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Organizational change in IT companies continues to fail at alarming rates, with reported failure frequencies
ranging from 60% to 80% — despite decades of evolving change management methodologies. This study argues
that the core problem is not methodological insufficiency, but categorical misdiagnosis. Most frameworks — both
traditional (e.g., Lewin, Kotter, ADKAR) and modern (e.g., Agile, SAFe, DevOps) — treat transformation as a technical
process that can be managed through planning, communication, and tool deployment. In contrast, this paper presents
change as an adaptive challenge that threatens identity, disrupts culture, and exposes unresolved organizational
paradoxes. Using a hybrid methodology, the study combines meta-analysis of empirical failure data from leading
industry sources (McKinsey, Gartner, Standish Group, Scrum Inc., Radixweb) with theoretical triangulation from
identity theory (Kegan & Lahey), paradox theory (Smith & Lewis), and the Adaptive Change Model (Heifetz et
al.). The research identifies five primary causal clusters that drive failure: cognitive misalignment, identity-based
resistance, cultural-systemic misfit, structural incoherence, and execution breakdown. Failures are further analyzed
across five dimensions: organizational level (executive, middle, team), type of change (process, cultural, structural,
digital), implementation phase (initiation, transition, sustainment), failure visibility (overt, covert, latent), and root-
cause clustering. Findings show that change most often fails when it is treated as a finite project rather than a
sustained shift in organizational identity, norms, and rhythms. The study concludes by calling for a new generation of
transformation models — ones that embed change into lived identity, tolerate paradox, and reinforce new behaviors
through long-cycle rhythm. This paper lays the empirical and conceptual groundwork for such a model, currently
under development, which translates adaptive theory into operational, identity-centered architecture.

Keywords: organizational change, IT transformation, identity resistance, adaptive change, paradox theory, Agile
failure, cultural misfit, change management models, transformation failure, behavioral integration.

OpraHizauiiiHi 3MiHM B IT-KOMNaHisiX NPOAOBXYIOTL 3a3HaBaTh HeBAad. MNpruyomy ony6nikoBaHa YacToTa He-
BAaY KonueaeTbes Big 60% [0 80%, He3Baxatoun Ha AeCATUNITTA BUBYEHHS Ta 3aCTOCYBaHHSA BAOCKOHa/IEHUX
nigxo4is L0 ynpasiHHA 3MiHAMW. Y AOCNILXEeHHI NpoaHai3oBaHo Ta NiATBEPAXKEHO, LLIO OCHOBHA MpUYnHa He B
He[0CKOHA/I0CTi METOAIB, @ B XMOHIl knacudikalii camoi npupoam 3miH. binblwicTb Tpaguuiiniux mogeneii (Lewin,
Kotter, ADKAR), TaK i cyyacHux mogeneii (Agile, SAFe, DevOps) po3rnsgatoTb TpaHCopMaLito, SK TEXHIYHY
3aady, ska nigaaeTbca naaHyBaHHIO Ta BNPOBaMKEHHIO Yepe3 iHCTPYMEHTHU | KOMYHIiKaLlio. HaTomicTb y cTarTi
opraHisauiiiHi 3MiHM ONUCYIOTLCS, K aAanTUBHUIA BUK/WK, L0 TOPKAETLCA i4EHTUYHOCTI, PYMHYE KyNbTYPHI KOAM Ta
OroJ/10€ OpraHisauiiiHi napagokcu. MeTofonoris AOCAiMKEHHA NOEAHYE MeTaaHas1i3 emMnipuyHuX faHux (McKinsey,
Gartner, Standish Group, Scrum Inc., Radixweb) 3 TeopeTUYHO TpuaHrynsuieto: Teopis ineHTnYHocTi (Kegan &
Lahey), Teopis napagokcis (Smith & Lewis) Ta Mogenb agantuBHux 3miH (Heifetz Ta iH.). Y po60Ti BU3HAY€HO M'ATb
K/IIOHOBMX K/1acTepiB NPUYMH NPOBasy: KOTHITUBHA PO3MUTICTb, OMip Ha PIBHI I4EHTUYHOCTI, KyNIbTYPHO-CUCTEMHA
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EKOHOMIKA TA CYCIMINbCTBO

