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Abstract: As the number of microservices increases, developer platforms are increasingly expected to support 

scalability by incorporating command line interfaces with standard delivery, observability and governance capabilities 

into the backend workflows of software development teams. In this review, we examine the microservice design 

patterns in the peer-reviewed journal literature that cover the topics of microservice architecture, DevOps, continuous 

delivery, cloud-native systems, migration, technical debt and developer productivity. The reviewed evidence suggests 

that effective platform design involves more than service decomposition; rather, it depends on the alignment between 

service boundaries, automated pipelines, interface contracts, operational feedback and governance mechanisms. As a 

result, CLI-centric access grows in importance but is not well studied because it can make it possible to translate 

platform capabilities into common developer workflows and to hide platform architecture. The studies reported reveal 

broad service granularity problems, fragmentation of developer tool chains, the burden of observability, migration 

debt, and the lack of an adequate empirical measurement of outcomes for developers working on platforms. With the 

aim of understanding how microservices and automation via CLI can be used to create scalable developer platforms 

without reducing platform engineering to a deployment-tooling-first practice, the article constructs a small conceptual 

model, makes comparisons and offers reproducible visualizations. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The deployment model and operating process are fundamental design considerations for developer platforms, as they 

must be scalable and provide a uniform base for all product teams while avoiding the development of their own separate tool 

chains. In microservices, the platform is not just an infrastructure layer, it is a mechanism for coordination of architecture 

defining standards for service creation, deployment, discovery, monitoring and policy enforcement. This article reviews 

current research on microservice architecture and identifies a recurring imbalance: while decomposition, service 

independence, and inter-service communication are widely discussed, the developer-facing platform layer remains 

insufficiently theorized. The imbalance is important because both the run-time architecture and interaction design are 

important features of scalable developer platforms. Stable operation can be achieved around the service templates, 

deployment pipelines, environment provisioning, environment diagnostics and so on, by using the command-line interface. 

According to the literature, there are substantial costs involved with having a microservices-ready platform. Studies 

show that microservices can increase the independent deployability and the modularity of an organization, but face 

challenges with monitoring, service discovery, fault localization, and distributed governance [2]. This is relevant because the 

challenges faced by developers are similar to those involved in designing CLI-mediated platform interactions. Automation, 

test orchestration, environment management and release reliability are all recurring themes throughout the research issues 

of continuous integration, delivery and deployment [3]. Such functionality should be assessed as a socio-technical interface 

within a developer platform, rather than merely as a collection of scripts. 

The paper is also related to software architecture, human factors, operations research and empirical software 

engineering. Software delivery is a coordination issue that must be automated, communicated, shared and given feedback 

[4]. CLI-centric developer platforms do that coordination at the location where the developer creates services, initiates 

delivery processes, reads telemetry, and makes changes – subject to policies. A third necessary dimension is the developer 

productivity research that clarifies the impact of local activity flow, satisfaction, mental load and the developer's perceived 

productivity on the adoption or not of standardized pathways of the platform [5]. Elegant architecture with lots of 

interaction will not scale well because developers create "shadow" automation or workarounds with the infrastructure. 

A substantial body of peer-reviewed literature has examined microservices, DevOps, continuous delivery, cloud-native 

architecture, migration, and developer productivity. However, few studies examine CLI-first internal developer platforms as 

an independent research object. This void forms the purpose of this review. The article expands and draws parallels with 

existing related literature, to identify design patterns used in the creation of architecturally scalable developer platforms that 
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are modular and use microservices for repeatability, auditability and developer control via CLI mechanisms. The review does 

not consider implementation to be limited by CLI tooling. It, however, positions CLI-centricity as a pattern to gain access to 

platforms, standardize automation, port workflows and implement autonomy based on policies. The central question is 

whether the reviewed literature supports, qualifies, or challenges the use of microservices and CLI-mediated automation as 

