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Status Quo Agile Approaches
The majority of users of agile approaches use a selective or a hybrid form (43 % hybrid users, 28 % selective users).

The success rate of agile approaches continues to be rated much more positively than that of classic project management.
However, the time series comparison shows increasingly fewer positive assessments by the agile users and an
approximation between the agile and classic users across the study results.

Again, it is very clear (85 %) that the use of agile approaches has improved results and efficiency. The comparison of effort
and improvements is still clearly positive (89 %).

“Consistently agile” participants rate their activities as more fulfilled / motivated / inspired than the other participants. This
value is noticeably lower for users of classic project management.

Agile approaches continue to be used primarily in software development. In the meantime, agile approaches have also been
used extensively in fields without an IT connection as well as in physical product development.

Usage of Agile Approaches
With 84%, Scrum is still the most used agile approach at team level. This is followed by Kanban, DevOps, Lean and Design
Thinking.
The methods Effectuation, Theory U, Reframing and Blue Ocean included in the 4th study only play a relevant role for a
small number of participants of the survey.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de
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Status Quo Scaling Frameworks
34 % of the agile respondents use a Scaling Framework.
74 % stated that the use of Scaling Frameworks resulted in improvements in results and efficiency.
In approx. 40 % of all cases Scaling Frameworks replace previous classic company structures.

The dominant sizes of the development organizations that use Scaling Frameworks are 11-100 people (52 %) and 101-1,000
people (40 %).

Software development plays a major role in the application fields of Scaling Frameworks with 86 %, but physical product
development (20 %), other IT related topics (49 %) and activities without specific references to IT (28 %) are further
important application fields.

Usage of Scaling Frameworks

With 54 %, SAFe is the most used Scaling Framework before own development and LeSS. SAFe dominates above all with
hybrid and selective users, while own development is almost on a par with SAFe with consistently agile users.

Only 15 % of Scaling users use the guidelines of the standard consequently. Other users apply only parts, use specifications
as guidelines, etc.

The most important reasons for not using a Scaling Framework are the lack of knowledge / expertise and the current focus
on the introduction of agile approaches at the team level.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 4
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Reasons for and against the usage of agile approaches

The top 3 reasons to use agile approaches are product launch time, quality and risk reduction. The most important reasons
to use agile approaches hybrid or selectively “only”, are the general conditions in the company and the excessive demands
of managers.

For companies that do not (yet) use agile approaches, named guidelines in the company as the main reason, to not use
agile approaches. Missing information and plans to deal with them in the future are already ranked second and third. 51 % of
all consistently classic users are considering implementing agile approaches in the company.

Challenges and key success factors

The most important challenges for the successful implementation of agile approaches are "internal processes" and "top
management".

67 % of the respondents have a group or organizational unit that supports and promotes agile approaches.
For 43 %, the organizational unit is also responsible for classic project management.

A little more than a third of all participants will evaluate upcoming tasks systemetically by their complexity.
83 % of participants see distributed teams as aggravating when it comes to good performance.

74 % of ,consistently agile“ view change as an integral part of the culture in at least several departments versus only 38 %
of classic PM.

Two thirds of the respondents believe that only small teams can work together sensibly using agile approaches and more
than half of the participants see the introduction of agile approaches characterized by strong fluctuations.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 5
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= Highlights = Specific questions regarding Scrum
= Introduction and reading hints = Scaling
=  Fields of application and usage = Evaluation of Scaling Frameworks
= Reasons for and against the usage of agile = Agile transformation
approaches = Classic project management
= Usage and success = Skills and context

= Importance of single aqile approaches at the Participants background/demoqgraphy

team level = Methodology and contact

=  Evaluation of single agile approaches at the

team level

=  Forms of usage
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Introduction

In the past 10 years, agile approaches have gained dynamic importance outside of software development. This development can also be seen in the “Status
Quo Agile” studies that were carried out.

“Status Quo Agile” was carried out for the first time in 2012 with over 300 participants. The response from participants, the media and conferences far
exceeded expectations. This made it clear how much interest there is in agile approaches. Considering the great successes and the increasing spread of agile
approaches, companies want to understand how agile approaches are really used in practice, which fields of application, successes and success factors
actually prevail.

In 2014, agile approaches such as Scrum and IT Kanban were further established and increasingly found their way into everyday practice outside of software
development. Thus, Design Thinking was also included.

Further questions were added in 2016 and the focus refined. New topics are in particular "scaling”, "agile change" and "DevOps". In addition, further questions
about reasons for and against the use of agile approaches were included.

In 2019/20, the focus of the study will increasingly be on the use of scaled agile approaches such as Nexus, SAFe, LeSS, Spotify etc. In addition, Effectuation,
Reframing and Theory U were taken into consideration.

Overall, according to the authors of the study, agile approaches are nowhere near as controversial as to their feasibility and potential. It is generally accepted
that agile approaches have far-reaching potential in many areas. The focus of the discussion has shifted to questions such as sustainability in use, extensive
use throughout the organization, successful design of hybrid forms ("hybrid", "selective") and above all the design of agile systems beyond the individual team
("Agile scaling"). The latest study takes up this new focus and shows interesting results. We hope to be able to make another contribution in this way; a
contribution to a sensible further design and use of agile approaches with greater maturity and sustainability for successful use in the 20s.

The team of the study "Status Quo (Scaled) Agile 2019/20"

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de
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Within this report it is distinguished between four forms of usage of agile approaches / classic project management.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

To give a good orientation, these forms are marked with the symbols explained below.

“Consistently agile*

Projects / development processes are (almost) exclusively controlled and
managed with agile approaches.

“Hybrid“
Projects / development processes are controlled and managed with a combination of
agile approaches and classic methods.

“Selective*

Some selected projects / development processes are controlled and managed with
agile approaches. Other projects are processed with classic project management methods.

“Consistently classic*

Projects / development processes are (almost) exclusively controlled and managed with classic project
management methods.

www.status-quo-agile.de 9
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| AAAAA % D
use agile approaches in
vity within the planning and
Slides marked with this symbol are regarded rojects/development processes?
as especially interesting by the authors

(“Highlight®).

Symbols show included groups (“Consistently
agile®, “Hybrid®, “Selective” and “Consistently

Consistently agil

classic®). Hybrid
Selective
Information about the structure of the Consistently classic
question and the responder. 43% project management

agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently

classic".

www.status\quo-agile.de 10
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Fields of Application and Usage

= Application forms of agile approaches
= Comparison 2012/14/16/19 — Applied approaches
=  Fields of application of agile approaches

= Comparison - Fields of application of agile approaches

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 12
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In which way do you use agile approaches in

43 % state that they work on projects / development your field of activity within the planning and
processes based on a “mixed form”, which is referred to execution of projects/development processes?
as “hybrid” in the further course.

28 % of the respondents selectively use agile 9%

approaches. Individual projects are managed with agile
approaches, others with classic project management
methods.

20 % of the participants process development processes

= Consistently agil

28%

are consistently agile. = Hybrid
9 % of the participants use classic project management
methods. = Selective

The majority of those questioned use neither classic

; ) Consistently classic
methods nor agile approaches consistently.

project management

Single Choice, n = 642 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de classic". 13



Fields of Application and Usage

Comparison 2012/14/16/19 — Applied approaches (1/2)

SCHULE

In which way do you use agile approaches in your field of activity within the planning and
execution of projects/development processes?

50%

40%

30% 27%

21% 200 20%

0
20% 16%

10%
0%
Consistently agile
2012 (n = 236)
* Percentages may not amount to 100 due to rounding errors.
Single Choice

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

43%

39%

37%
35%
31%
28%
25%
22%

15%
12%
8%

Hybrid —— Selective | Consistently classical project

management
2014 (n = 602)

2016 (n = 902) 2019 (n = 642)

Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and

"Consistently classic".
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A comparison of the results is to be interpreted carefully because of the unstable sample.

But striking is, the falling proportion of participants who do not use any agile approaches and who work
consistently in a classic manner. Here, the share fell from 2012 (22 %) to 2019 (8 %), which highlights
that agile approaches are being used extensively in practice.

In 2019, the proportion of hybrid users is distinctly higher than in the previous studies. The share of
hybrid users increased from 27 % in 2012 to 43 % in 2019.

The proportion of consistently agile users has been relatively constant over the years.

The proportion of selective users decreased slightly compared to 2016 (31 % to 28 %).

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 15
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Fields of application of agile approaches (1/2)

In which areas do you use agile approaches?
80% 75%
60%
52%
39%
40% °
19%
20%
0%
Software-Development Other IT-related topics Activities without specific Physical product Not specified
(for example SAP- references to IT (e.g. development
projects) Marketing, Strategy and
organizational
development)
Multiple Choice, n = 478 Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid“, and "Selective".

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 16
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Fields of application of agile approaches (2/2)

Consistently agile, hybrid and selective users were asked in which subject areas they use agile
approaches.

Agile approaches are used by 75 % of those surveyed in software development and by 52 % in IT-
related topics.

39 % use agile approaches for activities without a special IT connection and 19 % use them in the
area of physical product development.

Agile users (consistently agile, selective and hybrid) still prefer agile approaches in software
development and IT-related topics. But also in other areas, such as physical product development.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 17
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Fields of Application and Usage ' I HOCHSCHULE
&

ll

In which areas do you use agile approaches?

100% 92%
80%
0,

60% 51% 50% 47
40% 37%
2004 19% 19% 20%

0 e

. % = 0% 1% 1%
0% ] PIRSIReIney
Software-Development Other IT-related topics (for  Activities without specific Physical product Not specified
example SAP-projects) references to IT (e.qg. development

Marketing, Strategy and
organizational development)

m Consistently agile (n =106) - Hybrid (n =224) = Selective (n = 148)

* The answer option "Physical product development" was added in the 2019/20 study, so the comparability of results with previous studies is limited.

Multiple Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 18
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Comparison - Fields of application of agile approaches (2/2)

The most common software development work is agile approaches. When looking at the individual groups, it is
noticeable that the consistently agile users have the highest proportion (92 %) in the area of software development.

It is 76 % among hybrid users and 62 % among selective users.

When using agile approaches in the field of IT-related topics, the selective users make up the largest group with 54 %.
In the area of IT-related topics, 51 % of the consistently agile and 50 % of hybrid users use agile approaches.

For activities without a special IT connection, such as marketing, strategy and organizational development, 41 % hybrid
users, 37 % selective users and 37 % continuously agile users use agile approaches.

In the area of physical product development, 20 % selective users use agile approaches. 19 % of end-to-end agile
users also use agile approaches in physical product development. This is 19 % for hybrid users.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 19
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Reasons for and against the usage of agile approaches

Reasons to use agile approaches

Reasons to choose a hybrid or selective form

Share of agile executed projects/development processes by using a hybrid or selective form
Reasons against using agile approaches

Reasons for classic-plan-driven approaches

Perspective of agile approaches with classic-plan-driven users

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 21
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Reasons to use agile approaches (1/2)
=

Why did your organization decide to work with agile approaches?

Improve time to market 56%
Improve quality B 39%
Reduce projects risk FEEEE 38%
Improve team morale FEEIE 35%
Improve value of products R 32%
Improve creativity PR 26%
Improve predictability FEEEEEEEEEEET 22%
Frustrated with classical project management activities Pl 22%
Everyone does it T 22%
Attractiveness as employer B 21%
Demand by management R 17%
Demand by customer T 16%
Demand by market partners T 4%
Not sure 0 3%
Demand by suppliers 1 2%
Compliance reasons 1 1%
Other I 9%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Multiple Choice, n = 579 Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 22
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Reasons to use agile approaches (2/2)

The consistently agile, hybrid and selective users were asked why their company decided to work with
agile approaches.

56 % of those questioned use agile approaches to optimize product launch times.
The second reason is the optimization of quality with 39 %.

It is noteworthy that the reduction of risks in the project with 38 % is already cited as the third reason
to use agile approaches.

The demand by market partners (4 %), the demand by suppliers (2 %) or compliance reasons (1 %)
are rather rare incentives to use agile approaches.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 23



Reasons for and against the usage of agile approaches

Reasons to choose a hybrid or selective form (1/3)
Why did your organization decide on a selective/hybrid form?

Due to the framework conditions, working with consistently agile approaches is not possible*
The change is overwhelming for our management

Changes are otherwise not enforceable
The change is overwhelming for our employees

The actual condition is an intermediate step to the consistent use of agile approaches

Agile approaches make excessive demands on client/partners/users

Group/Company guideline concerning the methods
We are not convinced of the methods

Other

Agile approaches are not consistent with compliance guidelines
The external advisor is too expensive

We have tried agile approaches and have had bad experiences
The effort for agile approaches is too high
The training effort is too high

Not specified

* (i.e. budgeting, fixed price, project goals)
Multiple Choice, n = 416

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus
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74%

41%
37%
28%
28%
21%
21%
9%
9%
8%
6%
4%
3%
12%
1%
0% 20% 40% 60%
Responses from the groups “Hybrid” and “Selective”.
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Reasons to choose a hybrid or selective form (2/3)

Hybrid and selective users were asked why they chose a hybrid / selective form.
Only 28 % see the current hybrid or selective approach as an intermediate step to a continuously agile way of working.
74 % state that the general conditions do not allow them to work agile throughouit.

The second largest share (41 %) cited the excessive demands on managers as the reason for using a selective / hybrid
form.

37 % of the respondents’ state that changes would otherwise not be enforceable and 28 % state that the employees are
overwhelmed by the change.

Only 9 % say that they are not sufficiently convinced and 8 % say that they have had bad experiences with consistently
agile approaches. The costs, efforts or compliance requirements associated with change are rarely reasons for
selective or hybrid use.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 25
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Reasons for and against the usage of agile approaches I HOCHSCHULE

The respondents who tried agile approaches and had bad experiences reported the following for example:

"Pure Agile Methods in the Project Mgt. ended up in a piece of paper economy and had the worst performance as
a result. Therefore, the hybrid was pursued.”

"For the realization of frameworks, in my experience, classical methods are better suited than agile methods. As
an agile method, use here highest Kanban on a small scale. Incrementally adding functionality to a given
framework, in my experience, is advantageous because it allows for agile methods, as it allows much more timely
feedback from the customer. Implicit customer steering creates trust and customer satisfaction."”