HECYMICHICTb, CTPYKTYpHa po36a/iaHCOBaHICTb i BTpaTta pUTMy BMPOBaKEHHS. B faHili cTaTTi aHasi3 OXon/ie
M'ATb BUMIPIB OpraHi3auiiiHux 3miH B IT-koMnaHisax: piBeHb opraHisauii (kepiBHALTBO, MEHELKMEHT, KOMaHAM), TUM
3MiH (npouecw, KynbTypa, CTPYKTYpa, UmMdpoBisalis), hasy peanisauji (iHiyiayis, nepexia, yTpuMaHHs), BUANMICTb
nposany (BigKPUTUIA, NPUXOBaHWI, NATEHTHWIA) Ta TUNOMOTIK0 NPUYKH. OpraHizayiiHi 3MiHK B I T-koMNaHisix 3a3Ha-
l0Tb MOPa3kM He Yepes IHCTPYMEHTU, @ Yepes BifCyTHICTb pob0TK 3 iAEHTUYHICTIO, NapagokcaMu Ta Ky/bTYpHOH
iHTerpaujeto. Y cTaTTi 3aknafeHo Ta 3anpornoHOBAHO KOHLENTyasibHy i eMnipuyHy OCHOBY A7S HOBOI Mogeni
TpaHcdopMmaLi, Lo nepebysae Ha eTari po3pobku — Mofeni, ska NnepeBoAUTb afanTUBHI NPUHLUMMN Y CTPYKTY-
pOBaHy, iAEHTUYHICTb-OPIEHTOBAHY OpraHi3aliiiHy NPaKTuKy.

KntouoBi cnoBa: opraHisauiiHi 3miHu, TpaHcdopmauis B IT, onip 3MiHaMm, aganTMBHe NiAepcTBO, Teopis
napagokcie, Agile-npoBanu, KynbTypHa HECYMICHICTb, MOAeNi ynpaBs/iHHA 3MiHaMu, HeBAadi TpaHcdopmauii,

iHTerpawis noBesiHKu.

Problem Statement. Despite decades of
evolving change frameworks, failure rates in IT
companies remain chronically high — persistently
reported at 60-80% by McKinsey, Gartner,
Standish, and Scrum Inc. These failures continue
even under modern approaches like Agile,
DevOps, and SAFe. Surface-level compliance is
common; sustained transformation is not.

The root problem is not execution. It is
misdiagnosis. Most models, whether traditional
or modern, treat transformation as a technical
process. They deploy tools and timelines to what
are in fact adaptive challenges: identity threat,
cultural contradiction, and paradox denial.

Three failure mechanisms dominate:

1. Identity-level resistance — change is
rejected not rationally but defensively, as a threat
to self-concept and belonging;

2. Paradox blindness — leaders attempt to
resolve tensions (e.g. control vs. autonomy) that
must be navigated, not eliminated,

3. Project framing — transformation is
miscast as a finite initiative, rather than an open-
ended shift in how people think, act, and identify.

Core Insight: change fails not because people
resist progress, but because organizations fail
to address who people must become. Future
architectures must be identity-anchored,
paradox-resilient, and rhythmically embedded —
not just deployed.

Methodology. The study applies a hybrid
methodology:

— A meta-analysis: Aggregates empirical
failure data from leading sources — McKinsey,
Gartner, Scrum Inc., Radixweb, Standish.

— Theoretical triangulation from identity
theory (Kegan & Lahey), paradox theory (Smith &
Lewis) and the Adaptive Change Model (Heifetz).

This hybrid method diagnoses not just
what fails, but why — and reveals what current
frameworks refuse to confront.

Review of Recent Research. Empirical
research consistently confirms that large-scale
transformation initiatives in IT fail more often
than they succeed. McKinsey (2023) reports a

70% failure rate. Gartner (2022) places stalled
or regressed digital transformations at 80%.
The Standish Group (2023) highlights persistent
breakdowns in IT projects. Scrum Inc. (2023)
adds that 47% of Agile transformations fail —
primarily due to culture, not process.

Traditional change models (e.g. Lewin’s
3-Step, Kotter’s 8-Step, ADKAR) offer structured
process logic. But these models assume that
change proceedslinearly, throughrational stages.
They fail to account for emotional resistance,
psychological defense, and paradoxical tensions
embedded in organizational life.

Modern frameworks (Agile, SAFe,
DevOps, Lean Change) promise flexibility and
empowerment. Yet research shows that many of
these degrade into ritual compliance. Denning
(2016) and Radixweb (2023) report widespread
“fake Agile”: teams perform the ceremonies but
retain legacy behaviors. Methodology adoption
outpaces mindset change.