design foundations for scalable developer platforms. 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature can be categorized into topics of migration patterns, DevOps-enabled delivery, cloud-native control, 

service granularity, and developer experience. Migration research offers the most solid pattern vocabulary for platform 

formation because many organisations start with monolithic systems and develop them step by step towards using a service-

based delivery. The migration-pattern literature suggests that isolated service extraction is insufficient for scalable platform 

design unless accompanied by deployment, database, observability, and rollback mechanisms. Each extracted service should 

support independent deployment, database evolution, observability, and rollback capability [6]. In the mapping research of 

microservices and DevOps, it is found that the adoption of automation for delivery is dependent on the adoption of 

automation for mapping and architecture of services is dependent on the adoption of pipelines for delivery [7]. A summary 

of the key studies used to inspire the pattern basis of this article is included in Table 1. 

Table 1: Summary of Key Findings 

Ref Focus Key Findings 

[6] Migration patterns for 

platform formation 

Staged extraction, database separation, and deployment automation reduce 

migration risk but require strong platform conventions. 

[7] Microservices within DevOps Microservice adoption is repeatedly linked to CI/CD, containerization, monitoring, 

and automated environment management. 

[8] DevOps implementation 

across firms 

Platform effects depend on cross-functional responsibility, automation maturity, 

and feedback structures rather than tooling alone. 

[9] Qualitative DevOps practice Automation and organizational alignment must co-evolve; isolated tool adoption 

produces limited delivery improvement. 

[10] Collaborative DevOps culture Productive DevOps adoption combines shared ownership, integrated pipelines, and 

rapid operational feedback. 

[11] Service granularity Optimal service size remains context-sensitive; business capability, change coupling, 

and data ownership dominate boundary decisions. 

[12] Cloud-native application 

design 

Microservices, orchestration, elasticity, containers, and infrastructure automation 

form a recurring cloud-native pattern set. 

[13] Self-managing microservices Autonomic control can improve resilience but increases the need for observability, 

policy clarity, and diagnostic support. 

[14] Microservice design tenets Independent deployability, decentralized governance, and bounded responsibility 

remain central architectural principles. 

[15] Technical debt after migration Migration can redistribute technical debt across interfaces, pipelines, and operations 

rather than simply remove it. 

 

The first thematic cluster deals with the connection of decomposition and migration. Research into migration of 

microservices shows that service extraction is not necessarily just a technical refactoring, but will impact deployment 

ownership, operational responsibility and data governance [6]. The same applies to granularity research, which also 

indicates that there is no universal size criterion for optimization of service boundaries [11]. In a scalable developer platform, 

it implies making assumptions about boundaries when creating services, registering service dependencies, publishing 

schemas and promoting the deployments in the CLI. If service creation does not include ownership, data-contract, and 

telemetry conventions, it merely accelerates the creation of distributed complexity. 

The second topic relates to DevOps and continuous delivery. Empirical DevOps research has been consistent on the 

importance of shared responsibility and feedback loops for value to be gained from automation [8], [9], [10]. This finding 

supports moving beyond a tooling-only perspective of platform engineering. A CLI can help to normalize platform actions 

but can fail to do so if there is no clarity of ownership, poor incident learning or poor responsibility allocation. CLI-centric 

access holds a unique benefit of being able to make automated pathways portable between local development, CI execution 

and production. In that way, CLI will be a developer workflow and platform control option but not merely a secondary 

interface. 
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The third is the complexity of cloud-native control and operations. Orchestration, elasticity, containers, and 

infrastructure automation are all common features found in cloud native mapping [12]. Self-managing microservice research 

indicates that by leveraging autonomic mechanisms, the system's resilience can be improved with the unambiguous signals 

of observability and boundaries of policy [13]. The results show that the relationship between abstraction and visibility is 

very important for scalability of the platform. Excessive abstraction can mask failure modes, whereas insufficient abstraction 

can require developers to acquire extensive infrastructure expertise. While the microservice principles of independent 

deployability and bounded responsibility still hold true, they also require operational tools to be practically applied in a large 

system as outlined in the literature [14]. 

