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Abstract 
Agility is developing to a more and more central concept in the military domain and new war 
fare methods etc. is creating a greater demand on the Swedish Defence Agency to be more 
agile. The concept is very complex but could be described as the ability a command team has 
to discover threats and opportunities, and act with a response towards these to gain advantage 
in the situation. 

This report aims to develop an assessment tool for evaluating whether or not, or to which 
extent, a command team is agile. Discussions have been made in sessions with informants that 
somehow are connected to (working with or research about) agility in the Swedish Defence 
Agency to discuss the development of an assessment tool like this. Five sessions have been 
executed and after the first two respectively the last three, upgrades of the tool were made.  

The result of the study shows that it is not impossible to develop an assessment tool, but for a 
complex concept like agility, it is very hard. The conclusions drawn is that it might be 
possible to create a basic frame for a tool that further on can be shaped to fit the command 
team being evaluated. 
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1.Introduction 
Agility is developing to a more and more central concept in the military domain. It is 
becoming important to be agile and talk about agility. New upcoming warfare methods and 
bigger media coverage during conflicts are putting pressure on the Swedish Defence Agency 
(and other countries’ as well) to be versatile and to be able to adjust to different kinds of 
situations.  

To be agile could be described as the ability to discover threats, and also opportunities, and 
act with a response that takes advantage of these threats and opportunities. To be reactive is 
therefore an important part of the concept. In addition to this, it is also important to be able to 
some extent predict what is about to happen and how the own organization will react to it. So, 
agility is a mixture of being reactive and preventive. Many organizations choose to focus only 
on being reactive, or in other words, being resilient. What to focus on depends on the 
organization and their working environment. 

One example of an organization that failed in being agile when they really needed to is the 
one in the Fukushima nuclear power plant handling the accident that occurred last year 
(2011). The employees put their trust in the barriers protecting the power plant and when 
these failed, chaos emerged.  

At 14.46 pm, march 11 2011, an earthquake with a magnitude over 9 on the Richter scale 
stroke the east coast of Japan. The power plant seemed to handle the quake very well but 56 
minutes later, a tsunami sweeps in over the ground where Fukushima stands. The water takes 
out the power distribution which implies that nothing could cool down the fuel in the reactor. 
The plant was constructed with a help condenser to cool down water steam and keep the 
temperature in the reactor at an acceptable level. But no one of the operators had the proper 
training to know how it worked. And so it continues, the operators did not know what to do 
because their lack of training and the organizations bad routines. 

The situation that arose at the Fukushima accident was so extreme that no one had foreseen 
that something like that could ever happen. As a result of this there were no routines for the 
operators to follow. (SVT, 2012) 

Even if what happened in the reactors at Fukushima was chaotic, there are examples in good 
preparations and agility elsewhere in Japan. According to an article in “Dagens Nyheter” 
(Sjödin Öberg, 2012) a grocery store named ”Lawson” successfully reached 80 % of their 
capacity only four days after the earthquake. After the tremendous quake in Kobe 1995, each 
floor manager upgraded a plan and the routines if a situation like that should ever happen 
again. This resulted in well prepared personnel, a bike that was located in each department, 
emergency groceries were available on specific assembly places and communication radios 
were strategically spread among the employees. But the most important factor for their 
success was that the employees had mandate to make critical decisions without having to wait 
for a manager’s approval. This made the reaction very quick and very effective (Sjödin 
Öberg, 2012) 



7 
 

This two examples shows that if an organization is well prepared and the employees has a 
proper training there are a good chance to survive a catastrophe like the one in Japan. It also 
shows that you cannot trust barriers to 100% because if they fail the consequences might be 
devastating.  

1.2.Purpose 
Today’s conflicts are different in comparison with what they looked like 20 years ago. They 
have become more complex in terms of weapons used, opponents involved, media coverage, 
networked and distributed command and control (C2), etc. This complexity implicates greater 
demand on being agile. Depending on where in the world a conflict breaks out different kinds 
of warfare is used and the likelihood for the situation to change is big. When the situation 
does not evolve as planned, the command team has to able to deal with that in a way to reach 
back to an acceptable performance level. 

This report aims to define agility and motivate why it is important for an organization like the 
Swedish Defence Agency to be agile. In addition, the purpose is also to explore if it is 
possible to, in a good way, evaluate if someone/something is agile. 

1.3.Research Questions 
1. What does agility mean? 

a. What aspects is a part in an agile command team? 
b. What is the difference between an agile command team and one that focuses 

on resilience? 
2. Is it possible to, in an easy way, evaluate whether a command team is agile or not? 

a. What aspects should be fulfilled for a command team to be considered agile? 
b. How should an assessment tool for an evaluation be constructed? 

1.4.Restrictions 
This report is written first hand to a person who study or have studied cognitive science at a 
master’s level. This means that some of the concepts are not explained in detail. 

As this report is written as a part of a bigger project for the Swedish Defence Research 
Agency, the focus will mainly be in the military area even though some of the results will be 
applicable for organizations in other domains. The targeting groups that this report aims to are 
command teams and staffs, not troops.  
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2.Theory 
The definition of agility has changed over the years and yet there is not a common definition 
of what it really means. Alberts (2011) says that from the beginning, agility was defined as 
“the ability to successfully cope with changes in circumstances”, but later on the definition 
was reformed into “the ability to successfully effect, cope with, and/or exploit changes in 
circumstances”. In addition to the first definition was the possibility to effect and exploit the 
situation and not just react to what is happening (Alberts, 2011). Deyer and Shafer (1998) on 
the other hand says that a command team should have the capacity to be adaptive without 
limitations and should there for not need to change. What they mean is that the team should 
strive towards a built-in ability to change, shift and adjust, and the happening of an 
unexpected event should not be something the team cannot handle. But even if the command 
team has a built in ability to handle an unexpected situation, it might not have the experience 
or knowledge from past occurrences regarding this exact situation. Being agile means being 
able to solve a situation that goes beyond the teams’ knowledge base and to collect new 
understandings and experiences to add to it. The knowledge base that a team holds can be 
seen as something passive, something that is always there, and could be referred to as 
“passive agility”. It is when something happens that cannot be handled solely by the existing 
knowledge that the team has to go from the passive state and become active. “Active agility” 
means that the team can, or has to, develop new ways to address the situation based on 
previous knowledge. The more ways the team can come up with, the better the agility. It is in 
situations like these the team evolves and extends its knowledge base and when a similar 
situation arises again, it can use its new experience to solve the problem in a simple manner 
(Alberts, 2011). 

The workplace for employees in the military domain is very often “in the wild” (Hutchins, 
1995), that is, out in the nature where the world is constantly changing and therefore is very 
uncertain and unpredictable. In addition, the goals are often vague and can be stated as “bring 
peace to area X”. The situation is also often very complex and many factors can influence the 
performance making it difficult to predict and control the outcome (Johansson, ).The more 
uncertain and dynamic the environment is the more important and valuable it becomes to be 
agile (Alberts & Heyes, 2003, chapter 8). The teams’ working environment change over time 
which means that command and control (C2) teams must be effective in new contexts. An 
agile force is effective and successful regardless of changes of the opponent or the task. 
Traditional military planning is threat-based and relies on a small number of “could happen” 
scenarios and the key to an agile C2 team is to represent different types of threats and the 
environments they may arise in, in the most believable way possible (Alberts & Heyes, 2003, 
chapter 8). 

Agility is about efficiency and to act with decisiveness (Alberts, 2011). Agile command teams 
have an advantage towards competitors by being the first to discover threats and opportunities 
and to be more capable to fend the threats and seize the opportunities, not only occasionally 
but repeatedly over time (Dyer & Shafer, 1998). Being fast in making a decision can result in 
a more effective response, but if the team only has one opportunity to act it is important not to 
act too quickly and make the wrong decision. To be quick only enables efficiency, it is not a 
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guarantee. So, acting quickly but not intelligent is not the same as being agile (Alberts & 
Heyes, 2003, chapter 8).  

Alberts (2011) also mentions I & W agility where I stands for indications and W for warnings 
and the purpose for this type of agility is to focus attention to the right place to gain time. This 
is closely related to being efficient and to discover changes in the environment. However, to 
be successful (and efficient) it is not enough to have good sensors that gather information, the 
information has to be analysed properly for it to be used as an advantage. But according to 
Alberts (2011), agility is not the same thing as success, agility requires change and a team can 
be successful without changing itself or without a change in the environment. An important 
component in terms of success is the people working in the team. It is necessary that 
employees at all levels take initiative to identify threats and opportunities for the team to be 
able to focus resources to the right place at the right time. Very much like the employees at 
“Lawson” that hade mandate to make own decisions in critical moments. 

The dynamic situations that occur and that good agility is intended to solve could affect the 
command team in two ways: 1) it results in a less acceptable level of efficiency and 
effectiveness or 2) it creates an opportunity (if properly used) to significantly increase 
efficiency and effectiveness (Alberts, 2011). 

Control, in excess of efficiency and success, is also an important part of agility, mainly about 
gaining control after losing it or preventing work so the control is never lost. Control can 
shortly be described as “the ability to produce or achieve a desired outcome” (Hollnagel & 
Woods, 2005). Hollnagel and Woods (2005) continue and say that another requirement for 
control is the ability to prevent unexpected happenings and to recover from them if they 
should happen. So, this definition of control makes it quite easy to see the similarities to 
agility.  

The human mind works so that we search for and select information interesting for us. It also 
works so that we narrow the information flow down to include only what we expect. In terms 
of control, this means that there is a risk that a team only focuses on expected happenings and 
anticipated responses (Hollnagel & Woods, 2005). But this kind of focus on anticipated 
responses, or feed forward, is an essential part in maintaining control. However, for feed 
forward to be trustworthy, the team must have a good understanding of the process, how it 
will behave and how it will develop. This together with feedback helps the team keep control 
of the situation and it is always a balance between the actual state and the expected state.  

To be able to manage control, planning what to do in short term is important. Knowledge, 
expertise and context are things that influence the planning and together with expectations the 
team could (hopefully) foresee how, for example, resources are and will be available for the 
team. In the control model called Contextual Control Model (COCOM) described by 
Hollnagel and Woods (2005) there are four different control modes (described below). There 
are four because the level of control the team has may vary over time (Hollnagel & Woods, 
2005). 
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• The Scrambled control mode is the level where the control is at its lowest. The choice 
of what to do next is almost random and with little reflection. It is almost like trial-
and-error and the choices made rarely fits the situation properly.  

• In the Opportunistic control mode the next move is determined by the features in the 
context. Planning is hard because of inadequate understanding of the situation and 
time limitations.  

• In the tactical control mode, performance follows known procedures and rules. Here, 
the team has more time to plan and the result of actions taken has a delayed effect.  

• The team has the most control in the strategic control mode. Here there is an 
opportunity to look ahead to more high-level goals and the features in the context have 
less impact on choice of action. 

In a common and normal command team, a mixture of the opportunistic and the tactical 
control modes are the most common, and together with feed forward (what will happen) and 
feedback (what has happened) it makes an efficient command team.  

2.1.Concepts and Themes 
Embedded in the definition of what it means to be agile are many concepts which all together 
form a basis of the concept (Johansson, 2012), (Alberts, 2011), (Dekker, 2006). These 
concepts are described below; 

• Responsiveness – The time it takes to recognize and act upon a change. To do this, the 
team creates an understanding of what has happened to make an assessment of the 
incident. This can be done almost automatically, but it may also be a long process of 
analysis and problem solving. The time it takes for the command team to recover from 
the incident depends on the magnitude of it, how urgent it is and how many options is 
available to solve the situation. 

• Robustness – The ability to achieve acceptable performance and efficiency level when 
performing a new task or a new assignment. 

• Flexibility – More than one way to accomplish a given task. This allows the team to 
try new things instead of being stuck to one solution that in some situation turn out to 
be inefficient and inappropriate. Having multiple options is better than being stuck 
with only one, even if the alternative is not perfect. 