"The agile approach requires a high level of discipline in the implementation. In part, this overburdens the
developers with all the necessary aspects in good time."

"Purely agile approaches have prevented success because there were building blocks that were pointless and
have unsettled the executives."

* Obvious spelling errors have been corrected and missing phrases have been added to keep the meaning.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 26
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Share of agile executed projects/development processes by AI KOBLENZ
using a hybrid or selective form

How much percentage of the development

31 % of the hybrid and selective participants processes/ projects in your area are performed
state that less than a quarter of the projects / on the basis of agile approaches?
development processes are carried out on the
based on agile approaches.

4%

24 % state that 26-50 % of the activities are = 0-25%
carried out in an agile manner. . 26.50%
. = 51-75%
41 % say that more than half of the projects /
development processes are carried out on the 26% 76-100%
based on agile approaches. Not specified
Single Choice, n =414 Responses from the groups “Hybrid” and

“Selective”.
© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 27
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Reasons against using agile approaches (1/2)

Why do you not use agile approaches in your area of activity?

The framework does not allow us to use agile approaches* 40%
We plan to deal with that topic 34%
We have not informed us about these methods 21%
The change overwhelms our management 19%
Company/Group guidelines for the approaches 19%
The change overwhelms our employees 17%
We are not convinced of the methods 17%
Agile approaches are too demanding for Client/Partner/User 13%
The cost for training are too high 4%
The costs for external consultants are too high 4%
Agile approaches are not agreeable with compliance guidelines 4%
The effort is too high 4%
We have tried agile approaches and have had bad experiences 0%
Other 6%
Not specified 4%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
* (budgeting, fixed price, project goals)

Multiple Choice, n = 47 Responses from the group “Consistently classic”.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 28
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Reasons against using agile approaches (2/2)

Participants who only use classic project management in their company were asked why they do not use agile
approaches.

40 % of the respondents’ state that the framework conditions do not allow agile approaches to be used.

It is noteworthy that 34 % stated that they were planning to deal with the topic and 21 % of the respondents did not yet
inform themselves about agile approaches.

In 2016, 56 % said they plan to engage with the topic, and 26 % of the participants at that time were barely aware of
agile methods.

19 % of respondents say that change overwhelms executives and also 19 % cite the use of agile approaches as a
corporate or corporate policy approach.

17 % also cite the fact that employees are overwhelmed with change as a reason against agile approaches and another
17 % state that they are not sufficiently convinced of agile approaches.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 29
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Reasons for classic-plan-driven approaches (1/2)

Which factors influence your methodical decision to execute activities with classic-plan based
approaches?

Acceptance in environment  FE T 48%
Employer decision I 3%
Customer requirements [ 30%
Elaborate compliance requirements T 30%
Team skills [ 26%
Award requirements [ 050
High quality requirements [ 1504
High complexity [ 139%
Little ime [ 9%
Highcosts = 6%
Other [y 13%
Not specified = 3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Multiple Choice, n = 416 Responses from the groups “Hybrid” and “Selective”.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 30
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Reasons for classic-plan-driven approaches (2/2)

Hybrid and selective users were asked which factors lead to activities being carried out in a classic, planned manner
and not agile.

The main reason why 48 % of the hybrid and selective study participants mentioned acceptance in the environment is
why activities are carried out in a classic, planned manner and not agile.

39 % of the participants also cite the client's suitability as the reason.

With 30 %, the customer's specification is also an important reason why activities are not carried out in an agile
manner.

The compliance requirements (30 %), the team suitability (26 %) and the awarding requirements (25 %) are also cited
by the respondents as reasons for carrying out activities in a classical-plan-driven manner.

A concern that was repeatedly expressed at various points about the compatibility of agile approaches and quality is not
confirmed.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 31
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users (1/2) —

S|

ez

Are there considerations to implement agile
The participants who stated that they only used approaches?
classic project management were asked whether
they would like to use or implement agile
approaches in the future.

17%

51 % are considering implementing agile ves
approaches in the company. e
51%
32 % state that there are no considerations for
using agile approaches in the company. SNSetciﬁed
Single Choice, n = 47 Responses from the group “Consistently

classic”.
© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 32
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users (2/2) o)
I

When do you plan to implement agile
approaches?

33 % of participants who only use classic project
management plan to introduce agile approaches 17%
in the next few months, while 33 % want to

introduce agile approaches in the next year.

= Within the next

0,
33% months

. . . . . = Next year
17 % are considering introducing agile

approaches later.

17%

= Some time later

17 % stated other times.

Other
Here, for example, it was stated that the time
was not defined or that work was being carried 3306
. 0
out on it.
Single Choice, n =24 Responses from the group “Consistently

classic”.
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Success of agile approaches evaluated by agile users

Comparison 2012/14/16/19 - agile approaches by agile users

Success of classic project management evaluated by classic users
Comparison 2014/16/19 - classic project management by classic users
Success evaluated by the different groups

Improve results and efficiency through agile approaches

Improvement compared to the effort

Comparison 2012/14/16/19 - Improvement compared to the effort
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Success of agile approaches evaluated by agile users (1/2)
=

How would you estimate the success rate of projects/development processes performed with
agile approaches?

9 (
35% 40%
30% 28% , ) .
25%
25%
20%
0 15%
15% 11%
10% 6% 7%
5% 0% 1% 20 2% 3%
0% mees s B
Not 0-9% 10-19%  20-29%  30-39%  40-49% 50-59% 60-69%  70-79%  80-89% 90-100%
specified
Single Choice, n =471 Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Success of agile approaches evaluated by agile users (2/2)

15 % of agile users (consistently agile, hybrid and selective) rate the success rate of projects with agile
approaches at 90-100 %.

25 % of the respondents estimate the success rate at 80-89 % and 28 % give an estimated success
rate of 70-79%.

It becomes clear that the success rate of projects and development processes that were carried out
with agile approaches is estimated by 68 % of those surveyed to be over 70 %.
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agile users (1/2) ~

|

How would you estimate the success rate of projecrs/development processes performed with
agile approaches?

40%
80-100 %: :
2012: 55 % : 34% 34%
0
35% 2014: 52 % .
2016: 44 % 30%
30% 2019: 42 % 28%
260/36% %70/?6%
0 70-100 %: 24%
25% 2012: 89 % 2194
0 2014: 78 %
20% 2016: 70 % 17%
2019: 72 % 16%
15%
12% 204
10%
10% . 8%
6%
0 3%
5% 9% 1% 1% 0 op 2% 05 19 3%2% 0 3% 2%
0%00%6 0% 0% o 10 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
0%
0-9% 10-19% 20-29% 30-39% 40-49% 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89%  90-100%
2012 (n =173) 2014 (n = 375) 2016 (n = 693) 2019 (n = 443)
*In 2019, the answer option "No answer" was introduced for the first time. Accordingly, the figures from the year 2019 have been corrected
for comparison purposes in this presentation so that the total is 100%.
Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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agile users (2/2)

It is noticeable that the assessment of the success rate by the consistently agile, hybrid and selective
users has decreased overall in recent years.

A success rate of 90-100 % of the consistently agile, hybrid and selective users was given by 21 % in
2012, 24 % in 2014, 17 % in 2016 and 16 % in 2019.

The success rate of 90-100 % was given distinctly more frequently at 24 % in 2014 than in 2019 at 16
%.

In 2012, the success rate of 55 % of agile participants was estimated between 80-100 %. In 2014 it
was 52 %, in 2016 it was 44 % and in 2019 it was 42 %.

The majority of agile users estimate the success rate of projects / development processes that were
carried out with agile approaches between 70-100 %. In 2012 it was 89 %, in 2014 78 % of agile users
stated a success rate of 70-100 %, in 2016 it was 70 % and in 2019 it was 72 %.
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How would you estimate the success rate of projects/development processes performed with
classical project management?

40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

5%

Not
specified

Single Choice, n =43

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

0%

0-9%

0%

10-19%

0%

20-29%

63%
A

37%

A

26%
23%

16%
14%
206
i

30-39% 40-49% 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89%

Responses by the group “Consistently classic”

www.status-quo-agile.de

14%

90-100%

S

40
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Success of classic project management evaluated by classic AI K@h ENZ

users (2/2)

Consistently classical users estimate the success rate of projects, which were carried out with
classical project management methods, between 30-100 %.

The largest proportion of respondents reported success rates of 70-79 % (26 %) and 80-89 % (23 %).
16 % of the respondents stated a success rate of 50-59 % and 14 % stated 60-69 %. 14 % also
indicate a success rate of 90-100 %.

Overall, the success of projects with classic project management methods is estimated at over 50 %
by 93 % of the respondents from the "consistently classic" group.

63 % of those questioned estimate the success rate at 70 or more percent. That is (only) 6 % less than
among the agile participants.
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classic users (1/2)

How would you estimate the success rate of projecrs/development processes performed with
classical project management methods?

40%
80-100 %: ?
35% 2014: 26 % 3 33%
2016: 32 %
30% 2019: 39 % 27%
0 24%
25% 70-100 %: 02 24% oo
0 219%2%
2014: 59 % 20%
20% 2016: 56 % 17%
2019: 66 % 15% 15%
15% 13%
10%
10% . 9%
%
4% 4% %
5% iy 10p2% 2% 2%2%
0% "°0% 0%0% ° 0% 0%
0%
0-9% 10-19% 20-29% 30-39% 40-49% 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89% 90-100%
2014 (n =82) 2016 (n = 88) 2019 (n =41)
*In 2019, the answer option "No answer" was introduced for the first time. Accordingly, the figures from the year 2019 have been corrected
for comparison purposes in this presentation so that the total is 100%.
Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Comparison 2014/16/19 - classic project management by AI ROBLENZ
classic users (2/2)

Overall, the success rate of projects carried out using classic project management methods, estimated by consistently
classic users, increased in 2019 compared to the previous study from 2016.

The consistently classic users stated a success rate of 90-100 % in 2014 at 5 %, 10 % in 2016 and
15 % in 2019.

A success rate of 80-100 % was stated by 26 % of the classic users throughout. In 2016 it was 32 % and in 2019 it was
39 %.

In 2014, 59 % of all classic users indicated an estimated success rate of 70-100 % for projects that were carried out
using classic project management methods. 2016 implied 56 % and 2019 named

66 % a success rate of 70-100 %.

The approximation of the success rates of agile approaches to classic project management could have a variety of
reasons. In addition to poorer results, a change in the sample may have taken place, for example, or late adopters who
previously had poorer success rates as classic project management users now have worse rates as agile users than
the agile early adapters.
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Success evaluated by the different groups (1/2)
=

£

How would you estimate the success rate of projects/development processes performed with
agile approaches/ classic project management methods?

40%
80-100 %:
= Consistently agile: 48 % O
0
= Selective: 36 %
30% = Consistently classic: 37 % 27% 28%
26%  26%.
2504 70-100 %: . 60— = o3y
= Consistently agile: 80 % WE =0
0 = Hybrid: 68 % 20% =
20% = Selective: 60 % . L=
= Consistently classic: 63 % 16% =
0 M Fr= 14%
15% Fo = 12%
~a— il
10% 8% 9% 89 b= %9%
= 2= S S
5= 5% = = =
0, = 3% = = =
% = o 3% 152 257 2% po3VE% W= B =
= o — 194 %_— = — = b= o=
= 0%% __ 0% 0= 0% = % %= = 0% = = o=
0% = H = Ve % = % 2 [ giE » EE ; ; Fre= =
Not 0-9% 10-19% 20-29% 30-39% 40-49% 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89%  90-100%

specified
m Consistently agile (n = 104) = Hybrid (n = 222) = Selective (n = 145) O Consistently classic project management (n = 43)
Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and

"Consistently classic".
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Success evaluated by the different groups (2/2)

28 % of the consistently agile users stated a success rate of 90-100 %. This quota was also from
12 % hybrid and 9 % selective users. 14 % of all classic users also stated a success rate of 90-100 %.

A success rate of 80-100 % was stated by 48 % consistently agile users, 38 % hybrid users, 36 % selective users and
37 % consistently classic users.

Consistently agile users indicate to 80 % that the success rate of projects that were carried out with agile approaches is
70-100 %. For hybrid users, it was 68 % and for selective users 60 %, who reported a success rate of 70-100 %.
Consistently classic users stated an estimated success rate of 63 %.

It becomes clear that the success rate of 80-89 % was stated much more often by the hybrid and selective users than
by consistently agile or consistently classic users.

A success rate of 90-100 % is most often given by consistently agile users. The consistently agile users hardly see a
success rate of less than 70 % and are the most successful group, overall.
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Improve results and efficiency through agile approaches A

HHI

Did the usage of agile approaches lead to
Agile users (consistently agile, hybrid and improved results and efficiency?

selective) were asked whether improvements in
results and efficiency were achieved by using
agile approaches.

85 % of participants state that the use of agile

Yes
approaches has improved results and efficiency.
. . = No
15 % believe that no improvements have been
made.
85%
Single Choice, n = 486 Responses from the groups "Consistently

agile”, "Hybrid®, and "Selective".
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—

E

|

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

The data shows that for 19 % of consistently
agile, hybrid, and selective participants, the agile
approach improvements are much higher than
the implementation effort.

89 % of the respondents’ state that the
improvements are higher than the effort.

7 % of participants say that the improvements
through agile approaches are less than the
implementation effort of agile approaches.

Single Choice, n = 405

www.status-quo-agile.de

If so, how do you estimate the improvements in
comparison to the effort of implementing agile

approaches?

4%
0 O%A%

\

= Improvements a lot
higher than the effort

Improvements higher
than the effort

Improvements less
than the effort

= Improvements far less
than the effort
Not specified
70%

Answers from the group " Yes" by "If so, how do
you estimate the improvements in comparison to
the effort of implementing agile approaches" ,-;
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Comparison 2012/14/16/19 - Improvement compared to the AI KOBLENZ
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Ieffort .| . =

If yes, how do you estimate the improvements in comparison to the effort of implementing agile
approaches?

