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[bookmark: _Hlk213871680]New competitors enter the market every day. People want current and personalised products and services. Businesses need to adapt to the market to stay competitive. In this essay, VUCA stands for volatility, uncertainty, complexity, and ambiguity (Kılıç and Çalışkan, 2025). This essay analyses how Microsoft’s culture and leadership have changed before and after 2014, as well as examining how communication became increasingly important during that period. It concludes by talking about the major consequences of the way the company works and how ready the workers are. 
Companies cannot depend on strategies for the future when conditions are unpredictable. They need to be able to change immediately. Verhoef et al. (2021) explain that planning for the long term has become challenging for companies because of rapid changes in the business world. By 2014, Microsoft was not sure what would happen to Windows Phone, and Windows 8 failed to satisfy all of its users’ needs. A VUCA environment requires cooperation, although the company’s structure did not support it. 
An organisational structure based on products may limit interdepartmental collaboration and foster internal competition. Robbins (2021) notes that isolating departments may focus solely on their products or team rather than the overall company goal. Hartnell et al. (2016) support this by demonstrating that connection between CEO leadership and organisational culture benefits performance and reduced negative impacts. This indicates that when culture and leadership are consistent, employees are more likely to feel confident and committed. Microsoft faced these challenges under Ballmer’s leadership. At first, organising everything by product made sense, but this resulted in negative consequences. The Economist (2020) reports that Microsoft’s growth had slowed down and the company was struggling to keep up with Apple and Google.
Prior to 2014, the corporation had significant issues in transparency because decisions were made by top managers only, without involving employee feedback. Mullins (2019) explains that for communication in a business to be successful, workers need to be able to provide details, not only receive it. This view is supported by Armstrong (2021), who highlights that open communication supports motivation and engagement, especially during changes. Employees at Microsoft did not have any involvement in corporate decisions. They were expected to only follow leadership directives. These limited interactions reduced trust, motivation and employees’ sense of impact, as well as reduced their commitment. 
Microsoft employees demonstrate limited understanding of company goals, decreased motivation and increased uncertainty. This issue is further highlighted by CIPD (2023). The report confirms that a lack of transparent communication during organisational changes causes stress, reduced engagement, and makes people less likely to accept new ideas. Lack of trust and collaboration at Microsoft, along with market changes, resulted from structural and cultural barriers.  These issues hindered innovation and adaptability. Without clear communication and trust, the company stagnated, making cultural essential. In response to these challenges, Microsoft’s transformation began under Satya Nedella’s leadership, who prioritised rebuilding culture around learning, empathy and collaboration in the company. 
Following 2014, Microsoft increased the frequency of improvements and demonstrated greater adaptability in their development processes. Varney (2021) explains that continuous change is an ongoing process rather than a single project. He also suggests that this type of change requires shorter decision cycles and a move from quarterly planning to continuous, incremental learning. As the business environment evolved, Microsoft implemented smaller, more frequent changes based on current data. This approach reduced costly mistakes, enabling the company to better address customer needs and improve satisfaction. However, Grey (2021) notes that constant change often become a fad that distract and reduced the sense of purpose at work. Microsoft changed objectives, reorganised teams, and introduced new tools and procedures quickly. Nevertheless, employees remained untrained. Staff often interrupted work to clarify plans and leadership positions. Meetings were increased to clarify roles, but tension remained. Teams spent longer time adapting to new processes than generating goods, which decreased their productivity and delayed progress. Weekly written updates are a key element of the solution, ensuring clarity and pace. Additionally, limiting activities to a few priorities and launching processes after team training maintains order. Ending efforts that do not add any value brings closure to the solution, improving effectiveness in making decisions and establishing consensus among all participants. 