• Resilience – The ability a team has to prevent incidents from happening (more of 
resilience in the next section) 

• Innovativeness – The team can generate and find new ways to achieve goals and 
accomplish tasks. This might be done from a new discovery or invention. It often 
takes time to come up with something new to replace an old already existing plan, but 
innovation could increase the teams’ flexibility by developing options that were not 
present at the beginning. 

• Adaption – The command team has the ability to change itself (organization, process 
or structure) to better suit the situation. 

However, Johansson (2012) says that some of these concepts share the same meaning and to 
describe agility it is enough with innovativeness, resilience and adaption. Resilience is very 
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close to agility but affects more preventive behaviour where agility also includes how the 
team handles and takes advantage of what happens. A concept that, according to Johansson 
(2012), is missing is alertness/awareness, but this is very hard to define.  

Instead of the six concepts, Johansson (2012) talks about four themes that should be fulfilled 
for a team to be agile: 

1. Awareness or to have the ability to predict what is about to happen, to be preventive.  
2. Resilience and correct response, to be reactive. 
3. To constantly learn and to be reflexive and adaptable. 
4. The ability to manage to get back from shock and unexpected events.  

This themes is closely connected to what has been said about control; a mixture of feed 
forward (theme 1, being preventive) and feedback (theme 3, being reflexive) is important to 
keep control when being reactive (theme 2, correct response). 

2.2.Resilience 
Resilience is a big part in reactive agility and many organizations focuses on resilience rather 
than on being agile. In opposite to agility, resilience is more about safety, risks and how to 
prevent accidents and includes the help and support teams have to deal with complex 
situations under pressure to achieve success. It also means that you understand the 
vulnerabilities that exist and what can lead to failure (Hollnagel & Woods, David D, Leveson, 
Nancy, 2006, p. 6). In order to succeed and to be successful, analysis of what lies behind 
success and failure has to be made. A command team that focuses on resilience should have 
the ability to be prepared, but also the ability to be prepared to be unprepared (Hollnagel, 
Pariès, Woods, & Wreathall, 2011, chapter 2). In comparison to Alberts’ (2011) definition of 
agility, resilience could be seen as the actions taken by a team to prevent incidents from 
occurring or if they occur, prevent them from escalating. Agility on the other hand has 
resilience as a built in concept, but is also about how the team handles and takes advantage of 
the situation and what is happening. To be resilient is not entirely about the ability to predict 
or decrease the severity, another essential part is to accept that the team has reached or even 
passed the line where they lose control over the situation. This is very important to be able to 
retain and regain the control. Many accidents could be explained or understood by looking at 
it this way, that the team failed to discover or to accept that something was about to go wrong 
(Hollnagel et al., 2011, chapter 1). If the consequences from the incident are small, for 
example if it is limited to a minor sub system, the probability for side effects with negative 
impact is smaller which means that the resilience of the team is high. This means that the 
definition of resilience could be modified to the ability a team has to react and regain from 
interferences at an early state with a very small impact on the stability (Hollnagel & Woods, 
David D, Leveson, Nancy, 2006, p. 16). 

There are four abilities central to the concept of resilience (Hollnagel et al., 2011, p. xxxvii): 

• To know what has to be done. How should unexpected, but also expected, incidents be 
handled? This is the ability to “deal with the actual”. 
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• To know what to look for and to recognize which situations that has potential to be 
dangerous. This involves both what is happening in the team itself and also in the 
surrounding environment. This is the ability to ”deal with the critical”. 

• To know what to expect, how the situation develops and what could happen in the 
near future. This is the ability to ”deal with the potential”. 

• To know what has happened and learn from it no matter if it is success or failure. This 
is the ability to” deal with the factual”. 

These abilities are very similar to agility, but they are more focused on predict and prevent. 
And the similarities could be explained by that resilience is a part of agility (one of the six 
concepts) so being agile means more or less that the command team also has to be resilient at 
the same time. 

All teams that somehow work with safety have one or more ways to measure how and if they 
keep the safety on an acceptable level. One of the definitions and measurements often take 
ground in how many accidents or injuries (even deaths) that happens during a certain period 
of time. The danger with a definition like that is that if an accident or an injury does not 
happen in a while, the team might start to relax and stop thinking as much on safety. But if the 
environment and the team is dynamic and always change, the last years, or even last month, 
safety routines could be outdated. To expect change in the environment and to make 
anticipations according to them is important to keep the team stable during a longer period of 
time (Hollnagel et al., 2011, chapter 5). 

An important feature a resilient command team can have is the ability to be able to draw 
wisdom from what has happened and this without regardless of the outcome, good or bad. To 
manage to do this, three states have to be fulfilled: 1) The opportunities that the team can 
learn from must appear relatively frequent, 2) these opportunities has to be somewhat equal to 
get a good generalization, and 3) that the team relatively often can verify that the things they 
have learned actually is correct and can be useful (Hollnagel et al., 2011, chapter 14). It is 
often said that wisdom comes from the things that go wrong. This is of course true in a way 
because it is important to investigate what has gone wrong and why. But when talking about 
accidents or even bigger incidents, like catastrophes, you quickly realize that those types of 
incidents rarely happen. But when they do, they are not necessary equal to each other. This 
makes accidents a bad source of information basing learning upon, according to the three 
states listed above. It is much easier to learn from situations that occur rather often and that do 
not have that severe outcome, for example situations that can be planned in advance 
(Hollnagel et al., 2011, chapter 14). 

It is possible for a team to manage without learning because there are lots of predefined and 
typical ways to react when something happens, but that type of behaviour should only work in 
non-dynamic environments where nothing unpredictable happens and where “pre-
programmed” response works. But in an environment that is dynamic will these predefined 
responses eventually stop working which makes learning from the situation and what is 
happening very important (Hollnagel et al., 2011, chapter 14). 



13 
 

  



14 
 

3.Method 
Agility is a very complex concept and according to what is mentioned above, there is no well-
grounded definition. The six sub concepts are not either fully accepted, as Johansson (2012) 
discussed, and some of them could be merged which makes it very hard to define one way to 
study agility. The focus has shifted many times and many ideas have been discussed. Some of 
those ideas and discussions are presented below to get an understanding of the difficulty 
trying to work with the concept agility.  

3.1.Measureing technique 
So, as a ground for this report stands this measuring tool developed by Björn Johansson and 
Mattias Lindgren (Described in an unpublished paper named “A Quick and Dirty Evaluation 
of Resilience: Enhancing Properties in Safety Critical Systems, Received 2012) (Johansson & 
Lindgren, ). Their tool was meant for resilience engineering but it is seen as a measuring 
technique and therefore used for developing a new assessment tool for agility.  

The goal with their tool is to create an easier way to evaluate a teams’ resilience. It is meant to 
help decide whether or not the team meets the requirements necessary for it to be resilient. 
This tool might work as a questionnaire or foundation for a researcher to fill in when 
evaluating a team. In excess of this questionnaire there is a part which describes the team 
being evaluated, for example its purpose and what context it works in. 

The tool is built up in three steps; 1) definition and description of the team, 2) description of 
the environment the team works in, and 3) an evaluation of features that enhance the teams’ 
resilience. Each question in step three is scored with a point and the finished result is not a 
merged score but a collection of all that together creates an understanding of the teams’ 
strengths and weaknesses. 

Step one, definition and description of the team, is a very important part because it forms 
the foundation for the understanding of the team being evaluated. The questions in this step 
are meant to be objective and the answer could actually be available in information sheets, 
web pages and documents concerning the team because they are built on facts. What 
questions that should be asked depend on what type of team it is, but there are three different 
categories that should be mentioned: 

• Purpose – Which is the teams’ main task? This will give an understanding of goals and 
what it is that motivates the team. 

• Maturity – What is the current version of the team? Is it the first? The second? Etc. 
How many employees are there? Have there been changes in the organization lately? 
These questions will give an understanding of the teams’ experience and stability. 

• Develop process – How is the team designed? Depending on this an evaluator could 
get an understanding about factors like flexibility and adaption and if the team works 
with those kinds of concepts.  

Step two, a description of the working environment, requires an understanding of the 
different types of states the team can encounter that is out of control for the operators. This is 
important to know to get a good comprehension about the environment the operators has to 
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work in. Also in this step the questions might differ depending on what type of team is being 
evaluated, but two themes is mentioned: 

• Climate – In what weather conditions are the team working in? Outdoors or indoors?  
• Temporal conditions – Are the operators working around the clock? Is there risk for 

exhaustion or fatigue? In this section, the evaluator will get an understanding of the 
teams’ ability to handle factors that might make it more difficult to keep up the 
resilience. The safety could also be suffering when it comes to temporal conditions.  

Step three, evaluation of features that enhance the teams’ resilience, is executed with a 
formulary built up in two parts: detection and adaption. The questions in these two parts are 
valued according to a seven grade scale (where 1 on the scale is negative and 7 is positive) 
and when the evaluator is done and has made his valuation (it is important to know that the 
valuation is a subjective judgment from the evaluator) the result will form a pattern. This 
pattern can be used to see if and where the team has defections regarding the resilience. 

Detection 

1. Capacity to predict changes in the process/ environment? 
Low predictability of changes (1) 
High predictability of change (7) 

2. Possibilities of detecting differences between normal (desired) and non-normal 
(undesired) states? 
Low probability to detect differences between desired and undesired events (1) 
High probability to detect differences between desired and undesired events (7) 

3. How are detected problems disseminated within the system/organisation? 
Very limited potential for dissemination of problems within system (1) 
Very efficient dissemination of detected problems within system (7) 

4. Time available to be able to identify unwanted events? 
Very limited time (1) 
No limitation of time for impact on potential for identification (7) 

Adaption 

1. Possible states available (shutdown possible, “graceful” degradation possible, 
emergency states available, reversibility etc.)? 
No possible states except for operational (1) 
Several states available (7) 

2. Potential for controlling external variables? 
Limited potential for controlling external variables (1) 
Great potential for controlling external variables (7) 

3. Willingness in organisation to temporarily relax the efficiency goal for the safety goal 
when circumstances suggest doing so? 
No willingness in organisation (1) 
Great willingness in organisation (7) 
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4. Willingness in organisation to temporarily deviate from regulations when 
circumstances suggest doing so? 
No willingness in organisation (1) 
Great willingness in organisation (7) 

5. Resource preparedness, availability of resources? 
Low availability of resources (1) 
High availability of resources (7) 

6. To what degree does employees understand the organisation and overall system 
functioning? 
Degree of understanding in organisation of overall system functioning is low (1) 
Degree of understanding in organisation of overall system functioning is high (7) 

7. Potential for learning from past experiences? 
Low potential for learning from past experiences (1) 
High potential for learning from past experiences (7) 

8. Functional redundancy? 
No functional redundancy (1) 
Total redundancy of functions (7) 

9. Site specific? 
System/organisation is totally site specific (1) 
System/organisation is not at all site specific (7) 

3.2.Development of the Tool: Process 
When there is no worked out way on how to develop a tool like this, the theory of this report 
stands as a building block, a starting point. The tool that Björn and Mattias started on was 
reformed, from being a tool for evaluating resilience engineering to be more suit full for 
evaluating agility. 

The first thing in this development process that was done was that the essential parts in the 
theory section described in this report were highlighted. Those were the parts that cannot be 
ignored when developing a tool for agility, for example the six main concepts and the four 
themes. Next step was to go through Björn and Mattias tool as it was formed from the 
beginning. With the theory about agility and the highlighted parts in mind, notes about 
possible changes in the tool were made; what could be added? What could be removed? And 
what could remain as it was? 

Both step one and step two in Björn and Mattias tool is important for understanding the team 
and its prerequisites and there for these parts of the tool remained as they were. Questions for 
the both steps were listed to form some sort of ground, but these can vary depending on what 
kind of team the tool aim to investigate. 