Contemporary theory is now turning to deeper
explanations:

— Kegan & Lahey’s Immunity to Change
(2009) introduces the concept of hidden,
competing commitments —  psychological
defense mechanisms that protect identity from
disruption;

— Smith & Lewis’ Paradox Theory (2011)
argues that transformation requires navigating

persistent tensions (e.g. innovation vs.
discipline), not eliminating them;
— Heifetz’s Adaptive Change Model

reframes transformation as identity work, not
problem-solving — requiring people to redefine
roles, beliefs, and values.

These insights converge on a single diagnostic
failure: change efforts collapse when identity,
paradox, and adaptive challenge are ignored.
Existing frameworks are technically correct — but
humanly insufficient.

This paper builds onthese findings to diagnose
the full failure pattern in IT organizations —
exposing not just what fails, but why it keeps
failing.
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Unresolved Aspects. Despite decades
of frameworks and case studies, several
core dimensions of change failure remain
underdiagnosed and poorly addressed:

1. Identity resistance is misunderstood.
Most frameworks treat resistance as inertia or
mindset lag. In reality, people defend their roles,
status, and self-concept. Change threatens
identity. Without addressing this layer, behavioral
interventions fail.

2. Paradoxes are avoided, not led. Change
creates tension: autonomy vs. control, speed
vs. stability, exploration vs. execution. Most
leaders attempt to resolve these tensions. But
paradoxes cannot be solved — they must be
navigated. Avoiding them leads to incoherence
and collapse.

3. Change is still treated as a project.
Transformation is managed like a delivery cycle:
plan - launch — close. But real change is not
linear. It is adaptive, open-ended, and identity-
bound. Project logic enforces artificial closure
and cuts off reinforcement when it is most
needed.

4. Diagnostics remain superficial. Most
studies report failure as a binary outcome —
success vs. failure — without dissecting where,
when, or how change collapses. This flattens
insight and hides causal layers.

5. Framework attachment becomes
ideology. Change methods (SAFe, Lean, ADKAR)
are applied prescriptively — regardless of context.
Tool worship replaces adaptive design. This
rigidity ignores readiness, fit, and cost.

Synthesis. These gaps reveal a systemic flaw:
transformation is approached with frameworks
and deadlines, not with insight into identity,

paradox, and psychological rhythm. Until these
dimensions are confronted directly, failure will
remain the norm.

Research Objectives. This study exposes
why changes in IT companies fail — despite
evolving models, and diagnoses the structural
and psychological mechanisms beneath.

The study pursues five precise goals:

1. Classify change failures across five
dimensions. Develop a 5D Diagnostic Rubric
based on organizational level, change type,
temporal phase, failure visibility, and root cause
clustering.

2.  Quantify dominant failure causes. Rank
and analyze high-frequency failure patterns
across IT companies using empirical data.

3. Surface identity and cultural drivers.
Decode how change efforts trigger identity
defense, psychological immunity, and cultural
rejection.

4. Expose framework limitations. Critically
evaluate how mainstream change models
bypass identity, avoid paradox, and default to
delivery logic.

5. Lay ground for identity-anchored
models. Build conceptual scaffolding for the next
generation of transformation architectures —
those that embed rhythm, role, and identity into
the change fabric.

High-Frequency Causes of Change
Failure in IT Companies. Drawing from meta-
analysis of industry data (McKinsey, Gartner,
Standish Group, Scrum Inc., Radixweb), we
identify the most recurrent causes of change
failure in IT organizations. These causes are
ranked by reported frequency and evaluated
for impact severity (Table 1).

Table 1

High-Frequency Causes of Change Failure in IT Companies

Cause Frequency Impact Core Effect

Inadequate Communication 67% High ﬁfg&gg&gﬁ?lgnment,
Iéack of Leadership 62% High Weak sponsorship, reduced credibility

ommitment
Resistance to Change 58% High Identity defense, covert sabotage
Misaligned Goals and Values 55% High Strategic incoherence, motivational loss
Agile Misapplication 48% Med — High | Ritual compliance, no mindset shift
Cultural Incompatibility 45% High Friction during scale or integration
(L;Cvcrlg?srhl?gles and 42% Medium Accountability gaps, decision friction
Tool-Over-People Focus 38% Medium Process fetishism, cultural neglect

Source: Compiled by the authors based on industry reports
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Insight: These causes compound, reinforce
each other, and cascade across layers. They
reveal not a single point of failure but a systemic
collapse pattern.