At Microsoft, shared values and clear principles helped people collaborate more effectively and made the process of implementing changes easier. Moran et al. (2017) state that cultural transformation in a global company requires shared values and locally tailored practices. After shifting their strategy, Microsoft continued to prioritise collaboration and continues learning while adapting its work methods across products and regions. On the other hand, The Economist (2023) notes that shared values and local flexibility alone are not enough. Further arguments are made, that hybrid work environments often create overload and reduce clarity, thereby weaking cultural cohesion in large organisations. During major organisational changes, delays often occur due to unclear priorities. Managers may also feel overwhelmed or fatigues when resources are insufficient or deadlines are tight. Company culture should be open and shared, yet flexible enough to accommodate local differences. Limiting projects and clarifying priorities help prevent delays and reduce change fatigue. Balancing collaboration with local adaptation increases the probability that cultural changes at Microsoft will be sustained. 
At Microsoft, clear and regular communication in both directions about goals and progress was essential. According to Harvard Business Review (2023), psychological safety improves communication, encourages open problem sharing, and accelerated learning. These results make it easier to make decisions. Nevertheless, the Journal of Organizational Behavior (2021) demonstrates that effective communication is not enough by itself. This perspective aligns with the leader’s emotions and relationship with the team, which influences how messages are received and how well the team collaborates. In the company, problems with interpersonal interactions often came from relational and emotional issues. In hybrid work circumstances, the use of several channels and relying on written messages made misunderstandings more common. Good communication depended on strong relationship between the team and the leader, and sharing information in a calm, steady way. To make sure that people at Microsoft work effectively as a team, managers should set clear guidelines for communicating directly to each other and demonstrate that they are capable leader all the time. Staff members should be able to report problems without fear. When these standards are in place, it becomes easier to recognise risks and make better choices. Transparent communication and strong relationships are essential for long lasting success. 
After management changed, Microsoft experienced different leadership styles, but all followed the same work system. The CMI (2024) notes that various styles can be effective if they apply consistent practices and are tailored to the team and task. The publication emphasises the importance of clear goals, regular feedback, and defined decision rules, particularly when aligned with the team’s experience and the nature of the work. In the business, leaders regularly discussed progress and challenges with employees, rather than limiting feedback to annual reviews. Alongside promoting transparent communication, explicit goals and established timetables. Ultimately, success resulted from applying clear principles and adapting management methods to the work, rather than relying on a single style. On the other hand, Buchanan and Huczynski (2019) state that a leader’s style is linked to a company’s structure, culture, power and interest. They warn that inconsistent leadership styles can create issues if company rules lack uniformity. Authors add that rules alone are insufficient when departments use different methods for evaluation, rewards, and communication, which can lead to confusion and diminished trust.  At Microsoft, some teams operated more focused on tasks, while others were more focused on development. This could create tensions. If the evaluation rules, rewards, and decisions paths were not entirely consistent, people could receive mixed signals. This led to conflicts and delays over priorities. Microsoft values multiple methods of leadership, but it is essential to have just one method to accomplish the right thing. Goals should remain consistent at all stages and be reviewed on a quarterly basis. Using the same criteria for performance reviews and awarding makes it clear what is most essential. People would get regular input once they met every month. Every three months, teams should work together to plan and hold weekly meetings about difficulties and set priorities. This strategy makes the workplace better and makes it easier to make choices. 
In conclusion, Microsoft’s journey through the VUCA environment highlights the critical importance of adaptability, effective communication, and a solid organisational culture. The company’s struggles prior to 2014, characterised by structural barriers and ineffective communication, hindered its ability to innovate and respond to market changes. However, under Nadella’s leadership, the company initiated a cultural transformation that emphasised collaboration, continuous learning, and open communication. This shift allowed the organisation to become more agile and responsive to customer needs. To sustain this progress, Microsoft must continue to prioritise transparent communication, establish consistent leadership practices, and maintain a unified operating model across teams. By focusing on shared values and clear priorities, Microsoft can navigate future challenges more effectively and foster culture that supports ongoing innovation and employee engagement. 
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