2or20- 10 | |
2or4(0-522 |
2015 v =52 |

20100 =500, I |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Improvements a lot higher than the effort = Improvements higher than the effort
Improvements less than the effort ® Improvements far less than the effort
Single Choice Responses from the group "Yes" to "Have improvements in results and

efficiency been achieved through the use of agile approaches?"
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Importance of single agile approaches at the team level

Importance of agile approaches in the own field of activity for agile users

Meaning of agile approaches in one's own field of activity for consistently agile users

Importance of agile approaches in the own field of activity for hybrid users
Importance of agile approaches in the own field of activity for selective users
Meaning of Scrum in different user areas

Meaning of Kanban in different user areas

Meaning of Lean in different user areas

Meaning of Design Thinking in different user areas
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Importance of single agile approaches at the team level
Importance of agile approaches in the own field of activity for

agile users (1/2)
!
How important are the following methods for your area of work?
Scrum (n = 475)
Kanban (,IT-Kanban®) (n =470) I

DevOps (n = 465) I—————
Lean (n = 464) I
Design Thinking (n = 467) I

Feature Driven Development (n = 452)

Extreme Programming (XP)* (n = 459) s
Lean Startup (n = 453) .

Reframing (n = 442) 1
Theory U (n =448) 1§

Effectuation (n = 450) |

Dynamic System Development Method (n = 451) &
Blue Ocean (n = 457) |
Crystal (n =450) &
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Very high importance High importance Low importance m No importance Not specified
Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid“, and "Selective".

** The approaches were sorted according to the "Very Important" and "Great Importance" ratings
www.status-quo-agile.de

* (incl. Test Driven Development and Pair Programming)

Single Choice

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus
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Importance of single agile approaches at the team level HSCHULE
Importance of agile approaches in the own field of activity for AI tfffﬁi cNe
agile users (2/2)

Scrum has the greatest general importance of all approaches. 55 % of the agile participants rate the
approach as very important and 29 % as important for their area, only around 14 % as unimportant or
of little importance. Kanban is the approach with the second highest rating with 79 % of participants
who at least attach great importance to Kanban (more than 28 % rate it as very important). The newly
gueried approaches Reframing, Theory U and Effectuation only play a subordinate role for most of the
study participants.

The following slides show that the "Scrum”, "Kanban", "DevOps" and "Lean" approaches are of the
greatest importance for the area of activity for the consistently agile users. The approaches mentioned
are also of the greatest importance for hybrid users. "Scrum", "Kanban" and "Lean" are also very
important for the selective users. In contrast to the consistently agile and hybrid users, “Design
Thinking” is of great importance for the selective users.
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HOCHSCHULE
Meaning of agile approaches in one's own field of activity for ' KOBLENZ
&

consistently aqile users
!

How important are the following methods for your area of work?

Scrum (n = 106)
Kanban (,IT-Kanban®) (n = 104)

DevOps (n = 105) I [
Lean (n = 103) N I
Feature Driven Development (n = 100) I ]
Design Thinking (n = 102) I
Extreme Programming (XP)* (n = 101) |
Lean Startup (n =99) I ]
Theory U (n =100) mm |
Effectuation (n =100) M |
Crystal (n=102) = |
Dynamic System Development Method (n = 100) & |
Reframing (n = 97) |
Blue Ocean (n=101) & |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
® Very high importance High importance Low importance ®m No importance Not specified

* (incl. Test Driven Development and Pair Programming)
** The approaches were sorted according to the "Very Important" and "Great Importance" ratings

Single Choice Responses from the group "Consistently agile".
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Importance of agile approaches in the own field of activity for AI KOBLENZ

hybrid users ,
!

How important are the following methods for your area of work?

Scrum (n = 224)

Kanban (,IT-Kanban®) (n = 221)
DevOps (n = 219)

Lean (n = 217)

Design Thinking (n = 220)

Feature Driven Development (n = 213)
Extreme Programming (XP)* (n = 217)
Lean Startup (n = 211)

Reframing (n = 208)

Effectuation (n = 213)

Blue Ocean (n = 214)

Dynamic System Development Method (n = 214)
Theory U (n = 208)

Crystal (n = 209)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
® Very high importance High importance Low importance ® No importance Not specified

* (incl. Test Driven Development and Pair Programming)
** The approaches were sorted according to the "Very Important" and "Great Importance" ratings

Single Choice Responses from the group "Hybrid".
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Importance of single agile approaches at the team level
Importance of agile approaches in the own field of activity for
selective users
!
How important are the following methods for your area of work?
Scrum (n = 145)
Kanban (,IT-Kanban®) (n = 145) I ]
Lean (n = 144) m— I
Design Thinking (n = 145) I
DevOps (n = 141) m—— I
Feature Driven Development (n = 139) Il |
Lean Startup (n = 143) . |
Extreme Programming (XP)* (n = 141) mm |
.
.
.
|
100%

Reframing (n =137) 1

Dynamic System Development Method (n = 137) B
Theory U (n = 140) 1
|
|
60% 80%
Not specified

Effectuation (n = 137)
Blue Ocean (n = 142)

40%

®m No importance

Crystal (n=139) 1
0%

High importance

20%
Low importance

Responses from the group “Selective”.

® Very high importance

* (incl. Test Driven Development and Pair Programming)
** The approaches were sorted according to the "Very Important" and "Great Importance" ratings
www.status-quo-agile.de

Single Choice
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_ o KOBLENZ
Meaning of Scrum in different user areas LRSI 07 ATPED seienees
| =

3% 2%

296170004

|

11%
22%

40% The importance of Scrum in different

user areas
S
e/ecf/ve

3% 3% > 86%
S Single Choice, n =56

Single Choice, n =57
2% 3%

10%

— R = Very High Importance
.- + High Importance
A)ypﬂd/ w = Low Importance
34% W = No Importance

Not specified
Single Choice, n = 117

) ) Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
Overall: Single Choice, n =230
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8%

10% 23%

The importance of Kanban in different

user areas

25% S
| ' e/ecf" Ve —
%
35% -

Single Choice, n =58

4% 5% e — e
279

21%

%

PEEL LU
- R %

Single Choice, n =116 43%

Overall: Single Choice, n = 229
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g\
ot

4% 0%

'36%

= VVery High Importance

Single Choice, n = 55

= High Importance

= Low Importance

= No Importance
Not specified

Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Meaning of Lean in different user areas
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11% 13%

14%

33% —3t%
Single Choice, n = 56 —_—

10 1o =l
15% .
—Hbrid oo e o
28% s

34%
Single Choice, n =114

Overall: Single Choice, n = 225
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The importance of Lean in different
user areas
29% e
00(\5"‘5‘\e
S, —
ez/(;,,q,l.ve —

Single Choice, n = 55

= VVery High Importance
= High Importance
= Low Importance
= No Importance
Not specified

Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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8% 11% 9% 2% 129

The importance of Design Thinking in
different user areas
30% e eten agle 20%
% = con
(S e
o 31% 47%

16%

35%

Single Choice, n =56 Single Choice, n =53

R

o e T

A LA LA LA A LA LA A

e e Dt Tt T T
B A A A T A T

8% 11%

P = Very High Importance

B AT T
R A A AT AT At
B AT A AT

e « High Importance
W = Low Importance
30% e = No Importance
Not specified
40%

Single Choice, n =113

Overall: Single Choice, n = 222
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10%

Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level

Evaluation of agile approaches
Evaluation of Scrum by agile users

Evaluation of Kanban ("IT Kanban") by agile users

Evaluation of Extreme Programming (XP) by agile

users

Evaluation of Design Thinking by agile users

Evaluation of Lean by agile users

Evaluation by Lean Startup by agile users

Evaluation by DevOps by agile users
Evaluation of Theory U by agile users

HOCHSCHULE
A KOBLENZ

UNIWERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Evaluation of Effectuation by agile users

Evaluation of Feature Driven Development by agile

users
Evaluation of Blue Ocean by agile users
Evaluation by Reframing by agile users

Evaluation of Dynamic System Development

Method by agile users

Evaluation of all practiced agile approaches by agile
users

Summary - Comparison of the evaluation by all

users
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Evaluation of agile approaches
On the following pages, various agile approaches and classic project management are evaluated by
the participants in various aspects.

Only participants who rated the respective approach in A or B in "relevance of agile approaches in their
own area of activity" (A = central meaning for my area of activity, B = is used for my area of activity
alongside other approaches) could do so to rate.

Crystal is not shown in this evaluation because fewer than 10 participants rated this approach.
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Evaluation of Scrum by agile users

Please evaluate Scrum in consideration of the following attributes with your experience in your
area. Please select the appropriate answer for each item.

Overall capability of the appraoch (n = 395) N8
Quality of results (n = 396) IS e |
Teamwork (n = 394) I

Planning security (n=395) I I
Efficiency (n=395) NN e [ |
Velocity (n =392) N mmmmmmmmmmm—9 [ |
Ability to innovate (n = 395) IS e [
Customer satisfaction (n = 394) NN [ |
Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n =395) Il o [ ]
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mVery good = Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance” at

Single Choice
Scrum
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Evaluation of Kanban ("IT Kanban") by agile users
&

Please evaluate Kanban ("IT-Kanban") in consideration of the following attributes with your
experience in your area. Please select the appropriate answer for each item.

Overall capability of the appraoch (n = 314)
Quality of resutls (n = 314)

Teamwork (n = 315)

Planning security (n = 315) N e
Efficiency (n = 314) IS e
Velocity (n = 315) IS
Ability to innovate (n = 315)
Costumer satisfaction (n =315) I mmmmmmmmmmmm—m—
I

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 314)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
mVery good = Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

Single Choice Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance® at
Kanban (“IT Kanban®)
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level
Evaluation of Extreme Programming (XP) by agile users
| &= =
Please evaluate Extreme Programming (incl. Test Driven Development und Pair
Programming) in consideration of the following attributes with your experience in your area.
Please select the appropriate answer for each item.
Overall capability of the approach (n = 96) GG
Quality of results (n = 97) I ——
Teamwork (n = 98) [ —
Planning security (n = 98) [N [
Efficiency (n = 98) NGNS ||
|
[
[

Velocity (n = 97) [N
Ability to innovate (n = 97) NN
Customer satisfaction (n = 97) NN
60% 80% 100%

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 95) NG
0% 20% 40% 3
Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

® Very good
Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance® at

Extreme Programming (XP)

Single Choice
www.status-quo-agile.de
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level I HOCHSCHULE
Evaluation of Design Thinking by agile users z

Please evaluate Design Thinking in consideration of the following attributes with your
experience in your area.Please select the appropriate answer for each item.

Overall capability of the approach (n = 183) IIEEEGEGEEN |
Quality of resutls (n = 183) I [
Teamwork (n = 183) I |
Planning security (n = 182) [l [
Efficiency (n = 182) IIIEEN [
Velocity (n = 181) IS [
Ability to innovate (n = 183) | I—— |
Customer satisfaction (n = 183) NN [ |
Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 183) Il [
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Very good Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified
Single Choice Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance® at

Design Thinking
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level ' I HOCHSCHULE

Evaluation of Lean by agile users
&

Please evaluate Lean in consideration of the following attributes with your experience in your
area. Please select the appropriate answer for each item.

Overall capability of the approach(n = 182)
Quality of results (n = 183)

Teamwork (n =181) NN e
Planning security (n = 181) [N
Efficiency (n = 182) I e
Velocity (n = 183) IS e [
Ability to innovate (n=182) I
Customer satisfaction (n =182) IS
;.S

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 182)
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mVery good = Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance” at
Lean
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level I HOCHSCHULE

Evaluation by Lean Startup by agile users

Please evaluate Lean Startup in consideration of the following attributes with your experience
in your area. Please select the appropriate answer for each item.

Overall capability of the approach (n = 74)
Quality of results (n = 74)

Teamwork (n = 74)

Planning security (n = 74)

Efficiency (n = 74)

Velocity (n = 74)

Ability to innovate (n = 74)

Customer satisfaction (n = 74)

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 74)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Very good Good Satisfactory mInadequate Not specified

Single Choice Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance” at
Lean Startup
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level
&

Evaluation by DevOps by agile users

Please evaluate DevOps in consideration of the following attributes with your experience in
your area.Please select the appropriate answer for each item.
[

Overall capability of the approach (n = 202) N
Quality of results (n = 202) S
Teamwork (n =201) I

Planning security (n = 201) [N [ |

Efficiency (n = 202) IS [ |

Velocity (n = 202) I |
Ability to innovate (n = 202) IIEEG_E [
Customer satisfaction (n = 202) IS 1
|

100%

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n =201) G
40% 60% 80%

0% 20%
Not specified

= Very good Good Satisfactory mInadequate

DevOps

Single Choice
www.status-quo-agile.de
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Evaluation of Theory U by agile users
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your area. Please select the appropriate answer for each item.

Please evaluate Theory U in consideration of the following attributes with your experience in

Overall capability of the approach (n = 24) NN
Quality of results (n = 24) IS

Teamwork (n = 24) I
[

Planning security (n = 24) GG
Efficiency (n = 24) I

40% 60%
Not specified

Velocity (n = 24) I
Ability to innovate (n = 23) GGG
Customer satisfaction (n = 24) IS
80% 100%

0%

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 24) GG

= Very good Good

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value.
Theory U

Single Choice

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

20%

Satisfactory ®Inadequate

Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance” at
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level

Evaluation of Effectuation by agile users
Please evaluate Effectuation in consideration of the following attributes with your experience in
your area. Please select the appropriate answer for each item.

F
Overall capability of the approach (n = 24) NGNS
Quality of results (n = 23) S

Teamwork (n = 23) NN
(|

Planning security (n = 23) [IIEGN
Efficiency (n = 23) N

Velocity (n = 23) I

Ability to innovate (n = 23)  [IE—
Customer satisfaction (n = 23) NGNS

60% 80% 100%

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 24) [
20%
Not specified

40%

0%
Satisfactory m®Inadequate

Good
Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance® at

m Very good

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value.
Effectuation
www.status-quo-agile.de

Single Choice
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level I HOCHSCHULE

Evaluation of Feature Driven Development by agile users

Please evaluate Feature Driven Development in consideration of the following attributes with
your experience in your area. Please select the appropriate answer for each item.