Diagnostic Rubric. To systematically
understand why transformations collapse,
this paper introduces a five-dimensional
diagnostic model. Each dimension targets
a distinct layer of breakdown, from
organizational structure to psychological
dynamics. The rubric below outlines the
framework used to classify and analyze the
patterns of failure (Table 2).

These five dimensions structure the core of
our analysis.

1. Organizational Level of Failure. Change
fails differently at different layers. Without
diagnosing where resistance concentrates,
interventions remain misaligned. This
section dissects failure patterns across three
organizational levels (Table 3).

Synthesis Insight. Transformation requires
coherence across layers. Executive will is not
enough. Middle alignment and team ownership
are non-negotiable. Each level demands a
different anchor:

Table 2
Five-Dimensional Diagnostic Rubric for Change Failure
Dimension Core Question Failure Variants What to Diagnose
Organizational |Where does resistance | Executive misalignment, frozen |Role-specific
Level concentrate? middle, team disengagement  |breakdowns
What kind of Process, Structural, Cultural, Psychological depth
Type of Change transformation Digital and disruption risk
When does failure Initiation stagnation, transition |Phase-specific
Temporal Phase emerge? friction, sustainment decay vulnerabilities
Visibilit How visible is the Overt collapse, covert Misleading signals and
y failure? compliance, latent erosion undetected decay
Identity threat, cultural misfit, . .
Causal \é\éﬂg dsoees change paradox denial, structural :Qgerlsocklng failure
P block, execution decay P

Source: Author’s original analytical construct, synthesized from cross-source empirical review
and theoretical alignment.

Table 3
Organizational Level of Failure (Dimensional)
Level Symptoms Impact Root Causes Evidence Insight
Transformation | Vision drift, 70-80% of Strate
Vague vision loses authority |emotional failed initiatives Withou%y
shi?tin fiorities and direction. |detachment, cite poor conviction
Executive assiv%p ' | Strategic paradox executive creates
g onsorshi ambiguity avoidance (e.g. |commitment hollow
P p- paralyzes innovation vs. |(McKinsey, momentum
middle layers. |control). 2023).
The “frozen Fear of
Passive resistance, middle displacement, Most alignment Strategy
inconsistent becomes a unclear KPlIs, breakdowns without
Middle - bottleneck unresolved ; conviction
M messaging, : - occur at this
anagement micromanagement | blocking tension level (Gartner creates
or disenaagement translation between 2022) ’ | hollow
9ag " |of vision into  |empowerment : momentum.
action. and control.
Change Identity o : If change
Burnout, ritual stalls at the dissonance, ?aglfrg;Aa?(lele is done to
Team compliance, edge. Agile autonomy rooted at team | €&MS, not
disengagement, fails. Tools loss, fatigue level (Scrum with them,
agile theater. are rejected from top-down Inc., 2023) collapse is
silently. mandates. " ) inevitable.

Source: Compiled by the authors based on industry reports
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a). Executive: strategic clarity and paradox
leadership;

b). Middle: identity-safe role adaptation;

c). Teams: autonomy with meaning.

2. Type of Change Attempted. Not all
change is equal. Different types of change
carry different psychological costs, resistance
patterns, and failure trajectories. The deeper
the identity impact, the higher the risk
(Table 4).

Synthesis Insight. Failure risk increases with
psychological depth:

e Process: low risk, shallow adoption;

e Structural: medium risk, high disruption;

. Cultural: high risk, deep resistance;

e Digital: hybrid - technical change
requiring adaptive shift

Insight: The more a change touches meaning,
the more it threatens self — unless integrated.

3. Temporal Phase of Failure. Change
does not fail all at once. It fails in stages — each
with distinct vulnerabilities. Knowing when
change collapses reveals where reinforcement
must occur (Table 5).

disconnect

rituals replace intent

execution.