The fourth cluster is about technical debt and developer productivity. Migration may reduce monolithic technical debt 

in one part of the system while creating distributed debt in service contracts, test environments, deployment scripts, and 

monitoring setups [15]. However, the research on developer productivity is important for interpretation, as developer 

platforms are not being adopted just based on architecture diagrams, but rather through the normal work processes of the 

developers [5]. A key limitation in the literature is that platform interaction through CLI mechanisms is often treated only 

implicitly. The subject of studies is pipelines, tooling, DevOps culture, and architecture, but there are few that are about the 

command interface as an empirical object that affects speed, error rates, cognitive load or governance compliance. This is a 

research gap with regard to the design of platforms based on CLI. 

III. METHODOLOGY 

The literature reviewed uses systematic mapping, systematic review, qualitative case studies, grounded theory, 

empirical migration analysis and architecture-oriented modelling. These are complementary, but not equally direct in their 

relevance to CLI-oriented developer platforms. For the identification of recurring microservice issues, like decomposition, 

deployment, and quality attributes, systematic mapping is strong [1, 7]. It has the drawback of seeing developer interaction 

as part of the tooling, instead of as a separate platform layer. While case studies tend to give a greater depth of 

understanding of DevOps adoption and organizational co-ordination [8, 9, 10] there are a number of challenges to 

generalizing the cases across levels of platform maturity, regulatory context and infrastructure estate. 

Table 2: Method Comparison 

Ref Method Strengths Limitations 

[1] Systematic mapping of 

microservice architecture 

Clarifies dominant architectural 

concerns and research 

distribution. 

Underrepresents developer-facing 

command interaction. 

[2] Systematic review of 

reported microservice pains 

and gains 

Balances benefits against 

operational and organizational 

costs. 

Relies partly on reported 

experience categories rather than 

controlled measurement. 

[3] Systematic review of CI/CD 

approaches 

Identifies automation, testing, and 

deployment challenges relevant to 

platform design. 

Treats interface consistency and 

CLI workflow as secondary tooling 

concerns. 

[6] Empirical migration-

pattern analysis 

Produces actionable 

transformation patterns for 

platform evolution. 

Pattern transfer depends on legacy 

structure and organizational 

context. 

[8] Multiple-case DevOps study Captures real adoption 

mechanisms across firms. 

Limited comparability of platform 

maturity and toolchain design. 

[10] Grounded theory of DevOps 

culture 

Explains how collaboration and 

automation reinforce each other. 

Provides less detail on architectural 

enforcement mechanisms. 

[11] Systematic mapping of 

granularity 

Exposes the unresolved nature of 

service-boundary decisions. 

Offers limited empirical validation 

of boundary heuristics. 

[13] Architecture and 

implementation analysis 

Shows how self-management can 

support resilient microservices. 

Adds policy and debugging 

complexity that platform interfaces 

must expose. 

[15] Empirical technical-debt 

assessment 

Demonstrates that migration can 

relocate debt across distributed 

assets. 

Metrics remain sensitive to system 

type and migration stage. 

[16] Research roadmap for 

continuous software 

engineering 

Frames delivery as an end-to-end 

feedback system. 

Remains broader than CLI-

mediated platform design. 
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Migration and technical-debt studies provide more pattern-specific results. Migration-pattern work is useful for 

extracting the repeatable mechanisms like incremental extraction, database separation and deployment isolation [6]. The 

introduction of microservices is not without its own set of cautions; technical-debt research reveals that it can shift the 

burden of technical debt from the code to distributed integration processes and delivery mechanisms [15]. Cloud-native and 

self-management studies provide architectural mechanisms for elastic operation, orchestration and policy-based control [12, 

13]. The methodological scope of continuous software engineering research emphasizes that delivering fast software, 

receiving feedback and experimenting are not individual tool properties, but are rather entangled system properties [16]. 