Overall capability of the approach (n = 123)
Quiality of results (n = 123)

Teamwork (n = 123)

Planning security (n = 124)

Efficiency (n = 124)

Velocity (n = 122)

Ability to innovate (n = 123)

Customer satisfaction (n = 123)

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 123)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Very good Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance” at

Single Choice .
Feature Driven Development

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 72



KOBLENZ

UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level I HOCHSCHULE

Evaluation of Blue Ocean by agile users

Please evaluate Blue Ocean in consideration of the following attributes with your experience in
your area. Please select the appropriate answer for each item.

Overall capability of the approach (n = 18)
Quality of results (n = 18)

Teamwork (n = 18)
Planning security (n = 18)
Efficiency (n = 18)
Velocity (n = 18)

Ability to innovate (n = 18)

Customer satisfaction (n = 18)

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 18)
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

= Very good Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value..
Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance” at
Blue Ocean
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level I HOCHSCHULE

Evaluation by Reframing by agile users

|

Please evaluate Reframing in consideration of the following attributes with your experience in
your area. Please select the appropriate answer for each item.
Overall capability of the approach (n = 29)
Quality of results (n = 28)
Teamwork (n = 28)
Planning security (n = 28)
Efficiency (n = 28)
Velocity (n = 28)
Ability to innovate (n = 28)

Customer satisfaction (n = 28)

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 28)

o N
g ini
>

0% 20% 40% 60% 100%

m Very good Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value.

Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance” at

Single Choice .
Reframing
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Evaluation of Dynamic System Development Method by agile AI fﬂ?hﬁ%
users s

H\H

Please evaluate Dynamic System Development Method in consideration of the following
attributes with your experience in your area. Please select the appropriate answer for each
item.

Overall capability of the approach (n = 21)
Quality of results (n = 21)

Teamwork (n = 21)

Planning security (n = 21)

Efficiency (n = 21)

Velocity (n = 21)

Ability to innovate (n = 21)

Customer satisfaction (n = 21)

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 21)
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Very good Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value..

Single Choice Respopses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance” at
Dynamic System Development Method
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level I HOCHSCHULE
agile users (1/3)
I

Quality of results Teamwork
Consistently agile (n = 457) - ‘ Consistently agile (n = 450) _ |
Hybrid (n = 808) - \ Hybrid (n = 808) -

Selective (n = 426) - I Selective (n = 424) - I

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mVery Good = Good © Satisfactory mInadaquate = Not specified m Very Good = Good © Satisfactory mInadaquate = Not specified

* |t should be noted that in the following questions, n stands for the number of scores, that is, when a person evaluates, for example, Scrum and Kanban, n increases by 2.
Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Evaluation of all practiced agile approaches by KODLENE
agile users (2/3) —
Planning security Efficiency
Consistently agile (n = 457) mm [ | Consistently agile (n = 458) [ |
Hybrid (n = 810) mm | Hybrid (n = 808) |
Selective (n =422) ma [ | Selective (n =424) |
0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100%
m Very Good Good Satisfactory m Very Good Good Satisfactory
® [nadaquate Not specified ® [nadaquate Not specified
Velocity Ability to innovate
Consistently agile (n = 457) I Consistently agile (n = 458) ——— |
Hybrid (n = 805) B Hybrid (n = 806) m—— [}
Selective (n = 423) — — Selective (n = 425) ||
0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100%
= Very Good Good Satisfactory = Very Good = Good Satisfactory
® |[nadaquate Not specified

m |nadaquate = Not specified

* |t should be noted that in the following questions, n stands for the number of scores, that is, when a person evaluates, for example, Scrum and Kanban, n increases by 2.

Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level
Evaluation of all practiced agile approaches by AUBLENS
agile users (3/3) -
Customer satisfaction Accuracy of evaluating improvements
Consistently agile (n = 458) ——— I Consistently agile (n = 456) - ]
Hybrid (n = 806) - I Hybrid (n = 806) [ |
Selective (n = 425) . ] Selective (n = 425) [ |
0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100%
Satisfactory m Very Good Good Satisfactory
® [nadaquate Not specified

Good

m Very Good
Not specified

® [nadaquate
Overall capability of the approach
Consistently agile (n = 458) IS
Hybrid (n = 807) M I
Selective (n = 425) A
0%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Good Satisfactory

m Very Good
® [nadaquate Not specified

* |t should be noted that in the following questions, n stands for the number of scores, that is, when a person evaluates, for example, Scrum and Kanban, n increases by 2.
Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid“, and "Selective".

Single Choice
www.status-quo-agile.de
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Summary - Comparison of the evaluation by all users AR NYPEENS
| (1/3) - o =
Comparison of the evaluation by all users
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
"Overall Quality of Teamwork Planning Efficiency Velocity Ability to Customer  Accuracy of
capability of results security innovate satisfaction  evaluating
the approach” improvements
mScrum (n = 396) O Kanban ("IT-Kanban") (n = 315)
mDevOps (n =202) ElLean (n = 183)
ODesign Thinking (n = 183) O Feature Driven Development (n = 124)
m Extreme Programming (XP) (n = 98) OlLean Startup (n = 74)

m Consistently classic project management (n = 44)
Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid®, and "Selective".
Single Choice For all but “Consistently classic“. And from the Group “Consistently classic”
just for “Consistently classic®.
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Evaluation of single agile approaches at the team level HOCHSCHULE
Summary - Comparison of the evaluation by all users AI KOBLENZ
(2/3) -

f

Comparison of the evaluation by all users

ll

100%
80%
60%
40%
20% I I
0%
"Overall Quality of Teamwork Planning Efficiency Velocity Ability to Customer  Accuracy of
capability of results security innovate satisfaction  evaluating
the approach” improvements
@ Reframing ®Theory U ®@Effectuation ®@Dynamic System Blue Ocean mConsistently classic project management
(n=29) (n=24) (n=24) Development Method (n=18) (n=44)
(n=21)
Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and

"Consistently classic".
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el
Summary - Comparison of the evaluation by all users ROBLENZ
(3/3)

The following ratings consist of the sum of the ratings of the approaches with "very good" and "good".

Scrum has the highest overall performance with 85 % followed by (IT-) Kanban (82 %).

Extreme Programming received the highest rating with 90 % in the "Quality of results" criterion, followed by Scrum with
88 %.

Scrum was rated 94 % best in the “teamwork” criterion.

With regard to “Planning security", classic project management received the best rating with 70 % and Theory U with
63 % the second highest rating.

The Kanban approach received a rating of 77 % in the “Efficiency” section, followed by Lean (76 %).

In the “Velocity” area, Kanban was rated best at 71 %.

In terms of “Ability to innovate”, Design Thinking received the highest rating at 86 %. Lean Startup and Blue Ocean
followed with 78 % each.

Design Thinking received the best rating (84 %) in terms of “Customer satisfaction”. What is striking is the positive
rating of customer satisfaction in classic project management (second highest rating with 81 %). It must be taken into
account that n is rather low at 44, but the positive assessment is surprising in comparison to the previous year's results.

In terms of “Accuracy of evaluating improvements”, Kanban received the highest rating (71 %) and Theory U the
second highest rating (67 %).
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Forms of Usage

= Use of agile techniques

=  Size of agile teams
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Forms of Usage I HOCHSCHULE
Use of agile techniques (1/2) £

Which agile practices do you use?

100%

82% 82% 80% 80% 789 78% 7796 77%

80% 67% 67% 65
0,
60% S7% 56% 51%
40% 39% 39% 389

40% 0 39% 38% 36% 339,
20%

4% 20y
0% [ —

N~ N ) &
O @ 9 . . P & &
\,bo(‘\ oS 6\0‘\ %,bc‘}:‘ ,z,c‘»‘B Qg?\\ Qef’\\ Q>°® Q;°® Q&Q 006‘ @«;s“ QO‘\ QQ& & @{ba{s c§z}‘\ &o° & Q‘\\‘\Q & Qecﬁ\‘\
AN S AT 2\ M- B SEEIR NP BN S O I AL CAD A R S
PPN RO S SIS & E P S & @SS <& ¥ D &
@QK\ O Qob\) %QQ R Qg, * & g’b(\\ N Q& &0 Q\(b(\ @rb & © o\)q, (oe’é .(\oo .\Q\ <
Q & o F o F & F S <
R %é\ X & Y& S0
& &0
S
Q%
S
&
Multiple Choice, n = 476 Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Use of agile techniques (2/2)

Consistently agile, hybrid and selective users were asked which agile practices they use.
Sprint planning and daily scrum are used most frequently by the respondents (both 82 %).
User stories and product backlog are also frequently used (both 80 %).

Sprint Backlog (78 %), Sprint Review (78 %), Sprint Retrospective (77 %) and Kanban Board (77 %)
are also popular agile practices.
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Forms of Usage I HOCHSCHULE

Size of agile teams

| ;| A =

How many people are typically on an (agile)
In an agile team, 2 % of the respondents work development team in your area?
with 1-2 people. In 14 % there are 3-4 people, in
64 % 5-9 people and in 14 % the team consists 1043% 2%2%
of 10-15 people.
The team size of 16-25 people was chosen by " 12
1 % of the respondents and the answer option "34
"over 25 people” was chosen by 3 %. =5-9
The team size of 3-4 people was mentioned =10-15
equally often to 10-15 people. = 16-25

Over 25
The team size of 5-9 people dominates very Not specified
clearly and thus corresponds to the
specifications of the Scrum Guide in previous 64%
versions.
Single Choice, n =478 Responses from the groups "Consistently

agile”, "Hybrid®, and "Selective".
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Specific Questions Regarding Scrum

= Usage of agile approaches according to Scrum Guide
= Duration of Sprints
= Reasons for a duration of Sprints > 4 weeks

= Used roles

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 88



KOBLENZ

UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Specific Questions Regarding Scrum ' I HOCHSCHULE

Usage of agile approaches according to Scrum Guide (1/2)

Which of the following approaches do you use / practice according to the recommendations of
the Scrum Guide?
100%  ggos

0,
86% ~ B9% - Baw  84%  82%  81% 709 780
80% 3% 69% 70
60% 50%
40%
20% 39
Y%
0%
{‘\\' oQ QQ 0 o@ (‘\\ QJ Q,b
\{3 Q N \{} < Qo KX
= "3 ° e} & € Q°° \e}' & \0‘ 0‘% é”@ & &
X \* Q\Q Q .{\\ 0“o 2 X S Q)Q é\ 6\ G"Q
S i 9 & N & W N R o & & &
$ & ) R <& N N ) &0 <
Q\O 600 QQ ) \(ﬁ\\' &6\ ) o @0 ¢\\(\’\\
<2&0 rjf‘ e &é{b <b,bc; 2
i &
\1\ @6
& <
R
Oo“

Multiple Choice, n = 383 Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Usage of agile approaches according to Scrum Guide (2/2)

The previous chart shows that almost all Scrum selectable approaches are used by respondents
(consistently agile, hybrid, and selective) at a percentage between 88 and 50 %.

The most common used approaches are the Sprint (88 %), Product Backlog (86 %), Daily Scrum (86
%), Product Owner Role (84 %) and Sprint Planning (84 %). Sprint Reviews are also used by 82 % of
those surveyed, as is the Sprint Retrospective (81 %).

79 % of agile users use the Scrum Master Role, 78 % use the Sprint Backlog approach, and 73 % use
the Definition of “Done".

The Development Team with a size between 3 and 9 people is used by 69 %, the Product Backlog
Refinement by 67 % and the Sprint Goal by 50 % of the respondents.
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Specific Questions Regarding Scrum I HOCHSCHULE

Duration of Sprints

How long does a Sprint usually last?
60 % of the respondents’ state that a Sprint 0%
usually takes 2 weeks. %% 60%
A Sprint lasts 3 weeks for 20 % of the
respondents and 4 weeks for 13 %.
5 % of the respondents say that the Sprint lasts

50%
40%
30%

only one week. 20%
The fact that a Sprint duration is usually longer 20% 13%
i i 10% 5%
than 4 weeks cannot be determined to any major o 6 o 1% 0% 0% 1% 1%
extent. 0%
X % % % % % e O NS
\&Q $®‘z\’b $®Q\’l. \Qe?}. Se?\’{~ \&% $® ,06\ 0°$ c':\\\e
Nt et Y oY e o Y &
o¥ F
Single Choice, n =373 Responses from the groups “High importance®

or “Very high importance“ at Scrum
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Specific Questions Regarding Scrum
Reasons for a duration of Sprints > 4 weeks
According to the participants, the following statements led to a Sprint duration of more than 4 weeks:

"Lack of capacity for faster processing."
"This has proven to be a natural time for the divisibility of the project content.”

"Meaningful period in the overall project.”
"Extensive testing at core application."

* Obvious spelling errors have been corrected and missing phrases have been added to keep the meaning.
www.status-quo-agile.de
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Used roles (1/2)

Which of the following roles do you use in your company?

Product Owner Proxy (Representative of a product owner or a committee
acting as a product owner, which also assumes operative tasks, is the
operative partner of the team and operationalizes basic specifications.)

43%

Product Owner Shadow (Person who accompanies the product owner in the 19%

background and translates observations into coaching and training support.)

Scrum Master Shadow (Person who accompanies the Scrum Master in the
background and translates observations into coaching and training support.)

23%

Not specified 40%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Responses from the groups “High importance® or “Very high importance” at
Scrum
www.status-quo-agile.de

Multiple Choice, n = 342
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The agile users (consistently agile, hybrid and selective) were asked whether they use the roles
"Product Owner Proxy", "Product Owner Shadow" and "Scrum Master Shadow".

The data shows that 43 % of the participants state that they use the role of Product Owner Proxy in
their company. 19 % use Product Owner Shadow and 23 % use the Scrum Master Shadow role, while
40 % chose not to do so.
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Scaling
|
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Scaling

Use of Scaling Frameworks
Reasons against Scaling Frameworks
Used Scaling Frameworks

Used Scaling Frameworks for consistently

agile users
Used Scaling Frameworks by hybrid users
Used Scaling Frameworks by selective

users
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Importance of Scaling Frameworks
Success of Scaling Frameworks

Use of Scaling Frameworks

Scaling practices

Orientation by the standard of Scaling
Frameworks

Satisfaction with Scaling Frameworks
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Scaling
Use of Scaling Frameworks

I
The consistently agile, hybrid and selective users
were asked whether they were using a Scaling

Framework.
34 % of the respondents use a Scaling

Framework.
66 % have no Scaling Framework in use.