Table 4
Type of Change Attempted (Dimensional)
Type Examples %?‘fgg‘r’:g Root Pattern Evidence Insight
Moderate Success drops ,
Cl/CD success Tools are from 68% to 18% Iﬁgf %Ioneto le
Process |pipelines, test |when scoped adonted without with decision Peo ?e cl?harllo o
Change |automation, tightly; often behgvior Shift latency over 5 behgvior = ifg
ITIL practices. |derailed by tool " |hours (Scrum thev believe in it
obsession. Inc., 2023). y '
- 43% of
Eslye(ihologlcal Highest failure |ldentity threat. |failed Agile ]%lijllst%%g;\ange
Cultural Ieadeyr'shi rate. Most Culture cannot |transformations imposed. It onl
Change stvle feegback initiatives stall |be mandated or |cite cultural empbeds when y
Y, or decay. cloned. misfit (Radixweb, |;
norms. 2023). lived.
- Changing
Reorgs, Politically Ambiguous 60%of structure without
Structural | flattening volatile. Often roles, power reorganizations changing
' : : friction, informal |fail to deliver s 2
Change |mergers/ rejected structure expected value dynamics just
acquisitions. passively. clashes (M?:Kinse 2015) reshuffles
. Y, dysfunction.
Cloud High initial e - Digital change
Digital migration, Al momentum, gg‘lﬁ/aebrglttjyfla?ster S?Sgggsd;gi'f?é without identity
Trans- integration, followed by than behavior or gcajle (Gartner anchoring is
formation |legacy decay post- mindset adapts. |2022) : cosmetic. It
modernization. |MVP. ptS. : fades.
Source: Compiled by the authors based on industry reports
Table 5
Temporal Phase of Failure (Dimensional)
Phase Failure Triggers Collapse Pattern Root Breakdown
Weak case for change, |Passive sponsorship, Conceptual overload. Executive
Initiation abstract vision, no confusion, “wait-and- contradiction (e.g. demand for
urgency see” stagnation agility, but central control).
I : - - Emergence of paradoxes
Role ambiguity, fear, Resistance intensifies, ;
Transition strategy-execution middle layers disengage, unmanaged by leadership.

Middle managers block or distort

Sustainment

Leadership withdrawal,
change fatigue, no
feedback loops

Cultural relapse, identity
reversion, symbolic
compliance

Rein_forcement fades. Cultural_
inertia reasserts. Rituals remain,
belief dissolves.

Source: Compiled by the authors based on industry reports
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Evidence: Over 40% of change initiatives stall
or regress 6—18 months after launch (McKinsey,
2024). The sustainment phase is the silent
graveyard of transformation.

Insight: Most models are built to launch
change. Few are built to sustain it. But the real
failure comes after the noise — when change
must become identity.

4. Failure Visibility. Not all change failure
is visible. In IT organizations, covert and latent
failures often go undetected — creating the illusion
of success while decay spreads underneath
(Table 6).

Evidence: 40-50% of “successful” Agile
adoptions are covert failures (Echometer, 2023).
Synthesis Insight. Visibility # Severity.

*  Overt failure is obvious and addressable;

e Covertfailure is deceptive and persistent;

e Latent failure is slow death mistaken for
endurance.

The most lethal failures are the ones leaders
never see — until it’s too late.

5. Causal Clustering. Beneath the symptoms
lie five recurring root cause domains. These
clusters interact, compound, and reinforce
failure. Surface problems are often just their
visible output (Table 7).

Synthesis Insight. These clusters are not
isolated. They stack. Poor communication
(1) fuels identity resistance (2), which embeds
through cultural misfit (3), reinforced by
structural blocks (4), and sealed by execution
failure (5).

Change doesn't fail from one blow. It erodes
through compounded contradictions.

6. Root Cause Integration and Analysis.
Across all dimensions, one truth emerges
with clarity: change in IT organizations fails
not because of technical complexity — but

because of unresolved identity threats, cultural
contradictions, and paradox denial (Table 8).

Synthesis Insight. Change doesn't fail from
poor delivery. It fails because:

e The self is not engaged;

e The paradox is not led;

e The system thinks in projects, while
identity requires practice and rhythm.

Transformation is not adoption of tools. It is
embodiment of a new identity.

Conclusion. Change in IT organizations
fails not because of bad frameworks, poor
intentions, or insufficient tools. It fails
because most change efforts misdiagnose the
problem.

Transformation is treated as a technical
upgrade — something to manage, sequence,
and measure. But the real terrain is adaptive:
psychological, cultural, and paradoxical.

This study has shown, through
multidimensional diagnosis, that failure is driven
by five recurring forces:

1. Cognitive breakdown — unclear vision,
incoherent narratives;

2. ldentity resistance — subconscious
defense against change;

3. Cultural misfit — model and reality
collide;

4. Structural friction — roles, power, and
process out of sync;

5. Execution decay — no feedback, no
rhythm, no reinforcement.

Modern frameworks — Agile, SAFe,
DevOps — fail not because they are flawed
in design, but because they operate at the
surface. They treat change as a project. But
transformation is not a project. It is a shift in
identity, role, and rhythm — and it requires deep
integration.