The main changes came in step three. The questions divided under the categories ”detection” 
and ”adaption” were categorized into the six concepts in a “concept matrix” (Appendix 1) to 
begin the reformation from resilience towards agility. All concepts were represented with the 
exception of resilience itself and some of the concepts were overrepresented (for example 
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adaptability). All questions that had been categorized within the six concepts were found in 
the “adaption” part of the tool and none in the “detection” part.  

So, when the questions for the tool were reformed, the categories “adaption” and “detections” 
was removed and instead two new parts were invented. The first, “3.1”, is meant to be used 
when something actually happens. The second, “3.2”, is intended to be used after something 
has happened. Because the first section is meant to be used during a happening, there should 
not be too many questions in that part. Section two could be seen as a longer evaluation and 
there for includes a lot more questions. All six concepts are represented in the questions added 
in each section (Appendix 2). The questions added were: 

“3.1” 

1. Ability to quickly discover changes in the environment? 
2. Ability to regain acceptable performance? 
3. Ability to change operation method if the current is not being effective? 
4. Ability to know what to look for and recognize indications? 
5. Ability to generate new ideas on how to handle the situation? 
6. Ability to change itself to better suit the situation? 

“3.2” 

1. Ability to predict changes in the environment? 
2. Ability to predict changes in the process? 
3. Ability to detect differences between normal state and non-normal state? 
4. Time available to predict these changes and differences? 
5. Ability to effect the situation? 
6. Ability to quickly discover changes in the environment? 
7. Ability to quickly discover changes in the process? 
8. Ability to understand what has happened? 
9. To what degree do the employees understand the functioning of the unit? 
10. Ability to regain acceptable performance? 
11. Ability to know when an acceptable performance level is reached? 
12. Ability to learn from past experience? 
13. Ability to change operation method if the current is not being effective? 
14. Amount of choices when changing operation method? 
15. Willingness to set aside main goals when necessary? 
16. Willingness to temporarily deviate from regulations when necessary? 
17. Ability to know what to look for and recognize indications? 
18. Ability to stand against threats? 
19. Ability to generate new ideas on how to handle the situation? 
20. Ability to change itself to better suit the situation? 
21. Ability to quickly start working in new contexts? 
22. Ability to analyze data correctly and use the information to advantage? 
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Most of the questions in Björn and Mattias tool were used, but they were rewritten to be more 
uniformed. Almost each question now starts with “Ability to..”. The answers were also 
rewritten to better match the question. The seven grade scale (where 1 on the scale is negative 
and 7 is positive) were kept intact. 

 A step four was invented. The goal with this new step was to bring in a more qualitative part 
which could give more space for the potential user to give a more detailed opinion. This shall 
be in form of an interview after answering the questions in part 3.2. 

These reformations in this part of the development process lead to an upgraded tool; 
Assessment Tool 1.0, (Appendix 3). 

3.3.Expert Evaluation 
To be able to upgrade and improve this tool, several evaluations had to be made. Those 
evaluations were meant to test the tools’ usability and if potential users could understand the 
tool, both the questions in it and how to use it. There is really no right or wrong when it 
comes to measuring usability, there are no restricted or certain method, but the most common 
is a so called “lab test” which involves a one-to-one session where a moderator ask questions 
to potential users about the design. This type of method only requires four to ten users and are 
best fitted for studies where the process are meant to be iterative (Tullis & Albert, 2008, p. 
57). The goal with a lab test is to collect comments about difficulties and things that might be 
hard to understand to use in the end when it is time to make changes in the design.  

When choosing the participants it is important to be as specific as possible so there are no one 
interviewed that is not suitable for it. These criteria might for example be the informants’ 
experience within the field. It might also be good to have a mix with new and experienced 
informants (Tullis & Albert, 2008, p. 58), but for this study, only field experts were chosen 
which makes this an expert evaluation. These experts should have experience in different 
kinds of systems and use this broad expertise to find flaws and problems with the design and 
the purpose in using experts are that they have a different type of perspective. They are also 
often honest or straightforward about how the design could be improved and they usually 
gives answers based on their personally experience (Preece, 1994, p. 673). 

3.4.Interviews 
Expert evaluations were made for assessing the tool. Five one-to-one sessions has been 
executed. Two of the informants commented on the first version of the tool (assessment tool 
1.0), then changes were made and then the other three commented on the new, second version 
(assessment tool 1.1), this for getting an iterative development process. All five informants 
were male in their mid-age, and all of them worked in some connection to the Swedish 
Defence Agency, either with research or in the field (but in different levels). One was from 
the Swedish Defence College, one from the Swedish Defence Research Agency and three 
from different departures of the Swedish Defence Agency. 

After each session, a summary of what has been said was written to keep track of the 
comments. These summaries and notes taken during the sessions stand as ground for the 
reformations done in the tool. Quotations from the recordings were also written down to give 
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a stronger support to the changes made. The quotations are written in English while the 
sessions were hold in Swedish which required a subjective translation. The tool was shown in 
English. 

Every session was recorded and lasted from approximately 55 minutes to 2 hours and 15 
minutes (135 minutes). The sessions were formed similar to a semi structured interview. 

3.4.1.The Sessions 
First, an introduction to the work and the purpose of the report was presented to give the 
informant a background on why they were there and what their answers would be used for. 
After that short introduction, a setup for the session was introduced. 

Second, a short presentation of agility as a concept was made. Two of the informants were 
given this presentation in form of a Power Point, the other three were given the same 
presentation in paper form because of the limitations in the conference room where the 
sessions were held. This was done for giving the informant a theoretical ground to stand on 
before introducing the tool and for showing them my opinion of agility as a researcher. After 
the presentation, the informants were asked to give their opinion on agility with their expertise 
as benchmark. They were given this opportunity for showing their experience with the 
concept and a way to keep track of the difference between their personal experience and the 
presentation made about agility. 

Third, the assessment tool was presented. Because the tool is relatively large with its four 
steps, only one step at the time was discussed. At each step the informant read the questions 
and was asked to comment on them if there was something that they did not understand or if 
they had a comment on the step as a whole. Follow up questions were asked if their comments 
allowed it. 

Last, some additional questions were asked if there was something that had not been 
discussed earlier. What questions depended on the situation and what seemed relevant 
according to their type of expertise. The informants were also asked if they had something to 
add to the session before it was ended.   
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4.Results and Discussion 
The results are presented and discussed in order to answer the research question in an easy 
way. The answer to the first question and its sub-questions is mainly based on pure theory 
while the answers to research question two are based on the development process of the 
assessment tool and interviews from potential users. 

4.1.What does agility mean? 
With the sub-questions: a) what aspects are a part in an agile command team? And b) what is 
the difference between an agile command team and one that focuses on resilience? 

The wisdom drawn about agility when working with the concept for so long time is that it is a 
more complex concept than it appears to be at first glance. Agility means so many different 
things so defining it is hard, and for this type of work a clear definition would probably have 
made it a little bit easier. But, with that said, agility means the ability a team has to (to some 
extent) predict what is going to happen and when something happens that is not planned be 
able to use the situation to an advantage. Because agility is all about happenings that was not 
planned for, that goes outside the knowledge base of the team and that demands new 
innovative thinking to come up with a good solution. 

When discussing what aspects that should be a part of the concept, it is hard not to answer the 
six concepts together whit the four themes mentioned throughout this report. To be able to act 
upon a change with solutions that brings the team back at an acceptable performance level is a 
big aspect. And these solutions should be versatile and even innovative. It is also important 
for the team to have the ability to adapt to the new situation to solve it better. The themes that 
demands prevention, reaction, reflection and recovering is somehow another way to describe 
agility than the six concepts, but they invoke almost the same thing. As Johansson (2012) has 
stated it might not be necessary to describe agility with six sub concepts, it is enough with 
four themes. But when talking to the informants both the concepts and the themes were 
presented in the short presentation made in each session. This was done because they 
complement each other and show two different ways to look at the same concept. It might 
have made it easier for a person not researching about agility to understand what it really 
means. So, when a person (like me) is not as well-grounded or informed about the concept, it 
is good to present it in two ways. 

When talking about agility, resilience is very close related and it is hard sometimes to keep 
them apart. When writing the part about resilience in the theory chapter, a reminder of the 
difference had to be brought up now and then to be able to keep them apart. Now in the end of 
the work it is still very hard to pin point what exactly separates the two concepts. This is why 
resilience was chosen to be more explored than the other concepts. Resilience itself is a 
concept that has been very well researched and this together with the similarities the concept 
shares with agility made it very interesting for a comparison. But somehow, the difference 
must be how a situation is handled. A team that has resilience as focus are trying to predict 
what is going to happen to be able to prevent it from happening. A team like that also puts up 
barriers so if something happens anyway, the damage would be as small as possible. Because 
resilience is a part of agility this is also the case for a team that focuses on being agile, predict 
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and prevent. But an agile team takes it a step further: if something happens that the barriers 
cannot handle it takes advantage of the situation and comes up with a solution. A team like 
that is probably trained to deal with new and unexpected tasks and situations and because of 
that they can come up with a plan rather quickly. I think that a team with focus on only 
resilience have a harder time to solve a situation that has gotten out of hand.  

When working with these two concepts, personally I have to recommend agility. But in stable 
organisations, apart from the defence domain, resilience might be enough. If an organisation 
does not have to deal with changing contexts, safety and so on, there is no need for them to be 
agile. 

For the examples in the introduction, about what happened in Japan, there are two 
organisations, one which was agile and one which was resilient. The nuclear power plant had 
built in barriers according to their predictions about what might happen. These barriers 
managed the earth quake pretty good, it was not until the tsunami came that the control was 
lost. But when the barriers failed it took too long for them to accept what was happening and 
to come up with a solution. “Lawson” on the other hand did not have the same barriers, they 
had small “beginnings” on a solution quite independent on what could happen. They had the 
big earth quake in Kobe 1995 in mind and prepared for something similar in magnitude. 

Resilience is not a bad thing to focus on for the right type of organisation, but it might not be 
a good thing for organisations like the Swedish Defence Agency to focus only on resilience. 

4.2.Is it possible to, in an easy way, evaluate whether a command team is agilie or 
not? 
With the sub-questions: a) what aspects should be fulfilled for a command team to be 
considered agile? And b) how should an assessment tool for an evaluation be constructed? 

It is hard to answer what aspect should be fulfilled for a team to be agile without have had the 
opportunity to test the assessment tool. If a test would have been executed, observations could 
have given information about this. When testing to analyse the data from an observation and 
interviews from participants it might have been possible to say if all aspects should be 
fulfilled or if a team could lack one (or more) of them and still be considered an agile team. 
At this point with no observations and interviews done to test the tool, it is easy to say that all 
of the different aspect should be fulfilled. The six concepts or the four themes are all a part of 
agility for a reason. But it would have been interesting to see how a command team would 
have performed at a test task and then compare the result with the analyse made from the tool. 
If they managed the task well, but the analyse shows that they lack some aspects of agility, is 
that proof that not all aspects of agility have to be fulfilled or was it the task that was not 
demanding enough? This research question might be good for future research. 

In the original tool (Johansson & Lindgren, ) there was three steps used to evaluate resilience 
engineering. The changes made to reform it to be more suited for agility lead to the 
assessment tool 1.0. In the first version of the tool, a step four was invented to get more 
subjective and qualitative answers from those being evaluated in form of an interview. This 
new step is meant to complement step three were the answers is more quantitative. 
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This new version (1.0) of the tool has been discussed in sessions with two informants that 
somehow are involved in the Swedish Defence Agency. These two sessions resulted in a new 
version of the tool; Assessment tool 1.1. (The easiest way to keep up with the changes made is 
to have the two versions printed and to look at them parallel, simultaneously)  

4.2.1.Assessment Tool, 1.1 
After sessions with two informants, changes were made with their comments as benchmarks 
and the results from these sessions are presented below. Summaries from these two interviews 
can be read in appendix 4. The new version of the tool after these changes can be seen in 
appendix 5. When numbering questions (in the section below) that has been added, the 
numbering refers to the upgraded version 1.1 and not the old 1.0. 