Single Choice, n = 454

www.status-quo-agile.de
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Do you use a Scaling Framework?

34%
Yes

= No

Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid®, and "Selective".
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Reasons against Scaling Frameworks (1/2)
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/.

Why do you not have a Sc

aling Framework in use?

We don't have a Scaling Framework/We don’t have any expertise in this area. 39%
Still busy with implementing agile on a team basis. 30%
We plan to indulge in this topic. I 18%
We don't need a scaling framework. [ 14%
The change overwhelms our management. [ 13%
We couldn’t find adequate scaling approaches. T 10%
No acceptance/need from management. [ 9%
No foreseeable useage. [T 9%
Scaled agile approaches have too high requirements for employers/partners/user. T 7%
The change overwhelms our employees. [ 7%
The effort is too high. T 6%
Company/Groups framework for the approach. T 504
We tried scaling approaches but have had bad experiences. [ 204
We don't believe agile approaches can work scaled. [0 20
Other 0 3%
Not specified 9%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%
Multiple Choice, n = 297 Responses from the group "No" at Scaling Framework in use
© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 98



KOBLENZ

UNIWERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Scaling I HOCHSCHULE
Reasons against Scaling Frameworks (2/2) z

39 % of the respondents who do not use a Scaling Framework are not aware of one or have no
expertise in this area.

30 % are still involved in the introduction of agile approaches at team level.

It is noteworthy that 18 % state that they plan to deal with the topic.

14 % of agile users do not need a Scaling Framework.

13 % say that change overwhelms managers and 7 % say that this is the case with employees.

For 6 % of the respondents, the effort for the introduction is too high and 2 % do not believe that agile
approaches also work scaled.
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Used Scaling Frameworks (1/ 2) LRSI OF RPFLIED elEREES
Which scaling frameworks do you use in your company?
80%
60% 54%
40% 35%
23%
20% 16% 15% 15%
- - -
3% 1%
Scaled Agile Own Large- Spotify- Nexus Scrum at Team of  Disciplined Other  Not specified
Framework development Scale Scrum  Model Scale Teams Agile
(SAFe) (LeSS)
Multiple Choice, n = 151 Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use
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Used Scaling Frameworks (2/2)

I

With 54 %, SAFe is used most often as a Scaling Framework in companies.
35 % of respondents use Own Development and 23 % use LeSS.

The Spotify-Model is used as often with 16 % as Scrum at Scale and Nexus with 15 % each.

Team of Teams and Disciplined Agile use 9 and 3 % of the respondents in their companies.
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Used Scaling Frameworks for agile users (1/2)

Which scaling frameworks do you use in your company?
80%
60%
40%
20% 199
20% — 15%16%159% 15%16%
1%—= e 22-11% ll%go/
— 0 7% 2%
— — e, 0,
— — ﬁ 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%3(10%
O% e, e — ] T — e — | At LN,
Scaled Agile Own Large- Spotify- Nexus Scrum at Team of  Disciplined Other  Not specified
Framework development Scale Scrum  Model Scale Teams Agile
(SAFe) (LeSS)
m Consistently agile (n =54)  =Hybrid (n=70) = Selective (n = 27)
Multiple Choice Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use
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Used Scaling Frameworks for agile users (2/2)

SAFe is the most widely used Scaling Framework among the consistently agile, hybrid and selective
users. At 67 %, SAFe is clearly more dominant among the selective users than among the hybrid
users (56 %) and among the consistently agile users (46 %).

SAFe (46 %) and Own Development (44 %) are on the same level among the consistently agile users.

LeSS is used more often by consistently agile users (26 %) and hybrid users (24 %) than by selective
users (15 %).

The Spotify Model is used far more frequently among the consistently agile and selective users (20 %
and 19 %) than among the hybrid users (11 %).

The Scaling Framework Nexus is used similarly by the three groups (15 %, 16% and 15 %). This also
applies to Scrum at Scale (15 %, 16 %, 11 %) and Team of Teams (11 %, 9 % and 7 %).

It is striking that SAFe clearly dominates among the selective users, while SAFe and Own
Development are among the consistently agile users. For hybrid users, SAFe clearly dominates before
Own Development.
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Importance of Scaling Frameworks (1/2) Z

| & =
How important are the following methods for your area of work?
Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) (n = 142) I
Own development (n = 138) NN |

Large-Scale Scrum (LeSS) (n =138) Il
Spotify-Model (n = 134) 1S
Nexus (n =137)
Scrum at Scale (n = 135) [l
Team of Teams (n=133) B

Disciplined Agile (n=133) B

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Very high importance High importance Low importance m No importance Not specified
Single Choice Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use
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According to the respondents, SAFe, Own Development and the Spotify Model are of the greatest
importance overall under the Scaling Frameworks if the evaluations from "Very important" and "Very
important” are summed up.

SAFe, Own Development and the Spotify Model received the rating “Very important”.

In the case of "Great importance”, on the other hand, it was the Own Development, SaFe and LeSS,
which are of great importance for the area of activity of the respondents from the groups throughout,
agile, hybrid and selective.

The least or no relevance was assigned by the interviewees Disciplined Agile, Team of Teams and
Nexus.
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How high do you estimate your successes with scaled agile approaches for executed
project/development processes?

40% 63%
35% f L \
30% 37%
26% , L ‘
25%
20%
20%
15%
0 12% 10%
10% 7%
. 5%
% - 1% 1% 1% 2%
0% [ |
Not 0-9% 10-19% 20-29% 30-39% 40-49% 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89 90-100%
specified
Single Choice, n = 67 Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use
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Success of Scaling Frameworks (2/8)
I

& o

63 % of the consistently agile, hybrid and selective participants estimate the success rate of the
projects carried out with scaled agile approaches at over 70 %.

22 % of respondents rate the success rate between 50 % and 70 %.

10 % state that the success rate of projects with Scaling Frameworks is less than 50 %.
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Success of Scaling Frameworks (3/8)

How high do you estimate your successes with scaled agile approaches for executed

project/development processes?

40%
80-100 %:
35% = Consistently agile: 34 % O
= Hybrid: 46 % 30%
30% = Selective: 19 %
25% 70-100 %:
= Consistently agile: 74 %
20% « Hybrid: 64 %
15% = Selective: 34 %
11% 11%
10% . o =
6% - = A
5% ﬁ 4% 4% 4% 4% 30 4% % 4% ﬁ
%% O%O%% 0%0%% 0%0%% O%ﬁé 0%% $=
0% = = = = e ——] = I ——]
Not 0-9% 10-19% 20-29% 30-39% 40-49% 50-59%
specified
= Consistently agile (n =53) == Hybrid (n = 65)
Single Choice
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Success of Scaling Frameworks (4/8)

i = =
How would you estimate the success for executed project/development processes?
30% 28%
. 0,

80-1OQ %: 26% 25%
2506 = Agile approaches: 40 %

= Scaled agile approaches: 37 % 20%
20% 70-100 %: 0

= Agile approaches: 68 % 15W17A)

= i - 0 0
15% Scaled agile approaches: 63 % -

12% 11%
10%
10% 7% 7%
0 0 0
6% 50
5% 3%
0, 0, 0,
0%1% 1%1% 2Ajl% 2%2%
Not 0-9% 10-19% 20-29% 30-39% 40-49% 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89%  90-100%
specified
m Agile appraoches (at team level) (n = 471) Scaled agile appraoches/Scaling Frameworks (n = 67)
Single Choice Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use
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Il

Have there been improvements in results and

Consistently agile, hybrid and selective users efficiency through Uiingow”—e
were asked whether the application of scaled approaches:
agile approaches led to improvements in results
and efficiency. 15%
74 % of the study participants state that Yes
improvements have been achieved through the 11%
use of scaled agile approaches.
= No

11 % of the participants, however, answered that
no |_mprovements in results and efficiency were 4% Not specified
achieved.

Single Choice, n = 148 Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling

Framework in use
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Success of Scaling Frameworks (6/8)

Have there been improvements in results and

87 % of the participants who use a Scaling efficiency through using agile approaches?
Framework state that improvements in results
and efficiency have been realized.

13 % state that the Scaling Framework has not Scaled agile approaches /
resulted in any improvements. Scaling Frameworks (n = 148)

On the other hand, 85 % of the participants who

use agile approaches (at team level) state that

improvements in results and efficiency have Agile gﬁ/ﬂ;’?ﬁhﬁ 8(2; team l

been achieved. Only 15 % state that no

Improvements have been achieved through agile

approaches. . con L00%
Yes HNo

* The question / answer options were not completely structured in the same way, only with
scaled agile approaches was the answer option “no answer" given. This was taken into account

in the calculation presented. . .
Single Choice, n = 148

* On this slide, an error was found in the previous version of the result report and corrected
in this version.
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16 % of the respondents say that the
improvement is much higher and 74 % say that
the improvement is higher than the effort for the

introduction and use of scaled agile approaches.

10 %, on the other hand, state that the
improvements are less or much less than the
effort.

Single Choice, n =51

If so, how do you evaluate the improvements
compared to the effort of implementing and
using scaled agile approaches?

00 1%
= Improvements are a lot

higher than the effort

Improvements are higher
than the effort

Improvements are less
than the effort

= [mprovements are a lot
74% less than the effort

Responses from the group “Yes" to
improvements in results and efficiency through
the use of scaled agile approaches
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The graph compares the agile and the scaled
agile approaches in terms of effort and utility
evaluation of participants.

19 % of the respondents say that agile
approaches make the improvements much
higher than the effort.

With scaled agile approaches, 16 % of
respondents say the improvements are distinctly
higher than the effort.

* It should be noted that the question / answer options were not completely
structured in the same way, only with scaled agile approaches was the answer
option “no answer" given

** For the first time, the "no answer" option was introduced in 2019. Accordingly,
in this presentation, the figures from 2019 have been corrected for comparison
purposes, so that the total is 100%.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus
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How do you estimate the improvements in
comparison to the effort of implementing agile

approaches?

Scaled
agile
approaches
(n=110)
Agile
approaches
(n =390)
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
E Improvements a lot higher than the effort
Improvements higher than the effort
Improvements less than the effort
m Improvements far less than the effort
Single Choice Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling

Framework in use
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Use of Scaling Frameworks (1/8) £

| == =
How big is the development organization

According to the participants, Scaling supported by the Scaling Framework?

Frameworks are mostly used in organizations

with 11-100 people (52 %) or 101-1,000 people 4% 1%3%

(40 %).

= 1-10 persons

Participants from the groups were consistently

. . . = 11-100 persons
agile, hybrid and selective. P

520 = 101-1,000 persons

= 1,001-10,000 persons

Not specified

Single Choice, n = 147 Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling
Framework in use
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In which areas do you use Scaling Approaches/Frameworks?

100%
86%
80%
60%
49%
40%
28%
20%
20%
1%
0%
Software Development IT-Topics (e.g. SAP- Activities without any Physical Product Not specified
Projects) particular IT-reference (e.g Development
Marketing, strategy and
organizational
development)
Multiple Choice, n = 150 Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use
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Use of Scaling Frameworks (3/8)
I

Scaling Frameworks are used by 86 % in software development and by 49 % in IT-related topics.

& o

28 % use Scaling Frameworks for non-IT related activities and 20 % use Scaling Frameworks in
physical product development.
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Use of Scaling Frameworks (4/8)
=

In which areas do you use Scaling Approaches/Frameworks?

100% 91%
80%
60%
48%
40%
28%
o 22% 22%
20% 17% R
= B oo
0% A A S B o S N e
Software Development  IT-Topics (e.g. SAP-Projects) Activities without any Physical Product Not specified
particular IT-reference (e.g Development
Marketing, strategy and
organizational development)
m Consistently agile (n = 54) + Hybrid (n = 69) = Selective (n = 27)
Multiple Choice Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use
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Use of Scaling Frameworks (5/8) — Comparison agile gl KOBLENZ

approaches and Scaling Frameworks

In which areas do you use agile approaches/scaled agile approaches/Scaling Frameworks?

100%
86%
80% 75%
60%
52% - 49%
39%
40%
28%
19% 20%
20%
. 1% 1%
0%
Software-Development Other IT-related topics (for  Activities without specific Physical product Not specified
example SAP-projects) references to IT (e.g. development
Marketing, strategy- and
organizational development)
m Agile approaches (at team level) Scaled agile approaches/Scaling Frameworks
(n = 478) (n = 150)
Multiple Choice Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use
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Use of Scaling Frameworks (6/8)

=

o

ll

The structures of agile scaling have completely

The consistently agile, hybrid and selective users replaced the classic company structures.

were given the following statement to evaluate it:
"The structures of agile scaling have completely

7% 6%

replaced the classic company structures." " Fully agree
. Agree

6 % of those surveyed fully agree with the
statement and 34 % agree with the statement. 4% Disagree
However, 41 % disagree with the statement and " g_ully
12 % of the respondents fully disagree with the sagree
statement. Not

) . 41% 4 specified
This shows that the classic corporate structures
have not been replaced in all organizations.

Single Choice, n = 148 Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling

Framework in use
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Use of Scaling Frameworks (7/8)
| —
How much do you agree with the following statement? The structures of agile scaling have
completely replaced the classic company structures.
40% 60% 80% 100%

0% 20%

Consistently agile (n= 54) -

Not specified

m Fully Disagree

Selective (n = 27)
Disagree
Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use

m Fully Agree Agree
www.status-quo-agile.de

Single Choice
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Use of Scaling Frameworks (8/8) z

Among the consistently agile users, 13 % strongly agree with the statement "The structures of agile
scaling have completely replaced the classic company structures.” And 41 % agree.

From the hybrid group, 3 % fully agree and 34 % agree.
22 % of the selective users agree.

Of the consistently agile users, 37 % disagree with the statement and 6 % fully disagree with the

statement. Among the hybrid participants, 42 % disagree with the statement and 10 % fully disagree
with it.

44 % of the selective users disagree with the statement and 26 % fully disagree with the statement.
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Which scaling practices do you use?