 
Figure 1: CLI-Mediated Microservice Platform Pattern Map 

The methodological observations have been turned into a platform design framework in Figure 1. The CLI layer sits 

between developer activity and platform control plane, since it is used to create services, deliver operations, perform policy 

checks, and receive feedback. The framework is key, since it helps avoid a narrow interpretation of the 

microservices/architecture on one side and the tools on the other. Scalable developer platforms rely on consistent contracts 

between architecture, automation, and operations. Figure: Topic-specific framework with CLI commands as repeatability 

access layer for service templates, delivery automation, governance checks, and operational feedback. Conceptual integration 

of architectural, DevOps, migration, cloud-native, and continuous software engineering patterns reported in [1]–[16]. The 

framework also provides a justification for CLI centricity not being command scripting. A scalable platform CLI should 

embed service templates, default delivery, dependency registration, access policy, observability conventions and feedback 

retrieval in a stable contract that sits on top of changing implementation technology. 

IV. DISCUSSION 

The studies reported show that three dominant trends influence scalable developer-platform design: automation 

consolidation, boundary governance, and operational feedback. According to CI/CD research, delivery automation improves 

repeatability, but the complexity of testing, environment drift, and the variety of tools frequently pose as challenges [3]. 

Studies of migration to microservices further indicate that independence of deployment needs to be designed into the 

platform, rather than taken for granted once the microservices have been decomposed [6]. Beyond this, standardized 

automation has minimal impact if the ownership of build, release, operation and incident feedback is shared between 

product and platform roles. DevOps case evidence further suggests that standardized automation has limited impact unless 

ownership of build, release, operation, and incident feedback is shared between product and platform roles [8], [9], [10]. 

From the point of view of the CLI, this translates to avoiding pipelines that only run when commands are called. The same 

interaction model should also expose status, source information, policy decisions, diagnostic information, and rollback 

options when issuing commands. 

Table 3: Results Comparison 

Ref System / Context Metric / Basis of Comparison Outcome 

[3] CI/CD toolchains and 

practices 

Automation, testing, 

deployment, and environment 

management 

Repeatability improves, but test 

orchestration and tool fragmentation 

limit scale. 

[6] Migration from 

monolithic to 

microservice systems 

Staged extraction and 

deployment independence 

Incremental patterns reduce transition 

risk but require database and release 

governance. 

[7] Microservices in DevOps 

settings 

Co-occurrence of practices 

across mapped studies 

Pipelines, containers, monitoring, and 

infrastructure automation recur as 

enabling conditions. 

[8] Five industrial DevOps 

cases 

Organizational responsibility 

and automation maturity 

Delivery improvement depends on 

shared operational ownership and 

integrated feedback. 
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[11] Service-boundary 

research 

Granularity criteria and 

decomposition basis 

No universal service size rule emerges; 

business capability and change coupling 

dominate. 

[13] Self-managing 

microservice architecture 

Resilience and autonomic 

control mechanisms 

Self-management supports resilience but 

increases diagnostic and policy 

complexity. 

[15] Migration and technical 

debt 

Debt indicators before and 

after migration 

Debt may decline locally while 

reappearing in distributed interfaces and 

delivery assets. 

 

The distribution of design-pattern emphasis for the studied works is summarized in Figure 2. The coding is not a 

statement of statistical frequency, but a statement that makes it clear what themes are more or less visible in the journal 

literature, that is, have a greater or less existence. The figure is significant not because it's more prominent than what's 

mentioned elsewhere in the document, but because developer experience is often mediated through CLI-based practices, yet 

this dimension is less clearly defined than service decomposition, pipeline automation, and operational concerns. The bar 

chart shows the frequency of use of the main design-pattern themes in the reviewed journal articles. Manual thematic coding 

of [1] – [16] with one article being counted more than once when it contains more than one theme. 