4.2.1.1.Changes in step one 
One of the informants said that the development of the team should come before its purpose. 
So, to get a better flow and a more natural order, temporally, the “purpose” section was 
moved and placed last. The two parts “development process” and “maturity” was then merged 
and given a new name: “Evolution”. Maturity and development process was considered to be 
so closely related so it did not seem relevant to have separate sections for these two. Even the 
purpose section got a new name: “Vision”. Having only purpose as headline was misleading 
because the teams’ goals were also a part of this section. It is hard to separate a team’s goals 
and its purpose, these things are so closely linked and therefore a new headline was invented.  

When it comes to the questions in step one, some reformulations were made and some 
questions that the informants thought missing were added. The order of the questions was also 
rearranged, but this is mostly due to the changing and merging of headlines. Questions added 
were: 

6. How has the team changed during the past 10 years? 
This question was added to make the development process and maturity even clearer. 
If the team has not been active for 10 years, the question can be changed to fit that 
particular team properly. 

8. How stable/solid/compact is the team? 
This questions purpose is to get a good look at how compact the team is and how well 
the employees work together. 

15. What kind of need does the team fulfil? 

According to informant number two (P_02), some of the answers to the questions in these 
sections might be difficult to answer if the team is temporary, for example a task force. For 
helping the evaluator analyse and understand the answers, a gradual chart was made to 
indicate whether or not the team is permanent or temporary. A temporary command team has 
for example probably not existed for 10 years and does not have long term goals 

Permanent team     Temporary team 
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4.2.1.2Changes in step two 
One of the headlines was changed in step two as well. “Climate” became “Environment” to 
make it clear that the questions are about the whole environment and not only the climate. 
Also, one question was added in the section about environment: 

4. Does the team change weapon system depending on the environment? 

One of the informant said that more sections in this step could be added to get more 
information about the condition the team and the operators work in. “Resource access” and 
“Task variations” formed two new sections and the questions added for these were: 

8. Is the team capable of calling in more resources? 
9. Can the team change resources if necessary? 
10. Is the teams’ access to resources limited or unlimited? 
11. What kind of recourses do they have access to? 

a. Direct? 
b. Indirect? 

12. What kind of tasks are the team trained to handle? 
13. Is the team able to manage tasks it has not been trained to handle? 
14. How wide task range could the team manage? 

4.2.1.3.Changes in step three 
For this step there were not so much comments about the questions as such, but more about 
how to use them. But one change that was made was that the questions were numbered to 
make it easier to navigate through the tool. 

One of the informants also said that “For this to be applicable at a military team at a lower 
level it is necessary to form it, it has to be simplicity over it. And it might be so /…/ it might 
only be 20 questions, three questions related to each concept” –P_01. With this comment in 
mind, four questions were deleted. When choosing which questions to delete, the matrix over 
all questions and the six concepts (Appendix 2) played an important part. It was essential that 
all four questions did not represent the same concept. Whit this in mind, the deleted questions 
was those that were the hardest to answer, according to me as the developer, and that might 
not have had as big impact in the following analyse. Left for step 3.2 was 18 questions.  

The overall comment that were stated for step 3.1 was that the situation or task can change 
rather quickly and because of that, the person who is answering the questions would not 
compare the same type of situation. 

Another comment about this was that a task might last for weeks or even month and in a 
situation like that it seems quite strange to be asking the questions in this first step once every 
30-60 minutes. P_01 says “it might be difficult to use a scale like this in another area where 
you have to value something, how you experienced it, from one week to another or even with a 
month in between. This is in some way that an individual that works on a specific task can 
think back and remember how he experienced the situation an hour ago and compare it to 
how he is experiencing the situation right now? When you use a scale like this in a new task 
/…/ you will probably not be comparing the same thing.”  
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4.2.1.4Changes in step four 
P_02 said that this step matches the four themes mentioned in the theory section above. So, 
the questions added are formed according to them. Some questions that were removed from 
step three were also added here because this step gives room for more subjective answers: 

4. Do you think the team was preventive? How? 
5. When did you discover the changes that lead the team from its normal state? 
6. Do you think the team was reactive? How? 
7. Do you understand what has happened and why?  
8. What can you learn from this experience? 

Question nine in this version is not new, it was placed last in the old version and should be 
placed last also in this new version because it is a good summarizing question. 

4.2.2.Assessment Tool, 2.0 
After the sessions with the last three informants, additional changes were made with their 
comments as benchmarks and the results from these sessions are presented below. Summaries 
from these three interviews can be read in appendix 4. When numbering questions that has 
been added, the numbering refers to the upgraded version 2.0 and not the old 1.1. The 
upgraded and final version can be seen further down, after the presentation of which changes 
were made. (The easiest way to keep up with the changes made is to have the two versions 
printed and to look at them parallel, simultaneously) 

4.2.2.1.Changes in step one 
Question one, two, three and eight has been clarified and a small explanation of what kind of 
answer is expected has been added. A question 3a was added as well:  

3. How is the team composed? Draw the composition as a matrix. 
a. What type of team is this? (You could cross more than one box) 

Networked  Hierarchy  Project Organization Task Force 

Multinational 
 Other__________________________________________________ 

Two of the three informants have asked about question one, the definition of “conducted”, 
what it really means. Therefore the word was exchange to “assembled” to make it clearer that 
this question refers to the beginning, how the team arose. In question two, some of the 
informants commented that it has to be more specific. So, a small explanation was added. 
Question three is easier to answer to and to analyse if the person questioned could draw a 
matrix over the organization in the team. 

The question added was 3a. This question is meant to help the evaluator understand the 
composition of the team and how it was assembled etc.  

4.2.2.2.Changes made in step two 
In step two, there have been some clarifications and some questions added.  
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In the section environment, two of the informants commented on the limitations to climate in 
question three and weapon system in question four. They said that there are more types of 
environment or system types than what has been listed. So, question three was extended with 
sub questions 3a, 3b and 3c. Question four was also extended but with some alternative 
systems that might change depending on the environment. 

3. Does the team change their way to operate depending on: 
a. The climate? If yes, how? 
b. The cognitive work load? If yes, how? 
c. The operational/task conditions? If yes, how? 

4. Does the team change any system type depending on the environment? If yes, which 
and how? 

Weapons  Sensor Transportation Communication 

A question eight was added in the “temporal conditions” section: “Generally, how long time 
does the team have to: a) Solve a problem? b) Plan for a new task/mission? 

One comment about question 11 was that all teams has limited access to resources, no one can 
get everything. So questioning whether or not the access is unlimited or not seemed 
unnecessary. Therefore the formulation of the whole question was changed. And for question 
12, a small explanation of what direct and indirect mean was added to make it easier to 
answer. 

In “task variations”, question 15 was extended with a gradual chart to make it more visual. It 
could be hard to answer how wide the task range is, it might be easier if the answer was 
gradual between “Several kind of tasks” and “One kind of task”. 

Several kind of tasks    One kind of task  
(Example a Multiple    (Example a Task Force) 
Purpose Team) 

One comment about task variations was that if the situation changes, a command team often 
retreats. So question 16 was added to find out if the team tries to solve an arising problem or 
if they retreat to make new planes. 

16. Is there room for creativity and rearrangements if the situation changes? 

4.2.2.3.Changes in step three 
Only small changes were made in this step. Question one and two was clarified with a minor 
comment about environment as external features and process as internal features.  

In addition to that, one of the informants said: “If a risk is never taken, you may never reach 
the goal/…/ a part of risk assessment is to identify the risk and that might be a specific 
quality. Is the staff able to identify threats and risks? Discover when they emerge and value 
them correctly?” –P_03 

With this comment in mind, question 15 was added which concerns risks and threats.  
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15. Ability to identify risks/threats and to know what to look for? 

Before talking to the informants, the expectations was that they might come with a lots of 
questions regarding the meaning with the questions in step 3, but now afterwards, there were 
relatively few comment directed to the questions as such. The informants talked more about 
the usage of this sort of tool. More about that in the section “General discussion”.  

4.2.2.4.Changes in step four 
With respect to the comments made in session one and changes made in the first round, step 
3.2 should not exceed 20 questions. This resulted in that some comments about questions that 
might be good to add in step three were moved to step four. These questions were: 

6. Had you as a team predicted this change in situation? 
7. Did you as a team come up with an alternative plan for this type of change? 
8. How long was the delay from the point where a decision was made to seeing results of 

that decision? 
9. Did you as a team come across a decision that would have deviated from regulations? 

If yes, how did you handle that? Did you for example consider ethnical aspects about 
what decision to make? 

One comment made by one of the informants about step four was: 

“Here [in step three] there is someone that is telling me what thoughts I should bring forward 
by giving me specific questions that I shall value. Here [in step four] there is more a 
description of what happened with my own words” – P_05 

This comment supports the decision to add a step four to the tool. These questions are 
intended to be in form of an interview with someone that has been involved in the 
task/situation. When developing Björn and Mattias tool it felt like a good idea to add 
something that made the voices of the employees in the team better heard. And this step, step 
four, shall (if used correctly) complement step three. The answers in step three could be 
compared to the ones in step four to see whether or not the observed picture matched the 
experienced.  

4.2.3.Final version of the assessment tool 

Step one: Definition and description of the team 

This step helps the investigator understand the team, what purpose it has and the maturity of 
it. Answers from this part might explain the ending results; if the team is agile or not and 
which part it has to work on. 

This should be objectively asked questions. The answers are mainly based on pure facts from 
observations and/or answers from persons well-grounded in the team. 

Evolution 

4. How was the team assembled? 
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5. How does the team work? Describe the working process, for example from the 
beginning to the end of a task.  

6. How is the team composed? Draw the composition as a matrix. 
a. What type of team is this? (You could cross more than one box) 

Networked  Hierarchy  Project Organization Task Force 

Multinational 
 Other__________________________________________________ 

7. How long has this composition of the team existed?  
8. How many times have there been re-organizations?  

a. When was the last time? 
b. Is a new one coming up? 

9. How has the team changed during the past 10 years? 
10. How many employees does the team have today?  

a. How many is newly employed respectively experienced? 
b. How many employees did the team have at the starting point? 

11. How concurrent is the team? 
12. In what kind of (environmental) situations are the team intended to work in? 
13. Are there other teams like this one or is it a one of a kind?  

Permanent team     Temporary team 

Vision 

14. Which is/are the main task/tasks of the team?  
15. What kind of goals does the team have? 

a. Long term? 
b. Short term? 

16. Which are the teams’ goals? 
17. What is the main priority? (If conflicting goals/equal) 
18. What kind of need does the team fulfil? 

Step two: Description of the teams working environment 

These questions are essential because it gives information about the conditions the team and 
its operators work in. The conditions in the environment could be out of control and it is 
important to know what external elements that might affect the ending results. 

As in step one, these questions is based mainly on facts from observations and/or answers 
from persons well-grounded in the team. 

Environment 

5. What kind of weather does the team operate in? 
a. Indoors or outdoors? 

6. Is the equipment used adapted to different kinds of weather? 
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7. Does the team change their way to operate depending on: 
a. The climate? If yes, how? 
b. The cognitive work load? If yes, how? 
c. The operational/task conditions? If yes, how? 

8. Does the team change any system type depending on the environment? If yes, which 
and how? 

Weapons  Sensor Transportation Communication 

Temporal conditions 

9. Are the operators working both day and night? 
10. Is there risk for fatigue or exhaustion due to long working hours? 
11. How long is one working period? 
12. Generally, how long time does the team have to: 

a. Solve a problem? 
b. Plan for a new task/mission? 