Consistently agile, hybrid and selective users
were asked which scaling practices they use. Epics
Big Room Planning

. . . Release Plannin
The most common scallng practlces are EpICS g

(90 %), Cross-Room Planning, such as Big Heartbeat
Room Planning (76 %) and Release Planning Scrum of Scrums
(66 %). Overall Retrospective

Continuous integration

Automated Testing

Heartbeat (64 %), Scrum of Scrums (62 %) and

Overall Retrospective (61 %) are also used
frequently. Shared Sprint Review

Test Driven Development

Continuous delivery

Multiple Choice, n = 145

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de

0%

90%
76%
66%
64%
62%
61%
59%
57%
52%
44%
31%
20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling
Framework in use
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Orientation by the standard of Scaling Frameworks (1/2) LRSI OF ATPED seiEnees
=
!

How much do you use the standard for implementing the Scaling Framework?

6%

= The standard is used consistently

= Only single elements of the standard are used, the other
elements are adapted to the company
23%

= The standard is just a guideline, almost all elements are
adapted or changed

= The approaches standard doesn’t matter, all elements are
adapted for the company or changed

Not specified

Single Choice, n = 148 Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling Framework in use
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Satisfaction with Scaling Frameworks (1/2)

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de

| =
How satisfied are you with your
17 % of the consistently agile, hybrid and approach/framework?
selective users who use a Scaling Framework
are very satisfied with the Scaling Framework 30, 5% = Very satisfied
used.
14%

Satisfied
61 % of the respondents indicated that they are
satisfied with the Scaling Framework they chose. Unsatisfied
14 % are unsatisfied and 3 % are very « Very unsatisfied
unsatisfied with the Scaling Framework used.

Not specified

61%
Single Choice, n =149 Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling

Framework in use
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How satisfied are you with your

According to the respondents, the satisfaction with the 20% approach/framework?
chosen Scaling Frameworks is high. 63% 63%
. . . 59%:
26 % consistently agile users, 16 % hybrid users and 4 60%
% selective users indicate that they are very satisfied ,
with the selected Scaling Framework. 50%
63 % of consistently agile users, 59 % of hybrid users 40%
and 63 % of selective users are satisfied with the Scaling 230%
Framework. 30%  26%
. I . 20% 16%
30 % of the selective users are unsatisfied with the 13%
chosen Scaling Framework. 13 % of hybrid users and 7 10% 5 7% %m0 L7
% of consistently agile participants are unsatisfied. o e M
4 /;)] Orl: the h)ll_brld and selecktlvr(]e usr(lars art; very unsatisfied Very Satisfied  Unsatisfied Very  Not specified
with the Sca ing Frgmewor 't ey have chosen. Among satisfied unsatisfied
the consistently agile users it's 0 %.
Consistently agile (n =54) - Hybrid (n = 68) = Selective (n =27)
Single Choice, n =149 Responses from the group "Yes" in Scaling

Framework in use

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 125



' HOCHSCHULE
‘ KOBLENZ

UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Evaluation of Scaling Frameworks
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Bewertung von Scaling Frameworks

Evaluation by Nexus by agile users

Evaluation of Scrum at Scale by agile users

Evaluation of Team of Teams by agile users

Evaluation of Spotify Model by agile users

Evaluation of Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) by agile users

Evaluation of Large-Scale Scrum (LeSS) by agile users

Evaluation of Own-Development by agile users

Summary - Comparison of the rating by all users
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Please evaluate Nexus according to the following attributes with your experience in your area.
Please choose an answer for each attribute.

Overall capability of the approach (n = 19)
Quality of result (n = 19)

Cooperation across teams (n = 19)

Teamwork (n = 19)

Planning security (n = 19) IS mmmmmmm——

Efficiency (n=19) NN e
Velocity (n = 19) N e
Ability to innovate (n = 19) IS0
Customer satisfaction (n = 19) I TTmmmmmmmmmmmmImImm——
Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 19) IS 000

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mVery good = Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value.

Single Choice Responses from the groups “Very good” and “Good” at Nexus
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Please evaluate Scrum at Scale according to the following attributes with your experience in
your area. Please choose an answer for each attribute.

Overall capability of the approach (n = 22) [ |
Quality of result (n = 22)
Cooperation across teams (n = 22) [ ]

Teamwork (n = 22)
Planning security (n = 22) [ITmmmmm—
SCENGAGEZRE B

Velocity (n = 22) NN

Ability to innovate (n = 22) N mmmmmm—" |
Customer satisfaction (n = 22) N IIImImImImmImmmm——

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n=22) IS 00

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
mVery good = Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value.

Single Choice Responses from the groups “Very good” and “Good” at Scrum at Scale
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Evaluation of Team of Teams by agile users

Please evaluate Team of Teams according to the following attributes with your experience in
your area. Please choose an answer for each attribute.

Overall capability of the approach (n = 17)
Quality of result (n = 17)

Cooperation across teams (n = 17)

Teamwork (n = 17)

Planning security (n = 17) Iy Il

Efficiency (n=17) N L

Velocity (n=17) N [

Ability to innovate (n = 17) Ty I

Customer satisfaction (n = 17) I

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n=17) Il e [
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

mVery good = Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate = Not specified
* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value.

Single Choice Responses from the groups “Very good” and “Good” at Team of Teams
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Evaluation of Scaling Frameworks
Evaluation of Spotify Model by agile users

Please evaluate Spotify Model according to the following attributes with your experience in
your area. Please choose an answer for each attribute.

F
Overall capability of the approach (n = 23) IS
Quiality of result (n=24) M
Cooperation across teams (n = 24) I
Teamwork (n = 24) I

Planning security (n = 24) 1l
Efficiency (n = 24) I

Velocity (n = 24) IS
Ability to innovate (n = 24) I
Customer satisfaction (n = 24) [
Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 24) [l
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
= Very good Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified
Responses from the groups “Very good” and “Good” at Spotify Model
131

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value.
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Evaluation of Scaling Frameworks
Evaluation of Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) by agile users

Please evaluate Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) according to the following attributes with your
experience in your area. Please choose an answer for each attribute.

F
Overall capability of the approach (n = 72) N
Quality of result (n = 73) NN
Cooperation across teams (n = 73) I
Teamwork (n = 73) I
Planning security (n = 73) IIIENEGGN
Efficiency (n = 73) IS
Velocity (n =73) GG
Ability to innovate (n = 73) NG

Customer satisfaction (n =72) NN
Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 73) GGG

40% 60%

Not specified

80% 100%

20%
Satisfactory m®Inadequate

0%
132

Good

m Very good
Responses from the groups “Very good” and “Good” at SAFe
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Evaluation of Scaling Frameworks
Evaluation of Large-Scale Scrum (LeSS) by agile users

Please evaluate Large-Scale Scrum (LeSS) according to the following attributes with your

F
experience in your area. Please choose an answer for each attribute.
Overall capability of the approach (n =27) I
Quality of result (n =27) NN
Cooperation across teams (n = 27) I [ |
Teamwork (n = 27) I ||
Planning security (n = 27) GG
Efficiency (n = 27) IS
Velocity (n = 27) GG
Ability to innovate (n = 27) I .
Customer satisfaction (n = 27) IS
Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 27) I [
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Very good Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified
Responses from the groups “Very good” and “Good” at LeSS
133

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value.

Single Choice
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Evaluation of Scaling Frameworks
Evaluation of Own-Development by agile users

Please evaluate Own Development according to the following attributes with your experience in

your area. Please choose an answer for each attribute.

I
Overall capability of the approach (n = 62) I
Quality of result (n = 62) NN
Cooperation across teams (n = 62) I
Teamwork (n = 62) I

Planning security (n = 61) IEEG__u
Efficiency (n = 61) I
Velocity (n = 61) .
Ability to innovate (n = 61) [
Customer satisfaction (n = 61) I
60% 80% 100%

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 61) [
40%
Not specified

20%
Satisfactory ®Inadequate

Responses from the groups “Very good” and “Good” at Own-Development
134

0%
= Very good Good

Single Choice
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Summary - Comparison of the rating by all users (1/2)

l

Sum of "Very good" and "Good" ratings

100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%
Overall Quality of Cooperation Teamwork Planning Efficiency Velocity Ability to Customer  Accuracy of
capability of result across teams security innovate satisfaction  evaluating
the approach improvements
B Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) 0 Own Development mLarge-Scale Scrum (LeSS) O Spotify-Model
(n=73) (n=62) (n=27) (n=24)
E Nexus E Scrum at Scale E Team of Teams
(n=19) (n=22) (n=17)

* Due to the small number of participants in this question, the information is only of limited informative value.

Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Summary - Comparison of the rating by all users (2/2)

The following ratings consist of the sum of the ratings of the approaches with "very good" and "good".

The approaches Nexus, Scrum at Scale and Team of Teams scored very well in the evaluations by the
respondents. However, it should be noted that the valuation of the approaches has a low n.

The Spotify Model, LeSS and SAFe, perform worse in terms of the criteria.

When it comes to “Quality of results", SAFe and LeSS are behind Nexus (89 %) and Scrum at Scale
(86%) with 75 % (SAFe) and 81 % (LeSS).

Nexus received the best in the “Cooperation across teams" criterion rating (95 %).

SAFe received 77 %. Scrum at Scale and Nexus were rated best with 95 % in the “Teamwork”
criterion, followed by LeSS with 81 %, SAFe with 78 % and the Spotify Model with 75 %.

Scrum at Scale was rated 73 % on the “Ability to innovate” criterion and LeSS received 63 %.
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Agile Transformation

= Driver to use agile approaches
= Challenges in implementing agile approaches
= Organizational unit for methodical approaches

= Agile approaches in companies
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Driver to use agile approaches

Who drove the activities of the agile

Consistently agile, hybrid and selective study approaches?

participants were asked who is or was the driver Top Management 44%
of using agile approaches.

Middle Management 44%
Drivers for the use of agile approaches are, Lower Management (Operational 34%
. . Activities)
according to the respondents, 44 % senior
management, 44 % middle management and Employees 4%
0]

34 % lower management. External 2906

. : Oth 0
47 % of employees are the driving force behind |
the use of agile approaches and 22 % are Not specified | 1%

external.
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Multiple Choice, n = 436 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid®, and "Selective".
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Challenges in implementing agile approaches (1/2)

J
|
Il

Which are the most important challenges for a successful implementation of agile approaches?

Internal Processes [ 62%
Top-Management [ 59%
Team [ 4%
Middle Management - [ 54%
Internal Environment (other departments etc.) T 509
Internal Clients/Employers [ 379
Structure of the Product [ 319
External Clients/Employers [ 24%
Legal Requirements/Standards/Guidelines [ 2004

Other [ 4%
Not specified | 1%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Multiple Choice, n = 438 Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Challenges in implementing agile approaches (2/2)

The consistently agile, hybrid and selective users were asked what are the most important challenges
for the successful implementation of agile approaches.

62 % of respondents said they had internal processes and 59 % said top management was the
biggest challenge.

The team and middle management were both named with each 54 % as further challenges for the
successful implementation of agile approaches.

Other challenges are the internal environment (50 %), internal customers / clients (37 %) and the
structure of the product (31 %).

24 % state external customers / clients as a challenge and 20 % state legal requirements / standards /
specifications as a challenge for the successful implementation of agile approaches.
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Organizational unit for methodical approaches (1/5)

‘HIJ!

o

Is there an organization which supports and

For 67 % of the participants from the groups promotes the implementgtion of agile
consistently agile, hybrid and selective, there is approaches?

an organizational unit in the company that 7%
promotes the use of agile approaches.

26 % of the respondents’ state that there is no Yes
such organizational unit or group.

= No

0,
67% Not specified

Single Choice, n =434 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid®, and "Selective".
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MIIII

I
Is there an organization which supports and promotes the implementation of agile approaches?

How would you estimate the success rate of projects / development processes performed with

40%
30%
20%
10%
5% 5%
0%1%
0% —
Not 0-9%
specified
Single Choice

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

agile approaches?

Lo 11%
9% 8%

s
0
205 3% 2%. I I

.
30-39%  40-49%  50-59%  60-69%

Yes (n =284) mNo (n=109)

70-79%

29%
27%

18% 18%
14%

80-89%  90-100%

Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid“, and "Selective
Evaluation of the success rate with / without organizational unit for agile
143
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Organizational unit for methodical approaches (3/5)

HHI

Is there an organization or group which
For 71 % of all agile users, there is an supports and promotes the implementation of
organizational unit or group that supports and agile approaches

promotes the use of agile approaches. 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

This is 67 % for hybrid users and 64 % for Consistently agile (n = 94) -
selective users.

There is no such organizational unit or group for Hybrid (n = 203) ]
20 % of consistently agile users, in 27 % of
hybrid users and in 28 % of selective users.

Selective (n = 137) -

Yes mNo = Not specified

Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid®, and "Selective".
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Organizational unit for methodical approaches (4/5)

\HNM

Is this organization also responsible for classic

43 % of the consistently agile, hybrid and project management (e.g. Agile Center of
selective participants state that this Excellence)?
organizational unit is also responsible for classic 5%

project management. Yes

This is not the case with 52 %.

43% = No

Not
specified

Responses from the “Yes" group in there is an
Single Choice, n = 288 organizational unit or group that supports and

promotes the use of agile approaches
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IHH

By 37 % of the continuously agile users, this
organizational unit or group is also responsible
for classic project management.

This is 48 % for hybrid users and 40 % for
selective users.

For 63 % of the continuously agile users, 46 % of
the hybrid users and 53 % of the selective users,
this organizational unit is not responsible for
classic project management.

www.status-quo-agile.de

Is this organization also responsible for classic
project management (e.g. Agile Center of
Excellence)?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Consistently agile (n = 65)
Hybrid (n = 136)

Selective (n = 87)

Yes mNo Not specified
Responses from the “Yes" group in there is an
organizational unit or group that supports and

promotes the use of agile approaches 146
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Agile approaches in companies z

i = =
How much do you agree with the following statements? Please choose one applicable answer for each
Only small teams (< 9 people) can work together element:
according to agile approaches. (n =432) Iy I
The implementation and use is characterized by strong —
fluctuations. (n=434) = I—
Our company structure promotes agile approaches (n = 433) GGG ]
There is little support for agile approaches from management. (n=434) - L
Agile activities are difficult to lead (n = 431) [l |
With agile approaches there is no sufficient documentation (n = 434) [l |
Agile approaches are trends (n = 434) |
With agile approaches there is no sufficient planning (n = 435) [l |
Agile approaches lead to low quality of the results (n = 434) | |
Agile project teams have no discipline. (n = 433) | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Fully agree Agree Disagree m Fully disagree Not specified
Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid“, and "Selective".
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Alignment with the project management standard

Size of classic project management teams

Comparison - Team size in classic project management and agile teams
Subject areas of classical project management

Comparison - Subject areas of agile approaches, classical project management and of Scaling
Frameworks

Organizational unit for classic project management

Evaluation classic project management methods
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Alignment with the project management standard (1/2) £

S

Which standard do you use for orientation for your project management approaches?

