Continuous-development initiatives then become the foundation for institutionalizing team learning.

By establishing multidisciplinary agile streams in which engineers, business analysts, and quality specialists
learn together, functional silos are reduced and shared accountability is strengthened. Teams learn to analyze
real performance data—such as sprint velocity, software-defect density, deployment frequency, and cycle
time—collaboratively, transforming monitoring data from a simple control mechanism into an active learning
asset.

This learning foundation also reinforces systems thinking, enabling employees to understand how localized
software configurations affect the stability of the enterprise architecture as a whole. When these learning
disciplines become embedded in organizational culture, the change strategy evolves into a genuine learning
organization capable of absorbing external shocks and scaling its capabilities with confidence.

7. Recommendations and Best Practices

e Adopt a participatory change approach rather than top-down imposition. Engage senior technical
leaders, solution architects, and relevant department heads during the design of the change itself—not
only during implementation—so that potential sources of resistance become active change champions.

e Analyze context before selecting the change approach. Use contextual assessment tools such as the
Change Kaleidoscope to evaluate capability, readiness, and internal culture before deciding whether
change should be participatory or directive. Avoid applying one standardized approach to every situation.
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e Address all three levels of culture together. Do not limit change to visible artifacts such as tools and
systems. Work simultaneously on espoused values and underlying assumptions, because surface-level
change alone does not create genuine, sustainable institutional adoption.

o Create transitional roles for employees affected by shifts in authority. Rather than marginalizing
traditional managers whose influence is reduced under the new structure, design dual roles that preserve
their organizational standing while aligning their personal success with the success of the transformation.

e Investin continuous collective learning. Do not rely on one-time training at the launch of the change.
Establish continuous professional-development pathways that keep employees capable of adapting to
evolving requirements over the long term.

o Embed the new governance model into working systems. Encode governance rules and new operating
boundaries directly into the tools employees use every day, rather than relying solely on written policies or
administrative directions that are not technically enforced.

8. Conclusion

This paper demonstrates that successful organizational change in digital-transformation initiatives does not
depend on selecting a single theoretical model. It depends on the organization’s ability to intelligently
combine multiple frameworks according to its specific context. Classical models such as Lewin provide an
important psychological foundation for understanding the dynamics of change, but lack the flexibility required
in highly dynamic technology environments. Frameworks such as Kotter and ADKAR provide effective
execution mechanisms, but must be adapted to respect the autonomy of specialized technical professionals.

The analysis further demonstrates that successful and sustainable change requires three integrated
dimensions to be addressed simultaneously: participatory leadership that converts potential resistance into
active change sponsorship; cultural depth that goes beyond visible tools to reach espoused values and
underlying assumptions; and continuous organizational learning that transforms change from a one-time
eventinto a lasting institutional capability.

Technology companies seeking to execute comparable radical organizational transformations should
therefore view change management as a long-term strategic investment in organizational adaptability—not as
a time-limited transition project—particularly in an environment characterized by accelerating digital-
transformation requirements and relentless technological change.

English edition prepared from the original Arabic research paper issued by CompTech’s Research, Development & Innovation Department, July
2026.
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