Resource access 

13. Is the team capable of calling in more resources?  
14. Can the team change resources if necessary?  
15. How limited is the teams’ access to resources?  
16. What kind of recourses do they have access to? 

a. Direct access/the resource is available directly and geographically? 
b. Indirect access/the resource is not available directly and geographically, but 

could be sent in? 

Task variations 

17. What kind of tasks are the team trained to handle?  
18. Is the team able to manage tasks it has not been trained to handle?  
19. How wide task range could the team manage?  

Several kind of tasks    One kind of task  
(Example a Multiple    (Example a Task Force) 
Purpose Team) 

20. Is there room for creativity and rearrangements if the situation changes? 

Step three: Evaluation of qualities enhancing the agility of the team 

This step is divided into two sub-steps. The first (3.1) is intended to be used during an 
incident as a tool for understanding how the team is coping with the circumstances at the 
moment. These questions should be asked several times during the work to be able to see if 
the understanding of the situation changes and how the team manages to solve the problem. 



29 
 

The second (3.2) is on the other hand intended to me used after an incident when there is time 
to go deeper in to what happened and how the situation was managed. 

3.1          
 Negative        Positive 

1. Ability to effect the 
situation? 

Poor ability to 
effect the 
situation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
effect the situation 

2. Ability to quickly 
discover changes in the 
environment? 

Poor ability to 
quickly 
discover 
changes  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
quickly discover 
changes  

3. Ability to regain 
acceptable 
performance? 

Poor ability to 
regain 
performance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
regain performance 

4. Ability to change 
operation method if the 
current is not being 
effective? 

Poor ability to 
change 
operation 
method 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
change operation 
method 

5. Ability to know what to 
look for and recognize 
indications? 

Poor ability to 
know what to 
look for 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
know what to look for 

6. Ability to generate new 
ideas on how to handle 
the situation? 

Poor ability to 
generate new 
ideas 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
generate new ideas 

7. Ability to change the 
team to better suit the 
situation?  

Poor ability to 
change itself 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
change itself 

Table 1. Shows the questions for step 3.1 

3.2          
 Negative        Positive 

1. Ability to predict 
changes in the 
environment? (external 
features) 

Poor ability to 
predict changes 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to predict 
changes 

2. Ability to predict 
changes in the process? 
(internal features) 

Poor ability to 
predict changes 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to predict 
changes 

3. Ability to effect the 
situation? 

Poor ability to 
effect the 
situation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to effect the 
situation 

4. Ability to quickly 
discover changes in the 
environment? 

Poor ability to 
quickly discover 
changes  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to quickly 
discover changes  

5. Ability to quickly 
discover changes in the 
process? 

Poor ability to 
quickly discover 
changes  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to quickly 
discover changes  

6. To what degree do the 
employees understand 
the functioning of the 
team? 

Very low 
understanding of 
the team 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very high understanding of the 
team 

7. Ability to regain 
acceptable 
performance? 

Poor ability to 
regain 
performance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to regain 
performance 

8. Ability to know when 
an acceptable 
performance level is 
reached? 

Poor ability to 
know when an 
acceptable level 
is reached 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to know 
when an acceptable level is 
reached 

9. Ability to change 
operation method if the 
current is not being 
effective? 

Poor ability to 
change operation 
method 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to change 
operation method 
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10. Amount of choices 
when changing 
operation method? 

Low amount of 
choices 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High amount of choices 

11. Willingness to set aside 
main goals when 
necessary?  

Low willingness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High willingness 

12. Willingness to 
temporarily deviate 
from regulations when 
necessary? 

Low willingness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High willingness 

13. Ability to know what to 
look for and recognize 
indications? 

Poor ability to 
know what to 
look for 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to know what 
to look for 

14. Ability to stand against 
threats? 

Poor ability to 
stand against 
threats 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to stand 
against threats 

15. Ability to identify 
risks/threats and to 
know what to look for? 

Poor ability to 
identify 
risks/threats and 
to know what to 
look for 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to identify 
risks/threats and to know what 
to look for 

16. Ability to generate new 
ideas on how to handle 
the situation? 

Poor ability to 
generate new 
ideas 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to generate 
new ideas 

17. Ability to change itself 
to better suit the 
situation?  

Poor ability to 
change itself 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to change 
itself 

18. Ability to quickly start 
working in new 
contexts? 

Poor ability to 
quickly start 
working 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to quickly 
start working 

19. Ability to analyse data 
correctly and use the 
information to 
advantage? 

Poor ability to 
analyse data 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to analyse 
data 

Table 2. Shows the questions for step 3.2 

Step four: Subjective evaluation 

This step is intended to give the teams own opinion on what has happened. It is important to 
know how the team thinks of its performance, what went as planned and what went wrong 
etc., and whether it is aware of its potential flaws. It is also an aid for the investigator to better 
understand why the team did what they did. 

1. How do you think the team solved the situation? 
2. What went according to plan? 
3. Was it something that did not go as planned? 
4. Do you think the team was preventive? How? 
5. When did you discover the changes that lead the team from its normal state? 
6. Had you as a team predicted this change in situation? 
7. Did you as a team come up with an alternative plan for this type of change? 
8. How long was the delay from the point where a decision was made to seeing results of 

that decision? 
9. Did you as a team come across a decision that would have deviated from regulations? 

If yes, how did you handle that? Did you for example consider ethnical aspects about 
what decision to make? 

10. Do you think the team was reactive? How? 
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11. Do you understand what has happened and why?  
12. What can you learn from this experience? 
13. Is there something that the team could have done different?  

When starting developing this tool, it seemed as a very good way to evaluate if a team is agile 
or not. Now when the five sessions is done, it is not as obvious. All informants have had some 
comments about how to use this tool and their answer together made it clear that it is not 
possible (or very hard) to make just one tool for all teams at all levels in the Defence Agency. 
The tool with its questions and maybe most the analysing of the data would have been 
different depending where in the organization the evaluation is being made. So this tool could 
be seen as a ground to be reformed depending on the organization. 

When it comes to the result and the two upgrades made, the most comments came in the first 
round. The first two informants came with relevant comments that took the tool to the next 
level. For the next round it seemed as if it was not that much left to comment on. Fewer 
comments were made for the last update, but those that were received were also they relevant. 
All five sessions were very informative and gave new perspectives on how to look at the tool. 
Tullis and Albert, (2008), said that for this type of iterative study it is necessary to interview 
4-10 informants. For this report five was interviewed and when looking at the patterns on how 
many comments made depending on what version of the tool that was discussed, maybe one 
more upgrade would have been necessary but after that, the data would probably be filled. 

Most of the comments were made regarding step one and step two. This is just steps to get an 
understanding of the team and to help understand the analyse. These steps are important, but it 
is step three and four that makes it possible to evaluate the team. The informants commented 
on step four and said that the idea of adding that part is good to get the employees aspects of 
what has happened. But there were not so many comments about step three. One conclusion 
that can be drawn from this is that step three was good and easy to understand which gave 
them very little to comment on. Another conclusion is that the informants might not be used 
to think about these questions in an agile perspective. All of them most certainly work with 
agility, but does not think of it in these terms, and therefore it could be hard to criticize the 
questions in step three.  
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5.General Discussion 
For this kind of work, an expert evaluation works quite well. As discussed in the method 
section, it may be advantageous to use a mixture of novices and experts, but for this thesis I 
do not think that novices would have been suitable. The military area is too specific and a 
novice would probably not have been able to imagine a situation were a tool like this may be 
used and therefore would have problems giving informative answers. These kinds of 
evaluations are mostly used to test usability of web pages etc. and for a purpose like that, 
novices are very suitable. The development process of the tool was kind of invented along the 
way since no one has done something like this before. However, the iterative sessions with 
field experts provided a lot of information that was very useful when upgrading the tool. It 
might have been beneficial to do one additional round to get opinions on the assessment tool 
2.0, On the other hand, one could perform sessions for all eternity and get comment after 
comment, so it is all about when the tool is good enough.  

To be agile is about, as we now know, handling unpredicted situations to some extent 
successful. But are there some types of situations that are unmanageable? Is it really realistic 
to demand an agile team to cope with all different kinds of situations? It seems really harsh, 
no one could manage everything and the employees are only human. But this applies mostly 
to smaller teams. An organisation like the Swedish Defence Agency have the capability to 
train different kinds of teams and that makes the whole Defence Agency very agile as they 
could send teams to handle different situations all around the world. So you might say the 
bigger organisation the greater agility. But when discussing this it is interesting to speculate 
what situations that could be classified as unexpected. It could be seen as situations that no 
one had foreseen and therefore could not be planned for. It could also be seen as a situation 
that had been brought up for discussion but later excluded because the probability for it to 
happen is too small. The accident in Hiroshima is a good example of this. They had foreseen 
an earth quake and the power plant managed it well. Japan is a country with many earth 
quakes so planning for one seems very realistic. Big tsunamis are rarer and when planning for 
one they built a six meter high wall for the plant to stand against a small one. So, in a way 
they had foreseen it, but not well enough. But after what happened in Thailand 2004, the 
probability for a big tsunami might have been revaluated and the wall strengthen. 

A tool like this is important because it gives an overall picture of the command team being 
evaluated. The result could be used when planning the teams’ training and what to focus on. If 
strengths and weaknesses could be pin pointed like this, it might be easier to motivate the 
team to train and get better. The tool could also be used as some kind of re-evaluation to see if 
the training has given result and if the team has been able to work on the parts they were 
lacking in before.  

It is hard to answer what a tool for this purpose should look like. As mentioned earlier it is 
probably not possible to develop one tool that manages to evaluate all kinds of teams and 
organisations. At the beginning the goal was to make a tool that could be used more or less by 
any type of organisation but when talking to the informants this became very obvious that that 
was not possible. One participant said that a command team could work with the same task 
for month and to be asking the questions in step 3.1 once every hour or so seemed impossible. 
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Another said that a force team that is brought together only works for a short period of time 
and then dissolves. For a team like that, the questions in step two and three might be 
irrelevant. The same persons also asked when the tool should be used? In combat or higher up 
in the hierarchy when planning for a task? Because using this in a combat situation could also 
be hard because soldiers act upon reflexes when meeting a stressful situation and evaluating 
that might even be impossible. So, when finishing this project, I still really do not know when 
and how to use the tool. The best way to use it is probably in a higher level where the 
situation is a little more stable but where things might possibly change suddenly as well. I 
think it is where the “bigger” decisions are taken and where the plans are made you can see a 
teams’ agility. But the concept is very complex and now it is really obvious that an 
assessment tool is not developed to full extent during a period of five month. There is a great 
deal of problems that has to be solved before a general tool like this could be used. The tool as 
it is right now is a base and a good beginning, but not a final statement. For future work with 
this (or a similar) tool there is a need for testing it on a real command team and evaluate 
whether the tool works as intended or if any adjustments are required. However, before 
testing the tool in a real situation it may be a good idea to develop personas and possible 
scenarios for initial evaluation. These personas may represent different kinds of command 
teams or other types of teams/organizations and the scenarios should reflect typical situations. 
In the description of the persona there should also be a description of the team. Here, step one 
and two in the tool are very suitable. Matching and relevant scenarios could be planned and 
played out based on the teams’ description. 
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6.Conclusions 
Agility is a very complex concept which makes it hard to develop a general assessment tool 
for all command teams in the Swedish Armed Forces. The tool presented here may be a basis 
for future work, or for development towards a specific command teams. 

Agility and Resilience are two closely related concepts. What an organisation should focus on 
depends on the demands, but for the Swedish Armed Forces, agility is a better choice. 
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8.Appendix 

Appendix 1, The first version of the Concept Matrix 
Detection       
 Responsiveness Robustness Flexibility Resilience Innovativeness Adaptability 

1. Capacity to predict changes in 
the process/ environment 

      

2. Possibilities of detecting 
differences between normal 
(desired) and non-normal 
(undesired) states. 

      

3. How are detected problems 
disseminated within the 
system/organisation? 

      

4. Time available to be able to 
identify unwanted events 

      

 

Adaption       
 Responsiveness Robustness Flexibility Resilience Innovativeness Adaptability 

1. Possible states available 
(shutdown possible, “graceful” 
degradation possible, 
emergency states available, 
reversibility etc.) 