 
Figure 2: Evidence Distribution Across Platform-Design Pattern Themes 

The second trend relates to autonomy and coherence. The microservices principles focus on autonomy in deployment 

and responsibility [14]. But this ideal is complicated by the literature of migration and granularity. Information about 

business capability, data ownership, latency tolerance and change frequency is required for service boundaries [6, 11]. 

Without platform-level guidance, autonomy can lead to conflicting observability labels, pipeline definitions, dependency-

management conventions, and service templates. This can be addressed with a CLI-centric platform, which makes the 

preferred path less onerous than bespoke infrastructure work. Initialization, dependency declaration, deployment 

promotion, and incident inspection commands can include organization defaults, without developers needing to manually 

interpret the policy of the platform. 

The design patterns and the platform qualities are compared in a matrix style in figure 3. It is not based on 

measurements but rather is an interpretive analytical visualization based on the results that were found repeatedly in the 

literature that was examined. This is important, as no single pattern optimizes all platform qualities. Service templates, for 

instance, are used to deliver faster services and achieve greater consistency in the governance process, but they are not 

enough for run time safety and auditability; further observability and explicit policy checking are still required. The heatmap 

illustrates the interpreted relationship between selected platform patterns and platform qualities. 

 
Figure 3: Comparative Pattern-Quality Matrix for CLI-Centric Microservice Platforms 
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A third pattern is related to feedback. Feedback is a key element of the continuous delivery and DevOps studies in 

facilitating improvement [3], [8], [16]. However, feedback is often talked about at the pipeline level, and feedback retrieval 

at the developer level is less frequently discussed. By returning deployment status, policy failure reasons, service health 

indicators, dependency warnings, and trace links in the same workflow that triggered the action, a CLI-centric platform can 

fill this gap. This feedback also contributes to governance as policy breaches can be discussed when a change is attempted 

and not after in an audit or incident review. 

There are also conflicts in the literature. While decentralization is often a hallmark of microservice and DevOps 

scholarship, technical-debt and granularity studies show that decentralization can create costly inconsistency when platform 

conventions are weak [11], [15]. Although self-managing microservice research focuses on automation and resilience, it also 

introduces the need for transparent policies and debugging support [13]. While orchestration and infrastructure automation 

are key aspects of cloud-native mapping, orchestration can become opaque to developers [12]. The apparent paradoxes imply 

that scalable developer platforms need fine-tuned abstraction. The CLI should obscure unwanted infrastructure complexity, 

but show architectural implications, operating status, and policy reasons. 

This calibrated-abstraction problem is illustrated in Figure 4. The visual illustrates three platform outcomes at 

different degrees of abstraction – delivery speed, architectural visibility and platform governance. The figure is significant 

because it demonstrates the trade-offs of designing a microservice platform with only raw access to infrastructure or 

creating only portals. The line chart is an illustrative model of the impact of platform abstraction on delivery speed, 

architectural visibility, and governance consistency. The model is an illustrative conceptual synthesis based on the 

comparative interpretation of the reviewed literature, particularly [3], [8], [12], [13], and [16].  

 
Figure 4: Abstraction Trade-Off Model for CLI-Centric Platform Design 

Scalable developer platforms are interactional architectures. These features are only scalable when the developer can 

access them through stable, discoverable and auditable workflows. Therefore, the most effective CLI design is one that is a 

controlled top layer on top of platform functionality rather than a convenient top layer. This interpretation is indirectly but 

consistently supported by the literature on migration debt, service granularity, delivery automation, and DevOps adoption 

[6], [8], [11], [15]. 

But there is a limited evidence base in three key ways. First, most studies focus on the quality of architecture, 

migration or organizational practice, not on command interface quality. In addition, there is little comparable evidence on 

how CLI design performs relative to portals, APIs, IDE extensions, or chat-based operations. That is, there is limited 

longitudinal evidence on how such platforms are adopted over time. It is difficult to determine whether it is limitations 

imposed due to speed, reduction of error, better policy compliance, feedback or cultural acceptance that increases 

productivity. Existing design guidance should therefore be left in a form of "interpretive" design: the best platform pattern is 

a paved path with a CLI that makes microservice autonomy visible in templates, automated delivery, policy checking and 

feedback during operation in consistent fashion, but which can also be done in exceptional cases in another fashion. 

V. FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

Developer platform-centricity should be treated as a platform-interface construct in future studies of design patterns 

for scalable developer platforms. First, empirical instruments should be developed to compare command contracts in terms 

of how long it takes to complete the task, error recovery, understanding the policies, deployment confidence, and cognitive 

load. It can be done using the developer productivity research as a basis, but platform-specific instruments should relate 

perceived productivity to platform events that can be observed, like service creation, failed deployments, policy rejections, 

rollback frequency, and diagnostic lookup [5]. This would shift the focus of CLI evaluation from anecdotal preference to 

platform engineering evidence. 
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A second priority is the study of service-boundary evolution under platform governance in a longitudinal manner. 

Research on granularity reveals that service boundaries are still context-dependent [11] and research on technical-debt 

reveals that migration can be used to move technical debt to interfaces and delivery assets [15]. Future work should follow 

the evolution of the boundary stability when using the service templates, dependency registration commands, and service 

catalog metadata generated by CLI over multiple release cycles. This would help understand if simply more services are 

being proliferated on platforms, or if they are actually enhancing their architectural stewardship. 

A third priority is platform-interface research. Peer-reviewed literature does not often compare CLI-based access to 

web portals, IDE extensions, API-only workflows or chat-mediated operations. A comparison of the different interface 

patterns should be carried out in controlled and field environments to determine which of the following interface patterns 

most effectively conveys the information required to undertake various service tasks: service bootstrapping, deployment 

promotion, incident inspection, dependency updates, and policy remediation. Such research would also help to determine the 

time when the CLI should be the first or primary means for understanding, and when visual or integrated interfaces are 

more useful. 

Policy transparency is a fourth priority. The benefits of self-managing and cloud-native systems are also the increased 

power of automation, coupled with the increased risk of "black box" failure modes [12], [13]. Future CLI-mediated platforms 

should be examined as policy-explanation systems, not execution systems. Such systems should return actionable reasons for 

denied deployments, unsafe configuration, dependency drift, or missing telemetry. This path connects platform engineering 

to explainable automation, security governance and human-centric software engineering. 

Finally, economic and organizational implications of research should also be explored. While continuous software 

engineering views delivery as an end-to-end feedback system [16] investments in platforms are often being made based on 

local feedback indicators like pipeline speed. There needs to be more evidence that links CLI-mediated platform patterns to 

maintainability, incident recovery, speed of onboarding, compliance cost, and technical debt trajectory. This would offer a 

more solid ground to choose which platform abstractions to standardise and which to keep flexible. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

Scalable developer platforms are not merely microservice decomposition, plug-and-play infrastructure, or tooling 

standardization. The literature reviewed suggests that scalable platform engineering emerges from service boundary 

alignment, automated delivery, feedback from operations, governance rules, and developer-friendly interaction contracts. A 

CLI-centric approach is particularly notable in that it will enable transforming platform capabilities into repeatable 

workflows that will continue to be portable in local development, pipelines, and platform diagnostics. 

The best conceptual match is a governed paved path where developers are provided with well-defined commands and 

workflows to build services, deploy them, validate them and get feedback, and where the platform maintains mechanisms for 

visibility of architecture and exceptional case flexibility. This strategy can help to cultivate autonomy without fostering 

unchecked fragmentation. It can also reveal what is happening at the point of action, which is paramount in distributed 

systems where failures are likely to cross service and team lines.  