Table 6
Failure Visibility (Dimensional)
Type Definition Examples Impact Insight
- - Canceled programs, | Visible collapse forces |Clear failure is
(F)gi?lﬁe Efetgfdgvcgemable disbanded teams, attention, sometimes painful — but at
) executive exits. correction. least it is honest.
: : Agile ceremonies Most dangerous —
Covert m{ﬁgh??rwgg?ce without Agile thinking; |creates false legitimacy |Covert success is
Failure change KPIs met through and blocks real failure in disguise.
ge. manipulation. adaptation.
Initial success Teams revert to old No clear breakdown - :
behaviors months : : - Latent failure is
Latent |followed . point — just slow erosion. -
- after launch; tools e e decay mistaken
Failure |by gradual abandoned post- By the time it's visible, for durabilit
disintegration. rollout P momentum is gone. Y.

Source: Compiled by the authors based on industry reports
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Table 7
oot Cause Clusters o ange Failure (Dimensiona
Root C Clust f Change Fail Di ional
Cluster Definition Examples Impact Evidence Insight
T Vague vision, |Employees o : p .-
Cognitive and Misalignment leadership revert to tactical 67% of failed |If the "why” is
: in narrative, . b . transformations |unclear, the
Communi- : contradictions, |execution . thyran ,
cation Gaps meaning, or jargon or passive (Standish how” doesn’t
message. overload. resistance. Group, 2023). |matter.
; Role clinging, 42% of Agile
ggf%cn%r;sg;ous sabotage Behavioral failures cite ggr?’?lreesist
Identity-Based self-concent of new compliance indetity-level change. The
Resistance status. or Pt behaviors, masks internal |resistance resistgbéin y
belondin hidden fear of |rejection (Radixweb, chanaed 9
9ing. irrelevance. 2023). ged.
Imported SAFe in Surface Culture isn't a
Cultural and models clash |hierarchical adoption, backdrop —it's
Systemic with local orgs, forced deep rejection. _ infrastructure.
M)i/sfit norms, values, |flat structures |Silence Misalign it,
and power in control becomes and nothing
dynamics. cultures. sabotage. holds.
Roles, - Culture isn't a
authority, and E\;\?ndeur(s:twith EX%?SW;J?Q backdrop —it's
Structural incentives no bower blocked _ infrastructure.
Misalignment |contradict P " - Misalign it,
: dual-reporting |Execution stalls ;
the intended chaos structurall and nothing
transformation. ) Y. holds.
?’gggg feedback Early wins Decision Change is
Execution and |vanishing ;:ﬁelibrated, Change decays ftﬁgcgu%létsss ﬂf)st :rr]he\':ﬁrr#'
Reinforcement | leadership quietly without 9 - ythm.
Failures energy, momentum reinforcement by 50 points Breakthe
no habit dies; no (Scrum Inc., rhythm, and it
anchoring follow-through. 2023). dies.
Source: Compiled by the authors based on industry reports
Table 8
Integrated Root Mechanisms of Change Failure (Systemic Insight)
Mechanism Bth:;rll(I(tilgvr\‘ni Failure Pattern Evidence Insight
Kegan & Lahey’s
ﬁtgv%ngeeotqgegézns Surface “competing “People don't
Identity themgelv%s ~ their compliance, deep |commitments” resist change —
Confilict sabotage. Identity [theory; 42% identity- |they resist being
role, worth, and
competence is bypassed. based Agile failures |changed.”
P ' (Radixweb)
Leaders avoid or : ,
attempt to resolve Misguided (Szrgﬁn)& Ié?:\;\glixes Paradox is not
Paradox tensions instead of | certainty are eségntial to dysfunction — it
Denial holding them. Agility |leads to fake transformation is the terrain of
becomes ritual or transformation. change.
chaos. success
Change framed o T
_ as project, not Momentum . 40%+ of initiatives Reinforcement
P ,r;?/i(?t <fi¢ | Process of identity fa(iles ROS}'MVP’ collapr)]se ?t_ 18 vanishes, and
Thinking Misfit integration. Ends too fcu”tura relapse rR/Ioné_ sa e;(l;g\é/lP inertia returns.
soon. ollows. (McKinsey, )

Source: Compiled by the authors based on industry reports
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The implication is clear: Change must This diagnostic lays the empirical foun-
move from external compliance to internal dation for the development of an identity-
embodiment. Leadership must evolve — from centered transformation model, currently

commanding initiatives to holding paradox, under construction, which aims to
enabling identity evolution, and reinforcing translate adaptive theory into operational
cultural coherence over time. systems.
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