  X   X 

2. Potential for controlling 
external variables 

     X 

3. Willingness in organisation to 
temporarily relax the 
efficiency goal for the safety 
goal when circumstances 
suggest doing so 

  X  X X 

4. Willingness  in organisation to 
temporarily deviate from 
regulations when 
circumstances suggest doing so 

  X  X X 

5. Resource preparedness, 
availability of resources 

      

6. To what degree does 
employees understand the 
organisation and overall 
system functioning 

X      

7. Potential for learning from 
past experiences 

 X    X 

8. Functional redundancy       

9. Site specific       
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Appendix 2, The upgraded version of the Concept Matrix 
An upgraded matrix over what questions connected to which concept.  

Questions (3.1) Responsiveness Robustness Flexibility Resilience Innovativeness Adaptability 
Ability to effect the situation?       
Ability to quickly discover changes 
in the environment? 

X      

Ability to regain acceptable 
performance? 

 X     

Ability to change operation method 
if the current is not being effective? 

  X   X 

Ability to know what to look for 
and recognize indications? 

   X   

Ability to generate new ideas on 
how to handle the situation? 

  X  X X 

Ability to change itself to better suit 
the situation? 

  X  X X 

 

Questions (3.2) Responsiveness Robustness Flexibility Resilience Innovativeness Adaptability 
Ability to predict changes in the 
environment? 

      

Ability to predict changes in the 
process? 

      

Ability to detect differences 
between normal state and non-
normal state? 

      

Time available to predict these 
changes and differences? 

      

Ability to effect the situation?       
Ability to quickly discover changes 
in the environment? 

X      

Ability to quickly discover changes 
in the process? 

X      

Ability to understand what has 
happened? 

X      

To what degree do the employees 
understand the functioning of the 
unit? 

X  X  X X 

Ability to regain acceptable 
performance? 

 X     

Ability to know when an acceptable 
performance level is reached? 

X X     

Ability to learn from past 
experience? 

 X X  X X 

Ability to change operation method 
if the current is not being effective? 

  X   X 

Amount of choices when changing 
operation method? 

  X    

Willingness to set aside main goals 
when necessary?  

  X  X X 

Willingness to temporarily deviate 
from regulations when necessary? 

  X  X X 

Ability to know what to look for 
and recognize indications? 

   X   

Ability to stand against threats?     X  X 
Ability to generate new ideas on 
how to handle the situation? 

  X  X X 

Ability to change itself to better suit 
the situation? 

  X  X X 

Ability to quickly start working in 
new contexts? 

  X   X 

Ability to analyze data correctly 
and use the information to 
advantage? 
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Appendix 3, Assessment Tool 1.0 
Step one: Definition and description of the unit 
This step helps the investigator understand the unit, what purpose it has and the maturity of it. 
Answers from this part might explain the ending results; if the unit is agile or not and which 
part it has to work on. 

This should be objectively asked questions. The answers are mainly based on pure facts from 
observations and/or answers from persons well-grounded in the unit. 

Purpose 

1. Which is/are the main task/tasks of the unit? 
2. What kind of goals does the unit have?  

a. Long term? 
b. Short term? 

3. Which are the units’ goals? 
4. What is the main priority? (If conflicting goals/equal) 

Maturity 

5. How long has the unit existed? 
6. How many times have there been re-organizations? 

a. When was the last time? 
b. Is a new one coming up? 

7. How many employees does the unit have? 
a. How many is newly employed respectively experienced? 
b. How many employees did the unit have at the starting point? 

Development process 

8. How was the unit conducted? 
9. How does the unit work? 
10. How is the unit composed? 
11. Are there other units like this one or is it a one of a kind? 
12. In what kind of situations are the unit intended to work in? 

Step two: Description of the units working environment 
These questions are essential because it gives information about the conditions the unit and its 
operators work in. The conditions in the environment could be out of control and it is 
important to know what external elements that might affect the ending results. 

As in step one, these questions is based mainly on facts from observations and/or answers 
from persons well-grounded in the unit. 

Climate 

1. What kind of weather does the unit operate in? 
a. Indoors or outdoors? 
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2. Is the equipment used adapted to different kinds of weather? 
3. Does the unit change their way to operate depending on the climate? 

Temporal conditions 

4. Are the operators working both day and night? 
5. Is there risk for fatigue or exhaustion? 
6. How long is one working period? 

Step three: Evaluation of qualities enhancing the agility of the unit 
This step is divided into two sub-steps. The first (3.1) is intended to be used during an 
incident as a tool for understanding how the unit is coping with the circumstances at the 
moment. These questions should be asked several times during the work to be able to see if 
the understanding of the situation changes and how the unit manages to solve the problem. 

The second (3.2) is on the other hand intended to me used after an incident when there is time 
to go deeper in to what happened and how the situation was managed. 

3.1          
 Negative        Positive 

Ability to effect the situation? Poor ability to 
effect the 
situation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
effect the situation 

Ability to quickly discover 
changes in the environment? 

Poor ability to 
quickly 
discover 
changes  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
quickly discover 
changes  

Ability to regain acceptable 
performance? 

Poor ability to 
regain 
performance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
regain performance 

Ability to change operation 
method if the current is not being 
effective? 

Poor ability to 
change 
operation 
method 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
change operation 
method 

Ability to know what to look for 
and recognize indications? 

Poor ability to 
know what to 
look for 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
know what to look for 

Ability to generate new ideas on 
how to handle the situation? 

Poor ability to 
generate new 
ideas 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
generate new ideas 

Ability to change itself to better 
suit the situation?  

Poor ability to 
change itself 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
change itself 

 

3.2          
 Negative        Positive 

Ability to predict changes in the 
environment? 

Poor ability to 
predict changes 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to predict 
changes 

Ability to predict changes in the 
process? 

Poor ability to 
predict changes 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to predict 
changes 

Ability to detect differences 
between normal state and non-
normal state? 

Poor ability to 
predict 
differences 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to predict 
differences 

Time available to predict these 
changes and differences? 

Very limited time 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 No limitations of time 

Ability to effect the situation? Poor ability to 
effect the 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to effect the 
situation 
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situation 
Ability to quickly discover 
changes in the environment? 

Poor ability to 
quickly discover 
changes  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to quickly 
discover changes  

Ability to quickly discover 
changes in the process? 

Poor ability to 
quickly discover 
changes  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to quickly 
discover changes  

Ability to understand what has 
happened? 

Poor ability to 
understand what 
has happened 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to understand 
what has happened 

To what degree do the employees 
understand the functioning of the 
unit? 

Very low 
understanding of 
the unit 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very high understanding of the 
unit 

Ability to regain acceptable 
performance? 

Poor ability to 
regain 
performance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to regain 
performance 

Ability to know when an 
acceptable performance level is 
reached? 

Poor ability to 
know when an 
acceptable level 
is reached 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to know 
when an acceptable level is 
reached 

Ability to learn from past 
experience? 

Poor ability to 
learn 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to learn 

Ability to change operation 
method if the current is not being 
effective? 

Poor ability to 
change operation 
method 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to change 
operation method 

Amount of choices when 
changing operation method? 

Low amount of 
choices 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High amount of choices 

Willingness to set aside main 
goals when necessary?  

Low willingness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High willingness 

Willingness to temporarily 
deviate from regulations when 
necessary? 

Low willingness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High willingness 

Ability to know what to look for 
and recognize indications? 

Poor ability to 
know what to 
look for 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to know what 
to look for 

Ability to stand against threats? Poor ability to 
stand against 
threats 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to stand 
against threats 

Ability to generate new ideas on 
how to handle the situation? 

Poor ability to 
generate new 
ideas 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to generate 
new ideas 

Ability to change itself to better 
suit the situation?  

Poor ability to 
change itself 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to change 
itself 

Ability to quickly start working 
in new contexts? 

Poor ability to 
quickly start 
working 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to quickly 
start working 

Ability to analyze data correctly 
and use the information to 
advantage? 

Poor ability to 
analyze data 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to analyze 
data 

          

 

Step four: Subjective evaluation 
This step is intended to give the units own opinion on what has happened. It is important to 
know how the unit thinks of its performance, what went as planned and what went wrong etc, 
and whether it is aware of its potential flaws. It is also an aid for the investigator to better 
understand why the unit did what they did. 

1. How do you think the unit solved the situation? 
2. What went according to plan? 
3. Was it something that did not go as planned? 
4. Is there something that the unit could have done different? 
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Appendix 4, Summaries from the sessions 
Resume P_01 

P_01s’ view of agility 

Based on the informants’ knowledge and experience from different jobs as an officer in the 
Armed Forces, the military train their employees in agility and to be agile, or to be, as he put 
it, inclined to changes or flexible. It is a lifestyle if you are working in the army, you have to 
be agile. From the soldier in the field to the organization back in Sweden. 

“There is a plan [within the Armed Forces] and there is tools for how to, where to go in order 
to achieve this [being an agile organization] with clear, I would argue, policy documents 
from the executive management all the way down to how to achieve some kind of ending state 
for all of this“ –P_01 

The Armed Forces is a very flat organization which can make changes difficult. There is just 
one executive management location but 36 “factories” (regiments, the national defense 
college etc.). This makes it very difficult to pursue issues and changes when there is so many 
places where a change shall be enforced. This is one thing that, according to P_01, speaks 
against the Armed Forces as an agile organization.  

Discussion concerning the assessment tool 

Comments about step one: The informants thinks that purpose and goals are not the same 
thing. Purpose refers more to who you are for and why you perform your tasks. Goals, 
however, refers to what to do and how to do it. A question that might be added is “why does 
this unit exist?”. How to use the information about a units’ purpose and goals is of course 
different depending on the organization around the unit, so how these inquiries should be 
made depends on the unit. But in excess of this, the questions are, according to the informant, 
adequate to determine the units’ purpose and goals.  

The informant adds, one question that should be included is “what does the unit look like?”. 
This is an important part! One idea is to make an organizational matrix to get a good overview 
of the distribution of employees and so on. 

The last question in the “development process” is, according to the informant, a little bit 
unclear about what kind of situations it refers to. He asks if you can interpret is as what kind 
of environment you are in? Or if it is a more administrative task? The informant thinks it 
would be a good idea to clarify “situations” to “environmental situations” if the situation is 
meant to be out in the field. And the question “how is the unit composed?” might be more 
suited for “maturity” or maybe even “purpose”. It might also be possible to merge the 
questions under “maturity” with those under “development process” and maybe ask a 
question like “How has the unit been changed during its existence?”.  

But otherwise, the questions are suitable to provide a basis for an overall assessment.  
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Comments about step two: The informant says to use “environmental factors” instead of 
“climate”, it is more appropriate. Otherwise it is relevant questions. He asks if the questions 
could be adapted to fit specific units? He also asks if “temporal conditions” only refers to 
time? You can be exhausted without being tired, physical exhaustion. Clarify if it is only a 
matter of time or if physical restrictions should be taken in account as well.  

Comments about step three: The informant asks if this part [3.1] is intended to be used at 
shorter missions and says “it might be difficult to use a scale like this in another area where 
you have to value something, how you experienced it, from one week to another or even with a 
month in between. This is in some way that an individual that works on a specific task can 
think back and remember how he experienced the situation an hour ago and compare it to 
how he is experiencing the situation right now? When you use a scale like this in a new task 
/…/ you will probably not be comparing the same thing.” 

A tool like this will work, according to the informant, if there are many who will fill it in, like 
an employee survey. The more who fill it in, the bigger impact. But if you use it in a task that 
takes approximately 24 hours to solve, this will absolutely work. 