IPMA (International Project Management Association) oriented
Own company standard

PMI (Project Management Institute) oriented

No standard

PRINCE?2 (Projects in Controlled Environments 2) oriented
ISO (International Organization for Standardization) oriented
V-Modell XT etc. oriented

Open PM2 oriented

HERMES oriented

Other | 2%

Not specified

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Multiple Choice, n = 47 Responses from the group “Consistently classic”.
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Alignment with the project management standard (2/2)

It becomes clear that the majority of the projects are based on the standards of IPMA (30 %) or on
company standards (30 %).

23 % of the participants state that their project management standard is based on PMI, no standard
(19 %) or PRINCEZ2 (13 %).

As "Other" it was stated: "Often aligned to the specifications of the client."
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Size of classic project management teams

| £

How many people in your department usually

In a classic project management team, 3-4 work in a (classic) project management team?

people work for 22 % of those surveyed. 31 %

state that there are 5-9 people, 7 % have 10-15 2% 9o =12
people and in 7 % the team consists of 16-25
people. 22% “3-4

22% = 5-9
The team size of 1-2 people was selected by 9
% of the respondents and the answer option 0 10-15
“over 25 people” was selected by 22 %. o L6.95
In classic project management, the team size of ver
5-9 people is most vwdesp_read as well, but not — Not specified
as pronounced as with agile approaches at team
level.

Single Choice, n = 45 Responses from the group “Consistently

classic”.
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Comparison - Team size in classic project management and KOBLENZ
agile teams = =
R = (O
How many people are typically on an (agile) How many people in your department usually
development team in your area? work in a (classic) project management team?
1043% 2%2%
14% .12 2% 9% .12
14%
\ “3-4 22% “3-4
= 5-9 = 5-9
= 10-15 = 10-15
7%
= 16-25 16-25
: Over 25 % Over 25
64% .
° Not specified 31% Not specified
Single Choice, n = 478 Responses from the group “Consistently agile”,  Single Choice, n = 45 Responses from the group “Consistently
“Hybrid” and “Selective”. classic”.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 153



KOBLENZ

UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Classic Project Management 'I HOCHSCHULE

Subject areas of classical project management (1/2)
=)

In which areas do you use project management?

40% 39%
35%
30%
25%
25%
20%
20%
15%
9%
0,
10% 7%
- -
0%
Software Development IT topics (e. SAP Projects)  Activities without any Physical Product Not specified
particular IT reference (e.g Development
Marketing, strategy and
organizational
development)
Single Choice, n = 44 Responses from the group “Consistently classic”.
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Subject areas of classical project management (2/2)

Classic project management is used by 9 % of consistently classic users in software development and
39 % in IT related topics.

25 % use classic project management for activities without a special IT connection and 20 % use it in
the area of physical product development.
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project management and of Scaling Frameworks -

In which areas do you use agile approaches/scaled agile approaches/Scaling
Frameworks/project management?

100%
86%
80% 75%
60% 52% 4994
40% 39% 39%
’ 28% 250
19% 20% 20%
20% 9% 7%
1% 1%
0%
Software-Development Other IT-related topics (for  Activities without specific Physical product Not specified
example SAP-projects) references to IT (e.g. development

Marketing, strategy- and
organizational development)

m Agile approaches (at team level) m Scaled agile approaches/Scaling Frameworks Project management
(n = 478) (n = 150) (n = 44)

* Please note that the question / answer options were not completely structured the same way. For agile approaches (at team level) and for scaled agile

approaches / scaling frameworks, the answer options were given as multiple choices, whereas with classic project management, they were given as single

choices.

Multiple Choice / Single Choice Responses from the groups “Consistently agile”, “Hybrid”, “Selective” and
“Consistently classic”.
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Organizational unit for classic project management (1/2)
2

Is there an organization in your company
responsible for classic project management

For 51 % of the participants surveyed, there is : ,
(e.g. Project Management Office)?

an organizational unit in the company that is

responsible for classic project management. 9%
There is no such organizational unit for 40 % of Yes
the respondents.
51% = No
Not specified
Single Choice, n = 45 Responses from the group “Consistently

classic”.
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- Success )

Is there an organization in your company responsible for classic project management (e.g.
Project Management Office)?

How would you estimate the success rate of projects/development processes performed with
classical project management?

40%

32%
30%
24%  23% 23%  24%

20% 18% 18%
14%
10%
0 50, 6% 6% 506 6%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% l 0% 0% l
0%

Not specified 10-19% 20-29% 30-39% 40-49 % 50-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89% 90-100%

Yes (n=22) mNo (n=17)
* Due to the small number of participants, the information is only of limited relevance for this question
Single Choice Responses from the group "Consistently classic", evaluation of the success
rate with / without organizational unit for classic project management.
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Evaluation classic project management methods

J

Please evaluate the classic project management approaches for executed projects /
development processes according to the following attributes with your experience in your area.

Overall capability of the approach (n = 43)
Quality of results (n = 44)

Teamwork (n = 43)

Planning security(n = 43)

Efficiency (n = 43)

Velocity (n = 43)

Ability to innovate (n = 43)

Customer satisfaction (n = 43)

Accuracy of evaluating improvements (n = 43)

o
=S

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

EVery good =Good ' Satisfactory mInadequate

Single Choice Responses from the group “Consistently classic”.
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Skills and Context 4

= Satisfaction with the activity

= Evaluation of tasks

= Evaluation of personal competences

= Assessment of the professional environment in terms of competences
= Networking and collaboration

= Environment of the approach

=  Team structure / distribution
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My area of work fulfills, motivate, inspires me..

S

At 48 %, the respondents most often stated that
their work fully fulfills / motivates / inspires them.

505 1% 1%

= Fully agree
45 % agree and 5 % disagree.

= Agree

48%
Disagree

= Fully disagree

Not specified

Single Choice, n = 473 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
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\HNM

J

The highest level of job satisfaction is stated by
the consistently agile respondents (62 % fully
agree, 35 % agree).

Of the hybrid participants, 50 % fully agree and
46 % agree.

41 % of the selective participants fully agree and
49 % agree. 2 % disagree with the statement.

Among the consistently classic working
participants, the percentage of those who fully
agree with the statement is the lowest in
proportion. Here, it is 26 % whom fully agree and
50 % agree with the statement.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus
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My area of work fulfills, motivate, inspires me.

Consistently agile (n = 93) _
seieiiv 1=139) [N |

Consistently classic project -
management (n = 42)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Fully agree Agree Disagree
m Fully disagree Not specified

Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
classic". 163
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||\ll

Most of the consistently agile participants state
that only very rarely are current and upcoming
tasks evaluated in terms of their complexity.

The majority of those who say that they never
evaluate upcoming tasks in terms of their
complexity can be found among the respondents
who work consistently classic.

www.status-quo-agile.de

Do you evaluate your current and future
assignments systematically with regard to its
complexity (e.g. by using the Cynefin Framework
or Stacey Matrix)?

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Consistently agile (n = 92) [l
Hybrid (n = 198) 1IN

Selective (n=137) B

Consistently classic project 1
management (n = 42)

[
[
I
I
Overall (n = 469) B I

Mostly yes
m No, never

H Yes, consistently
Very rarely — rather no

Not specified

Single Choice, n = 469 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
classic". 164
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Remark/Indication
Respondents were asked to rate their personal and professional background in terms of perspective,
people, and practice, which are used by, among others, the IPMA.

The respondents were given the following explanations of terms to deal with this question:
Perspective = context-dependent competences, such as project strategy, governance and culture.

People = personal and interpersonal skills e.g. reliability

Practice = Specific methods, tools and techniques used in projects, programs and portfolios to
achieve a successful outcome, such as stakeholder analysis.
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Evaluation of personal competences (1/2)

| =
How do you evaluate your personal
With regard to the competence areas "Perspective”, competences in the following areas:
"People" and "Practice", 80 % of the personal skills in all 100%
areas are rated as at least good (89 % "People”, 85 %
"Practice", 81 % "Perspective"). The “consistently agile” 80%
continuously rate the best and the “consistently classic”
project management users continuously the worst. s0%
0
In the Perspective area, 53 % rate their personal skills as ,
"good" and 28 % as "very good". 40%
At 40 %, most of those surveyed rated their personal
skills in the People area as "Very Good" and 49 % as 20%
"Good".
In practice, 34 % rate their personal competencies as 0%
"very good" 51 % as "good". Perspective (n = People (n = 467) Practice (n = 467)
. o 467)
However, 4 % of those questioned rated their skills in the
Perspective area as "poor”. mVery good =Good - Satisfactory mInadequate = Not specified
Single Choice, n = 467 Responses from the groups "Consistently

agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
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Evaluation of personal competences (2/2)
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How do you evaluate your personal competences in the following areas:

Consistently agile (n = 92)

[
*§ Hybrid (n = 197) 1
8’ Selective (n =137) |
& Durchgéngig klassisch (n = 41) I .
Consistently agile (n = 92) I
%_ Hybrid (n = 197) I
8_’ Selective (n = 137) I s— |
Durchgéngig klassisch (n = 41) NN .
Consistently agile (n = 92) I ——
§ Hybrid (n'= 197 |1 0 s
§ Selective (n = 137) I s— |
Consistently classic project management (n =41) N IISSmm——" |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
mVery good = Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified
Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and
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Skills and Context

Assessment of the professional environment in terms of

competences (1/2)

The respondents say roughly equally that their
professional environment has “very good” skills across
the three areas. The "People" area is rated most often as
good and the “Perspective” most often as inadequate.

While in the self-assessment only 4 % rated their
competence in an area as inadequate, the percentage of
12 % in the same area is distinctly higher in the
assessment of the professional environment.

In all areas, the skills of the professional environment are
rated worse on average than their own skills. Again,
however, the relative assessment is best for "consistently
agile" and worst for "consistently classic" PM users.
While 11 % of the participants rate the competences of
the environment as “inadequate”, the assessment
“‘inadequate" with regard to the skills of the environment
is 25 % for classic PM users.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

www.status-quo-agile.de

KOBLENZ

UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

I HOCHSCHULE

Il

How would you evaluate your work environment
according to the competencies?

100%

80%
60%
40%

20%

v

Perspective (n = 469)

Practice (n = 469)

People (n = 469)

m Very good Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified

Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
classic". 168
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Assessment of the professional environment in terms of V4l KOBLENZ
competences (2/2) = = O
| =
How would you evaluate your work environment according to the competencies?.
o Consistently agile (n = 92) I———————_ I
'*g Hybrid (n = 198) m—— I
@ Selective (n =137) |
(&)
Q  Consistently classic project management (n = 42) - |
Consistently agile (n = 92) I |

% Hybrid (n = 198) E— [
& Selective (n = 137) I

Consistently classic project management (n = 42) [l |

Consistently agile (n = 92) I [

S Hybrid (n = 198) — —
(8]
g Selective (n = 137) ]

Consistently classic project management (n = 42) M |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
= Very good Good Satisfactory ®Inadequate Not specified
Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and

"Consistently classic".
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Networking and collaboration
o]

J

How would you rate the cooperation and networking between different teams in varying
departments within your company (e.g. cooperation between quality management, IT, process
management, compliance, project portfolio management, PMO, etc.)?

Consistently agile (n = 147)

Hybrid (n = 315)

Selective (n = 208)

Consistently classic project management (n = 62)

Overall (n =472)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% S50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

® We have a high amount of interdisciplinary cooperation.
Cooperation and networking is regulated by determined appointments.
We only have a little amount of cooperation (only at interfaces).

® Teams from different departments don’t work together.

® Teams from different departments compete against each other.
Not specified

Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and
"Consistently classic".
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Environment of the approach (1/2)
=

S

ll

How would you rate your working environment

At 45 %, the participants most often state that based on the approach you are working with?
the environment in which they work is less

known, constant and manageable. 5% 3%
9%

= Known, constant,
controlled

= Mostly known,
constant,
controlled

Only 3 % state that the environment in which
they work is known.

| 38%

= Less known,
constant,
controlled

Unknown,
45% inconstant,
uncontrolled

Not specified

Single Choice, n = 475 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
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Environment of the approach (2/2)

| = = O
How would you rate your working environment
39 % of the people who identify as consistently based on the approach you are working with?
classic work in the known or largely known 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
environment.
Consistently agile (n = 93) [Ny
The differences between the agile groups are Hybrid (n = 200) [
rather small, but the selective users feel the
greatest uncertainty. Selective (n=138) [

Consistently classic project _
57 % of all consistently classic users rate their management (n = 42)

environment as largely known and manageable.
m Known, constant, controlled

m Mostly known, constant, controlled

= Less known, constant, controlled
Unknown, inconstant, uncontrolled
Not specified

Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
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The majority of respondents (53 %) states that
some teams or team members are
geographically distributed.

23 % each indicate that the teams are either co-
located or that the team structure is highly
geographically distributed.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

Are your teams co-located or geographically
distributed?

1%

23%
23% 0 = Our teams are co-located

= Some teams, team-
members are
geographically distributed

= Our team structure is highly
geographically distributed

Not specified

53%

Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
classic".

Single Choice, n =471
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Team structure / distribution (2/3) £

How much do you consider not being co-located to be a major impediment to good team work?

395 1% 1%

12%

= Distributed teams are a major factor making good team
performance very difficult

= Distributed teams are making good team performance
2504 rather difficult

= Distributed teams are no relevant factor with regard to
good team performance

= Distributed teams are helpful to assure good team
performance

Distributed teams are very helpful to assure good team
performance

Not specified

Single Choice, n = 353

Responses from the groups "Our team structure is very geographically
separated" and "Some teams, team members are spatially separated”
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Team structure / distribution (3/3)

12 % of the respondents’ state that distributed teams are an essential factor that makes good
teamwork difficult.