Persistent gaps remain. There are good arguments for microservices, DevOps, migration, cloud-native automation, 

and technical debt in the peer-reviewed journal literature, while there is limited empirical research directly on CLI-first 

developer platforms. The next generation of scholarship needs to therefore be based on CLI-mediated platform interaction as 

an architectural and human-centered design challenge. Further studies are needed to understand the impact of command 

contracts, platform templates, policy explanations, and observability feedback on delivery time, maintainability, governance 

compliance, and developer productivity in large-scale microservices.  

 Interest Conflicts: The author declares that there is no conflict of interest concerning the publishing of this paper.  

VII. REFERENCES 
[1] Di Francesco, P., Lago, P., & Malavolta, I. (2019). Architecting with microservices: A systematic mapping study. Journal of Systems 

and Software, 150, 77–97. 
[2] Soldani, J., Tamburri, D. A., & Van den Heuvel, W.-J. (2018). The pains and gains of microservices: A systematic grey literature 

review. Journal of Systems and Software, 146, 215–232. 

[3] Shahin, M., Babar, M. A., & Zhu, L. (2017). Continuous integration, delivery and deployment: A systematic review on approaches, 

tools, challenges and practices. IEEE Access, 5, 3909–3943. 
[4] Leite, L., Rocha, C., Kon, F., Milojicic, D., & Meirelles, P. (2020). A survey of DevOps concepts and challenges. ACM Computing 

Surveys, 52(6), Article 127. 

[5] Storey, M.-A., Zimmermann, T., Bird, C., Czerwonka, J., Murphy, B., & Kalliamvakou, E. (2021). Towards a theory of software 

developer job satisfaction and perceived productivity. IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering, 47(10), 2125–2142. 
[6] Balalaie, A., Heydarnoori, A., Jamshidi, P., Tamburri, D. A., & Lynn, T. (2018). Microservices migration patterns. Software: Practice 



Shubham Srivastava/ ESP JETA 6(3), 35-42, 2026 

 

42 

and Experience, 48(11), 2019–2042. 

[7] Waseem, M., Liang, P., & Shahin, M. (2020). A systematic mapping study on microservices architecture in DevOps. Journal of 

Systems and Software, 170, Article 110798. 
[8] Lwakatare, L. E., Kilamo, T., Karvonen, T., Sauvola, T., Heikkilä, V., Itkonen, J., Kuvaja, P., Mikkonen, T., Oivo, M., & Lassenius, C. 

(2019). DevOps in practice: A multiple case study of five companies. Information and Software Technology, 114, 217–230. 

[9] Erich, F. M. A., Amrit, C., & Daneva, M. (2017). A qualitative study of DevOps usage in practice. Journal of Software: Evolution and 

Process, 29(6), Article e1885. 
[10] Luz, W. P., Pinto, G., & Bonifácio, R. (2019). Building a collaborative culture: A grounded theory of well succeeded DevOps adoption 

in practice. Information and Software Technology, 111, 123–146. 

[11] Hassan, S., Bahsoon, R., & Kazman, R. (2020). Microservice transition and its granularity problem: A systematic mapping study. 

Software: Practice and Experience, 50(9), 1651–1681. 
[12] Kratzke, N., & Quint, P.-C. (2017). Understanding cloud-native applications after 10 years of cloud computing: A systematic 

mapping study. Journal of Systems and Software, 126, 1–16. 

[13] Toffetti, G., Brunner, S., Blöchlinger, M., Spillner, J., & Bohnert, T. M. (2018). An architecture for self-managing microservices. 

Future Generation Computer Systems, 79, 134–145. 
[14] Zimmermann, O. (2017). Microservices tenets. Computer Science - Research and Development, 32(3–4), 301–310. 

[15] Lenarduzzi, V., Lomio, F., Saarimäki, N., & Taibi, D. (2020). Does migrating a monolithic system to microservices decrease the 

technical debt? Journal of Systems and Software, 169, Article 110710. 

[16] Fitzgerald, B., & Stol, K.-J. (2017). Continuous software engineering: A roadmap and agenda. Journal of Systems and Software, 123, 

176–189. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