The last question in section 3.1 is a little bit unclear according to the informant. What is it that 
should change? What does “itself” refer to?  

The informant asks if these questions should be answered before a task as well to get some 
kind of change process? What does the unit experience before a task? If so, the questions 
might have to be reformed. You might want to ask something like “Do you have some 
apprehension about what might happen now or in the near future?”, just to have something to 
compare with when you study the result after a completed task. 

The method itself is good, there has to be something concrete to relate to and if you can get 
some indications with a tool like this, it is very good.  

But, the informant want the tool in Swedish because different people make different 
valuations in expression made in English.  

Comments about step four: The informant says that these questions are relevant, especially if 
they can be related to the six concepts. With this step in addition to step three, it is like getting 
two answers on the same question. If all the members of the unit answers the questions in part 
three and the commander of the unit answer these questions you can see if the members and 
the commander have the same understanding about what just happened. It is important that 
they have the same situational awareness.  

Other comments: He asks what the connection between step one + two and three + four is. 
Why is this relevant? The first two steps forms some kind of fact section, these does not 
necessary have to be separate.  

He continues by saying that this tool is very good, but he is skeptical about the part about 
filling in the sheet once every hour. “I can apply it [the tool] directly to different situations. 
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This is a good instrument or should be a good instrument to measure how a unit works, 
absolutely”. 

The benefit of using the tool is, according to the informant, greater than the effort. Units in the 
military always evaluate its performance and with the use of a simple tool, like this one, is 
valuable for an investigation. 

“For this to be applicable at a military unit at a lower level it is necessary to form it, it has to 
be simplicity over it. And it might be so /…/ it might only be 20 questions, three questions 
related to each concept” –P_01 

 

Resume P_02 

P_02s’ view of agility 

P_02 says that adaptable and flexible is very close related, and that it would be good to 
explain those more narrowly. COCOM is a well worked out model for context and control, it 
may be of help to explain the concepts in a better way. It will make it easier to talk about 
responsiveness and resilience. Responsiveness means that you make an active choice to do 
something and when you are given a new recourse (maybe a car) you take advantage of it 
(you uses the car) while resilience is more about handling the negative effects, what do you do 
if you loses the car? To be flexible means that the unit can handle short abruptions without 
having to rearrange the organization while adaptable means that the abruptions is too big and 
the unit has to rearrange and they do it in a good way. Innovative is an important concept but 
in the military they do not talk about improvisation, which according to P_02 is central to 
innovativeness. But the six concepts feel right! 

He continues by comparing the military to the emergency services and says that there is a 
difference between the military and civilian operations. What might be seen as extreme in the 
military is everyday work for the civilian emergence response. The military plans for being 
agile and does not like having to improvise while the civil force does not think that it is worth 
the effort to always have a plan, they like to improvise and is very good at it. So, it is two 
types of agility. 

About the four themes presented, the informant says that it would be easier to put this 
information outside the future tool. Reflexive cannot be measured as the other so it would 
cause problems.  

He also says that it is a difference between being agile in management and being agile in a 
mission. The management situation is more stable and easier to analyze. It is very unusual for 
a soldier to be involved in a battle situation for a longer time period today. During the world 
war two, the soldiers were in battle for month, this is not the case today. This means that 
mission agility has to have a much higher degree of freedom than the management agility. 
P_02 means that agility in management can be trained and you as a commander have more 
time to be agile. In a mission or battle, agility is not the same thing. A soldier act upon 
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reflexes and how these reflexes work is (mostly) depending on personality rather than 
training. 

Discussion concerning the assessment tool 

Comments about step one: The informant says that the first part could get a better flow if 
“development process” comes first, “maturity” comes next and “purpose” last. In the 
“development process” the questions is all about how the unit was built and how it works. If 
these questions came first, the rest will follow more naturally.  

The “long term” and “short term” questions about the units’ goals depend on the situation, 
according to P_02. A task force does not have long term goals in the same way as a 
permanent unit. Even a permanent unit might not have long term goals. In the emergency 
services the long term goal is something like “save lives” and so on, maybe the military has 
something like that. But it is something to think about. 

The questions in this part is ill fitted for task forces that is put together for a short period of 
time, but for units that work together all the time it is good questions. To solve this problem, a 
flow shart could be added. Put “permanent unit” at one end and “temporary unit” at the other, 
mark with a “X” where on the line the unit fits.  

The informant wonders about the question “how long has unit existed?”. New employees 
come and go and terms like “company” have existed for hundreds of years while the 
organizations have changed. So, what does “unit” in this question stand for? He also says that 
one question that should be added in the “development process” part is “How solid/compact is 
the unit?”. This question is meant to give information about how well the people in the unit 
know each, and how well they co-operate and how big the rotation of people in the unit is.  

Comments about step two: In question two in the part about climate it might be possible to 
add “Does the unit change weapons?” 

The informant wants to add more parts in this step, for example “Access to resources” with 
questions regarding if the unit is able to call in more resources, if it could change recourses, if 
the access is limited and so on. He also thinks a part about “task variation” should be added. 
Questions here might be “Can the unit handle different types of tasks?”. 

Comments about step three: When the questions is asked in form of “Ability to..” it 
becomes very situation specific. This might be a problem when some situation changes rather 
quickly and where the access to recourses is not stable. But it would work in situations where 
the environment or type of situation does not change that much.  

Another problem is that it could be hard to answer the question “Ability to generate new ideas 
on how to handle the situation” because a soldier or a fire fighter creates a comprehension of 
the situation through action, they test an idea and wait to see if it works. The result of the 
action might not be direct, it can be shown later so a person I that kind of situation does not 
just create new ideas, it is more complicated than that.  
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Comments about step four: According to the informant, these questions are good and should 
work. These are easier to connect with the four themes mentioned in the theory. Make the 
themes some sort of base for the questions in this step. 

Other comments: The informant thinks it might be a good idea to use personas. A persona 
could represent a unit and it should describe the unit at a daily basis. Some made up scenarios 
could help to evaluate the agility of this persona. Evaluate the persona with the basis of the 
scenario using the tool. In this way it might be possible to see if the tool is working.  

 

Resume P_03 

P_03s’ view of agility 

The informant has been involved in developing these six concepts, but says that it was not an 
easy process. There are still disagreements in the group. The purpose for the group in the 
beginning was to evaluate agility in command and control, but it has grown to whole 
organizations or systems. Agility is a complex concept. But there are more abilities in a unit 
other than the management that could be agile. They talk more about force agility than 
command and control agility. 

When you as a researcher observe command and control units, they often talk and describe a 
lot of these things, but no one knows that it is agility they talk about, according to P_03. So, 
the question is how wise it is to merge all these concepts into one, agility. There are other 
concepts that are easier to use. The four themes is something that command and control unit 
work with, but it is a built in process in their work, so it is not easy to recognize.  

The informants also says that agility depends a lot on the ability to predict what is going to 
happen, without that ability you are more or less left with only robustness and resilience. 
Prediction is so important because you can use the information to your advantage; time 
effectiveness and resource effectiveness. It is also important to find a good balance between 
prediction (preventive) and reaction (reactive). It is good to manage to observe what is 
happening and make decisions with the observations in mind. But sometimes it is not possible 
to see what is happening, then you could observe the opponent and interpret their behavior to 
make decisions.  

Agility is some sort of balance between three types of critical states 1) time, 2) safety and 3) 
resource. A unit that does not have time pressure or limited access to resources does not have 
to be agile.  

Discussion concerning the assessment tool 

Comments about step one: P_03 asks about question one, what does conducted mean? 
Maybe a change of word selection. He also says that most of the questions are very general 
and that they might has to be adapted depending on what kind of unit being evaluated.  
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Comments about step two: One comment about step two was that there are more types of 
environment than just the physical for example a mental state that is affected depending on 
what is happening. And another environment that should be taken in account is the social 
among the employees. Also the information flow affect the way a unit solves a situation. 

In temporal conditions there should be a question about how long time a unit has to solve a 
problem and how long time there is to prepare. Often there is time to prepare. 

He wonders what direct and indirect access to resources mean. It might be easier to 
understand if the formulation was different. Some kinds of resources are very exclusive and 
does not exist in a lot of numbers and because of that the unit is made to prioritize who will 
use it and when. This might be added to question 10, a third case in between limited and 
unlimited, a resource that you have unlimited access to for a short period of time. So question 
10 and 11 can possibly be merged into one.  

The questions about task variations look good. Question 13, there is a wide range of possible 
tasks and you cannot train for all of them, but it is possible to train a unit to handle the 
unexpected and to be creative and to improvise. Try to develop that question further. 

Comments about step three: “Some kinds of evaluations are very complex. So the more I 
consider it, the harder I think it would be for an operator to answer these questions” –P_03 

The questions might be more specific depending on what kind of unit being observed. But 
part 3.1 is okay. But you will receive different answers depending on who in the command 
and control staff is answering and what kind of responsibilities that person has.  

Some question is about threats and risks, but it is only one, question 14. This type of unit 
works whit threats on a daily basis and to take risks is a part of their job. One part of this is to 
identify the risk and to evaluate if they can handle it. “If a risk is never taken, you may never 
reach the goal/…/ a part of risk assessment is to identify the risk and that might be a specific 
quality. Is the staff able to identify threats and risks? Discover when they emerge and value 
them correctly?” –P_03 

So one question that might be added in 3.2 is “Ability to identify risks/threats and to know 
what to look for?” and another concerning “Ability to know if the current state is going to 
solve the situation?”. 

Comments about step four: The question might be too general. Example the first question 
may get answers like “Okay” or “good”, they will never say it went bad. Be more specific to 
get better answers. Ask questions that relate to the task/situation that just took place.  

Question five is very important.  

Other comments: One important question that has to be taken in consideration is what 
format the tool shall have? Is it a application in the phone? Paper? It has to be easy to use or it 
will probably never be used.  
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To get the unit to understand the questions I might be a good idea to introduce the tool to 
them before the task begins. This could improve the understanding of the questions and 
therefore also the answers.  

 

Resume P_04 

P_04s’ view of agility 

The informant says that his view of agility matched the one presented very well. The armed 
forces are trying to find ways to be agile and the informant is currently working with 
something called assumption based planning. The model is primarily developed for a 
strategical level, but they have reformed it to fit the armed forces planning model. When 
entering a new task, you want to find out as much as possible to get some kind of security, but 
with the uncertainties that remains it is possible to build hypothesis about what might happen. 
If there is not enough time, you have to make assumptions (assumptions based planning) 
about the situation and if the probability for this assumption to be accurate is very small you 
do not have to look for indications about that precise situation. But if it is the other way 
around, if the assumption has a high probability to be true, the unit has to look for indications 
and prepare for it. So, the armed forces have built up a system for following up these 
assumptions and value them. One way to deal with these assumptions is trying to affect the 
situation so that the assumption ends up true (shaping actions). It is like being preventive in a 
way. The unit only makes assumptions about the most important assumptions and those they 
can influence. This makes the unit a little bit more resilient, or agile.  

These phases for planning can be up to a moth long, but it can also be much shorter if the 
outcome is critical. It is also different depending on the strategic level.  

The units in the armed forces are trained in scenario based planning where communication is 
very important. All employees are like sensors who collects information and it is important 
that the information from all these sensors is used in a good way.  

Discussion concerning the assessment tool 

Comments about step one: The first question is hard to understand. Question three is better. 
“Conduct” is more like “operate”. Maybe it is the units’ purpose that this question refers to? 
And how they work (question two) is a very open question and might be hard to answer. Is it 
possible to split that question in to smaller narrower ones? The answers will be different 
depending on who is answering and what position in the unit that person has.  

The other questions are easier, all but question eight. What does that mean? It is interesting, 
but it might be a good idea to create a scale or different options to fill in, “hierarchy”, 
“networked”, “project organization” and so on. It is closely related to how the unit is 
composed. 
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The part about visions, it could be wise to think about goals versus tasks, what comes first? 
Does a unit compose goals and chose tasks depending on goals, or does the unit create goals 
depending on the task? But the other questions were easier to understand. 

Comments about step two: Why is the fourth question specified to weapon system? There 
are so many other systems in the army, for example sensor system, transport system and 
communication system. Those are also important; does the unit change the sensor system 
depending on the weather, day or night and so on? It might be possible to reformulate the 
question to for example “Does the unit change system depending on the environment?” and if 
they do that, which of the systems do they change? 

Question ten is almost unnecessary because all units have limited resources. No one can get 
all resources they want.  

Question 14, how is task range defined? Maybe a scale where on the one hand is “wide task 
range” and the other is “narrow task range”. Multiple purpose unit, or something like that.  

Comments about step three: If there is room, you might want to add two questions about the 
predictions and if they had planned for this situation. “Had you as a unit predicted this change 
in situation?” And second “Did you as a unit come up with an alternative plan for this type of 
change?”. But these questions might fit better after completed task. 

The informant asks about the division of question 2 and 3, what is the difference between 
environment and process? A good reformulation is to change environment to outer system, 
where the unit performs and to the inner system, where all planning and so on take place. 

A complement could be a question about delays. How long time does it take to notice a 
change chained to a decision made a moment, or even a long, time ago? A big unit has bigger 
delays than a small unit because more people are involved in the process. It is good if the 
delays are as short as possible.  

Comments about step four: 

Other comments: NATO has a tool for team effectiveness that might be good to look at 
considering the method, how they value their questions.  

 

Resume P_05 

P_05s’ view of agility 

In a multinational force, agility is a concept that is talked about. But maybe not in so much 
detail as was presented here.  

When you are working with change you often come across difficulties, but when you do it is 
important to take advantage of that. The organization has to be a learning organization to be 
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able to evolve. When in a situation where decisions have to be made, it is important to be 
agile. It is more like a mindset that is necessary. 

To be agile is very much about being able to handle change in a good way even if people will 
resist and say “it was better before”. Because there is a lot of people who will resist, and this 
resistance is probably due to uncertainty and fear of the new. When this is happening, it 
becomes important to get the group together to feel the security from the group, wok close 
with the other managers to give a good leadership to the employees. Setbacks can be a good 
thing to get the group together, to get a good team building.  

Discussion concerning the assessment tool 

Comments about step one: The informant says that these questions are questions that you as 
a new person in an organization should ask yourself, so these questions is good and easy to 
understand.  

Something that might be added is the cultural meaning. If the unit is multinational, there are 
big cultural differences! All employees are not military, most is civil so in the defense agency 
they talk about “military” in comparison to “civil”.  

P_05 also says that another thing that might be interesting in this section is the way the unit 
works. The work process and what it looks like.  

Comments about step two: In a task force the environment or the place the force is going to 
is not decided at a first point. The force should only be able to go anywhere in the world at 
any time, but where, they do not know. The unit has to keep track with what for examples the 
politicians says and where they have interest to get some kind of clue where they might be 
sent. The unit has to build up a mental preparation called expeditionary mindset. So, some 
kind of units does not work in the same environment all the time. 

When it comes to resources, a task force has to make a plan for their resources because they 
cannot call back to Sweden to ask for more. They have to find an optimal usage for what they 
have. Endurance to be able to manage the situation for the longest time possible.  

A unit is a political instrument and what it does might get political consequences. So to extend 
to this, there are regulations and the unit has to figure out what they can and is permitted to 
do.  

Comments about step three: The informant understands all the questions and why they are 
being asked.  

Question 12 involves ethnical aspects and the unit has to evaluate what is right in a particular 
moment.  

Comments about step four: P_05 says that spontaneously, I think it is great! Because “Here 
[in step three] there are someone that is telling me what thoughts I should bring forward by 
giving me specific questions that I shall value. Here [in step four] there is more a description 
of what happened with my own words” – P_05 
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What happened? What did we do? What was the outcome? Was it good or bad? What can we 
learn from this? 

Step three and four complement each other.  

Some questions that might be added that is missing are “What was the goal from the 
beginning?” “What effect did we want to achieve?” “Why did we do this when the goal from 
the start was that?” 

“It is important that the persons that was involved in the situation is given the opportunity to 
give their side of the story, I think that is very important. The evaluator should have the role 
as a moderator instead of giving subjective opinions” P_05 

Other comments: When analyzing this or deciding who should answer, the informant says 
that it is important not to be locked up in the different organizational divisions in the 
managing staff. The staff is most likely organized in personnel, dispatch, operational, logistic, 
planning, education, economy and civil/military coordination. These different divisions work 
in processes, not in clusters. It is for example three processes: Planning, coordination and 
execution. One person from each of these processes should be answering this tool. All 
divisions are represented in all processes.  

“This [the tool] is primarily connected to the execution process, it is there things happen, 
they do things and gives directions and orders about things. This is a good way to evaluate 
how good the organization is to handle different things./…/in the execution process there are 
people from the different divisions represented. This is a good and homogenous group to do 
this with. With their different perspectives/…/One single chief of staff should not answer this, 
there should be many different people from this group. /…/If you are in a process that deals 
with long term planning and then you shall answer to what has happened, they are not 
involved in that. So when the situation is evaluated, not all can participate and give good 
answers” – P_05 
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Appendix 5, Assessment Tool 1.1 
Step one: Definition and description of the unit 
This step helps the investigator understand the unit, what purpose it has and the maturity of it. 
Answers from this part might explain the ending results; if the unit is agile or not and which 
part it has to work on. 

This should be objectively asked questions. The answers are mainly based on pure facts from 
observations and/or answers from persons well-grounded in the unit. 

Evolution 

1. How was the unit conducted?  
2. How does the unit work?  
3. How is the unit composed? 
4. How long has this composition of the unit existed?  
5. How many times have there been re-organizations?  

a. When was the last time? 
b. Is a new one coming up? 

6. How has the unit changed during the past 10 years? 
7. How many employees does the unit have today?  

a. How many is newly employed respectively experienced? 
b. How many employees did the unit have at the starting point? 

8. How stable/solid/compact is the unit? 
9. In what kind of (environmental) situations are the unit intended to work in? 
10. Are there other units like this one or is it a one of a kind?  

Permanent unit     Temporary unit 

Vision 

11. Which is/are the main task/tasks of the unit?  
12. What kind of goals does the unit have? 

a. Long term? 
b. Short term? 

13. Which are the units’ goals? 
14. What is the main priority? (If conflicting goals/equal) 
15. What kind of need does the unit fulfil? 

Step two: Description of the units working environment 
These questions are essential because it gives information about the conditions the unit and its 
operators work in. The conditions in the environment could be out of control and it is 
important to know what external elements that might affect the ending results. 

As in step one, these questions is based mainly on facts from observations and/or answers 
from persons well-grounded in the unit. 

Environment 
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1. What kind of weather does the unit operate in? 
a. Indoors or outdoors? 

2. Is the equipment used adapted to different kinds of weather? 
3. Does the unit change their way to operate depending on the climate? 
4. Does the unit change weapon system depending on the environment? 

Temporal conditions 

5. Are the operators working both day and night? 
6. Is there risk for fatigue or exhaustion due to long working hours? 
7. How long is one working period? 

Resource access 

8. Is the unit capable of calling in more resources? 
9. Can the unit change resources if necessary? 
10. Is the units access to resources limited or unlimited? 
11. What kind of recourses do they have access to? 

a. Direct? 
b. Indirect? 

Task variations 

12. What kind of tasks are the unit trained to handle? 
13. Is the unit able to manage tasks it has not been trained to handle? 
14. How wide task range could the unit manage? 

Step three: Evaluation of qualities enhancing the agility of the unit 
This step is divided into two sub-steps. The first (3.1) is intended to be used during an 
incident as a tool for understanding how the unit is coping with the circumstances at the 
moment. These questions should be asked several times during the work to be able to see if 
the understanding of the situation changes and how the unit manages to solve the problem. 

The second (3.2) is on the other hand intended to me used after an incident when there is time 
to go deeper in to what happened and how the situation was managed. 

3.1          
 Negative        Positive 

1. Ability to effect the 
situation? 

Poor ability to 
effect the 
situation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
effect the situation 

2. Ability to quickly 
discover changes in the 
environment? 

Poor ability to 
quickly 
discover 
changes  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
quickly discover 
changes  

3. Ability to regain 
acceptable 
performance? 

Poor ability to 
regain 
performance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
regain performance 

4. Ability to change 
operation method if the 
current is not being 
effective? 

Poor ability to 
change 
operation 
method 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
change operation 
method 
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5. Ability to know what to 
look for and recognize 
indications?  

Poor ability to 
know what to 
look for 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
know what to look for 

6. Ability to generate new 
ideas on how to handle 
the situation? 

Poor ability to 
generate new 
ideas 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
generate new ideas 

7. Ability to change the unit 
to better suit the 
situation?  

Poor ability to 
change itself 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to 
change itself 

 

3.2          
 Negative        Positive 

1. Ability to predict 
changes in the 
environment? 

Poor ability to 
predict changes 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to predict 
changes 

2. Ability to predict 
changes in the process? 

Poor ability to 
predict changes 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to predict 
changes 

3. Ability to effect the 
situation? 

Poor ability to 
effect the 
situation 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to effect the 
situation 

4. Ability to quickly 
discover changes in the 
environment? 

Poor ability to 
quickly discover 
changes  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to quickly 
discover changes  

5. Ability to quickly 
discover changes in the 
process? 

Poor ability to 
quickly discover 
changes  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to quickly 
discover changes  

6. To what degree do the 
employees understand 
the functioning of the 
unit? 

Very low 
understanding of 
the unit 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very high understanding of the 
unit 

7. Ability to regain 
acceptable 
performance? 

Poor ability to 
regain 
performance 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to regain 
performance 

8. Ability to know when 
an acceptable 
performance level is 
reached? 

Poor ability to 
know when an 
acceptable level 
is reached 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to know 
when an acceptable level is 
reached 

9. Ability to change 
operation method if the 
current is not being 
effective? 

Poor ability to 
change operation 
method 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to change 
operation method 

10. Amount of choices 
when changing 
operation method? 

Low amount of 
choices 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High amount of choices 

11. Willingness to set aside 
main goals when 
necessary?  

Low willingness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High willingness 

12. Willingness to 
temporarily deviate 
from regulations when 
necessary? 

Low willingness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High willingness 

13. Ability to know what to 
look for and recognize 
indications? 

Poor ability to 
know what to 
look for 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to know what 
to look for 

14. Ability to stand against 
threats? 

Poor ability to 
stand against 
threats 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to stand 
against threats 

15. Ability to generate new 
ideas on how to handle 
the situation? 

Poor ability to 
generate new 
ideas 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to generate 
new ideas 

16. Ability to change itself 
to better suit the 
situation?  

Poor ability to 
change itself 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to change 
itself 

17. Ability to quickly start Poor ability to 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to quickly 
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working in new 
contexts? 

quickly start 
working 

start working 

18. Ability to analyze data 
correctly and use the 
information to 
advantage? 

Poor ability to 
analyze data 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good ability to analyze 
data 

 

Step four: Subjective evaluation 
This step is intended to give the units own opinion on what has happened. It is important to 
know how the unit thinks of its performance, what went as planned and what went wrong etc, 
and whether it is aware of its potential flaws. It is also an aid for the investigator to better 
understand why the unit did what they did. 

1. How do you think the unit solved the situation? 
2. What went according to plan? 
3. Was it something that did not go as planned? 
4. Do you think the unit was preventive? How? 
5. When did you discover the change that lead the unit from its normal state? 
6. Do you think the unit was reactive? How? 
7. Do you understand what has happened and why?  
8. What can you learn from this experience? 
9. Is there something that the unit could have done different?  
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