For most of the respondents (58 %) it is a major obstacle that the teams are not in the same place,
because distributed teams make teamwork difficult.

However, 25 % also say that geographical separation is not a relevant factor.

3 % even say that distributed teams are helpful to achieve good teamwork.
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Participants’ Background / Demography

= Hierarchy level

= Characterization of the professional background
= Country of origin

= Industry Focus

= Success of the company

= Corporate culture

= Mode of operation

= Number of employees

. Turnover
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Hierarchy level
| Gl

J

On which hierarchical level do you work?
Most of the study participants are team members
(25 %).

= Board of directors /
Management committee
(or similar)

= Manager (or similar)

14% 11%

24 % of the respondents are group / or team

leaders. 11%
= Head of department (or

11 % of respondents are part of a corporate similar)

25% .

board. | 159 = Group / Team supervisor
f (or similar)
11 % are department heads, while 14 % are / Team member (or similar)
assigned to other hierarchical levels. —
24%
Other
Single Choice, n = 636 Responses from the groups "Consistently

agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de classic". 178
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My professional background was primarily influenced by...

Classic Project Management

Agile Approaches

Software Development

Quality Management

Organisational Development

IT Management

Development and implementation of Standard Software
Lean Management/Toyota Production System
Process Management

Compliance Management

Other

Not specified

Multiple Choice, n = 636

D

O 5T
3
3%
S

L 23%

L 19%

L 15%

L 1%

%

I %

1%

0% 20% 40% 60%

Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and

"Consistently classic".

www.status-quo-agile.de
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Characterization of the professional background (2/2)

The professional background of the participants was most strongly influenced by classic project
management (70 %).

It is noteworthy that 57 % say that their professional background was shaped by agile approaches,
since agile approaches only emerged 10-15 years ago.

Furthermore, the professional background of the study participants was influenced by software
development (39 %), quality management (33 %) and organizational development (31 %).
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Country of origin

' HOCHSCHULE
A KOBLENZ
=

£

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

The majority of the study participants come from
Germany (77 %).

5 % come from Switzerland, 4 % from Austria, 4 % from
China and 2 % from the United Kingdom.

2 % are from the United States and 6 % from other
countries.

Other countries specified are: Egypt, Australia, Belgium,
Brazil, Denmark, Finland, India, Iceland, Liechtenstein,
Lithuania, Mexico, New Zealand, the Netherlands,
Poland, Portugal, Sweden, Spain, South Korea, Ukraine
and Hungary.

The desired internationalization could not be realized,
because the German-speaking area dominated among
the study participants. At the same time, participants
from many other countries could be engaged.

www.status-quo-agile.de

In which country is your department based?

United States

(US) United
People's 2% Kingdom (UK)
i 0,
Republic of Other2 %
China

6%

4%
Austria
4%

Swiss
> \

Germany
77%

Single Choice, n = 464 Responses from the groups "Consistently

agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
classic". 181
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S

To which sector would you assign your company/group?

IT-/Software
Automotive industry B 11%
Banking and insurance T 11%
Consulting I 8%
Service provider T 6%
Education and research T 5%
High-tech and electrical industry FEn 5%
Public administration and non-profit FET 5%
Telecommunication, new media BT 4%
Utilities and waste disposal s 3%
Metal-, paper- & wood industry FETTT 3%
Trade T 3%
Construction industry, plant construction & shipbuilding =T 3%
Healthcare i 2%
Chemical industry T 2%
Aviation and space industry B 2%
Process industry (other) = 2%
Pharmaceutical industry 00 1%
Logistics service provider T 1%
Wholesale 1 0%
Other I 9%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%

17%

Single Choice, n = 426 Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and
"Consistently classic".
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Industry Focus (2/2)

The majority of the respondents assigned their company to the IT / software manufacturer sector
(17 %).

Banks and insurance companies (11 %), the automotive industry (11 %) and business consultancy
(8 %) are other frequently mentioned industry focus areas of the participants.

9 % of the respondents indicated other industries.

Here, among other things, agricultural technology, railway suppliers, ancillary industries, cross-sector
service providers, trade, process industry, railway infrastructure, electrical industry, energy industry,
finance industry, mechanical engineering, media, conglomerate, mobility services, multi-divisional
group, law and legal advice, special machine construction, tourism, publishing, mail order, defense
industry, water - and energy supply as well as machine tool construction, were mentioned.
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Success of the company (1/3)

IHH

How would you estimate your company’s

The majority of respondents (43 %) rate the success in the past three years?

success of the company as successfully as other  Significantly more successful than 0
companies in the industry other companies of the industry 12%

More successful than other
; , 33%
companies of the industry
0 :

33 % say that the company is more successful As successful as other companies e
than other companies in the industry and 12 % of the industry °
say that the company is distinctly more Less successful than other .

companies of the industry . f%

successful.

Significantly less successful than I o0/
other companies of the industry 0

7 % of the respondents stated that the company

IS less successful compared to competitors in the Not specified 4%
industry.
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Single Choice, n = 464 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
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Most of the participants, who work consistentl
P P y Consistently agile (n = 92) -

classic, have stated that their company is

distinctly less successful than other companies

in the industry.

The consistently agile respondents most often

stated that their company is distinctly more
successful than other competitors.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

How would you estimate your company’s
success in the past three years?

Hybrid (n = 195) [ Bl
Selective (n = 135) . -
Consistently classic project
management (n = 42) . -

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
m Significantly more successful than other companies of the industry

More successful than other companies of the industry
As successful as other companies of the industry
m Less successful than other companies of the industry
m Significantly less successful than other companies of the industry

Not specified
Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
www.status-quo-agile.de classic". 185
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Success of the company (3/3)

How would you estimate your company’s success in the past three years?

2012 (n=220) [
2014 (n = 446) [N
2016 (n=690) [T
2019 (n = 446) [N
30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

10% 20%
m Significantly more successful than other companies of the industry
More successful than other companies of the industry

0%
As successful as other companies of the industry
m | ess successful than other companies of the industry
m Significantly less successful than other companies of the industry
Responses from the groups "Consistently agile", "Hybrid", "Selective", and
186

"Consistently classic".

Single Choice
www.status-quo-agile.de

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus



KOBLENZ

UNIWERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Participants‘ Background / Demography I HOCHSCHULE

Corporate culture (1/2)

How do you describe the company culture of

28 % state that change is part of the corporate your company/group?
culture.
Changes are an integral part of 28%
e e the company polic
The respondents (37 %) state that individual pany poley
inli ; Several departments practice
specialist departments see change as an integral changes as itegral part of the S0
part of the corporate culture. company policy
Less change-oriented company 0
; ; policy 28%
28 % describe the corporate culture of their
company as little Changed- No change-oriented company 4%
policy

Only 4 % do not see a change-oriented

) ) Not specified 2%
corporate culture in their company.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Single Choice, n = 464 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
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Corporate culture (2/2)
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The respondents from the consistently classic
area most often state that the corporate culture
Is not change-oriented.

There are no relevant differences between the
hybrid and the consistently agile participants.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de
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How do you describe the company culture of your
company/group?
Consistently agile (n = 92) [IINIEGGGNG |
Hybrid (n = 195) | 1
Selective (n = 135) [1IIIEGEGE [ |
Consistently classic project
management (n = 42) ] ]
0% 50% 100%

m Changes are an integral part of the company policy
Several departments practice changes as integral part of the company policy
Less change-oriented company policy

m No change-oriented company policy

Not specified
Single Choice, n = 65 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
classic". 188
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Mode of operation (1/2)

According to the respondents, the project-
oriented way of working is the dominant way of
working with 36 %.

26 % state that their company operates in a
product-oriented manner.

20 % of the respondents say that the line-
oriented way of working dominates in the
company.

15 % state that the process-oriented dominates
in the company.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

www.status-quo-agile.de

SCJHUI_E
A KO[—: ENZ

UNIWERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

What describes the dominant way of work in
your company the best?

Project oriented 36%

Product

oriented 26%

Line oriented 20%

Process

oriented 15%

Not specified 4%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Single Choice, n = 464 Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently

classic". 189
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Mode of operation (2/2)
= | |

| ¢ ! J

H\H

What describes the dominant way of work in

The consistently agile participants state that their your company the best?

companies are dominated by a product-oriented and 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
project-oriented way of working (36 % and 37 %,

respectively). Consistently agile (n = 92) .

The hybrid and selective respondents are dominated by

a project-oriented way of working (39 % and 34 %, Hybrid (n = 195) -

respectively).

The respondents from the group consistently classic Selective (n =135) -

state that their companies work project-oriented (31 %),

line-oriented (29 %) and product-oriented (26 %). Consistently classic project

management (n = 42)
The line-oriented way of working is the most pronounced
of all groups among the consistently classic workers with
29 %.

m Process oriented ® Line oriented Product oriented

Project oriented = Not specified

Single Choice Responses from the groups "Consistently
agile”, "Hybrid", "Selective", and "Consistently
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How many employees work in your company?

20%
15% 14%
’ 12%
o5 1%
0% . 9% 99 9% 8%
0,
) T I I I I I 1
0%
@ 9 O O O O DD O
& @'“‘ Q q,"‘ » caq B %‘3 ORI ~*\\\0
@ v 9 i\ AN Y O (OF O
R \8) <oQ Q" L Q Mo f
F P F LS
Q° 9 O N
QO Ny 947 o @ O
& ,@«
6 o
0%

Single Choice, n =419 Responses from the groups "Consistently agile”,

"Hybrid“, and "Selective".

How many employees work in your company?

20%
17%
15% 14% 14%
12% 12%
10% 10%
7%
50/ 5% 5%
’ 2% 2%
0,
0% . 0%
% O O N Q) S O % O
(1/ <0 Q QL ‘]/ e °.>" Q" 0
S NY QY O Q \\ V\o
ro@ &
0"9

A%

Responses from the group “Consistently
classic”.

Single Choice, n =42
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What is the turnover of the last year of you What is the turnover of the last year of you
company/group? company/group?
30% 260 0% 27%
25% 25%
20% 20%
15% 15% 12%
0 10%
10% 9% 9% gy 8% o 0 10% 79 7% || 7% %
4% o, 5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
5% 1oy 2% . X 3% 5% 2% 2% 2%
0%
0% 0%
Q%Q%%%%%%%%%%%$o®b Q@Q@%@%@@@@@@%$o,®b
Q«QQQQQ ®° O Q@%@ ‘b° ‘?’Q SFRINPR OQé\ &> Qg@ ®° Q) Q@\%@\ <b° <z>° I ¢ °Qc‘§\‘
\)(\ QQ (%) Q® @) é \)(\ QQ (%) Q® @) é
S e S 04
YV YV
Single Choice, n =404 Responses from the groups "Consistently Single Choice, n = 41 Responses from the group “Consistently
agile", "Hybrid®, and "Selective". classic”.
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= Participants’ gain and development

= Representativeness, significance and relevance
=  The ,Project‘-Term

= Study Initiator

=  Contact

= Acknowledgements
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Methodology and Contact

Participants’ gain and development

The evaluations presented are based on an online survey
using LimeSurvey Version 3.19.3.

The questionnaire was released in English and German in the
period from 24.09.2019 to 29.11.2019.

The study and the opportunity to participate have been
disseminated via various newsletters, blogs, websites,
publications and tweets in German and English.

The data was evaluated by 642 participants. Access was not
limited. The information was roughly checked for plausibility.
Participants with implausible statements and those who did
not provide answers were excluded from the analysis.

Most of the answers were voluntary. The number of
respondents varies accordingly between the individual
guestions.

The sample size was determined on a case-by-case basis.
For single-choice questions, the number of responses was
determined. For multiple choice, the participants who
identified at least one answer option as appropriate were
identified.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus

KOBLENZ

UNIWERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

I HOCHSCHULE

700

600

500

400

300

200

100

Participants over the duration of the study

- Number of participants
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Representativeness, significance and relevance

Studies based on respondent assessments should ideally meet three requirements. The results should be representative,
significant and relevant.

The sample should be similar or equal to the population, so that the statements made within the sample are representative of the
population as well.

In addition, statements should be statistically significant - the likelihood that the results were achieved only by chance should be
as low as possible. (A dice showing a six three times in a row is, with a certain probability, a zinced one, but even a non-marked
dice may show a six three times in a row).

Finally, the results should be relevant. A statement that certain things behave in a certain way in a laboratory-like situation may be
important steps towards further insights. Due to the questionable feasibility in the daily life, the relevance for the practitioner - at
least for now - but often only small.

Often the desires for representativeness, significance and relevance in a study are in conflict; so also, in a study that wants to give
information, to practice and success of agile approaches. In particular, the acquisition of a representative sample represents a
barely solvable challenge - the participation of the company representatives is based on voluntariness. Factors such as how to
attract participants (here newsletters, postings, articles in the media) will certainly appeal to some groups of people and
companies rather than others. A bias (a bias) in the sample that influenced the results cannot be ruled out - it is even likely. The
results are also based on self-assessments of the participants. It cannot be ruled out that some information does not correspond to
reality.

These limitations should always be considered by the reader when reading. Nevertheless, despite all the limitations presented and
given the lack of methodological alternatives, we hope that this study will help us with the study 642 Participants from 26 countries
have provided another building block for a better understanding of the practice and success factors of agile approaches.
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The ,Project®-Term

Agile approaches are not project management methods in the strict sense. A project is characterized by its "uniqueness of the
conditions in its entirety". Furthermore, clear goals and time and financially limited resources are assigned to projects.

The project management approach differs fundamentally from many agile approaches, such as Scrum or IT Kanban. The aim here
is not just to deliver a result once; rather, the continuous "flow" and a continuous expansion and improvement of the product in
many partial deliveries is aimed for.

Nevertheless, it is striking that both ways of working are closely interwoven in practice. Agile approaches find their way into project
management - often as a supplement or extension in the form of a so-called "hybrid approach”, i.e. a mixed or combined form of
agile approaches and classic methods.

The design of this study takes up this point of view and contrasts both approaches. The results of a comparison of such
fundamentally different approaches must be interpreted with corresponding caution. In view of the widespread discussion
regarding agile approaches as an alternative or supplement to classic project management, we still consider the approach
reasonable and reasonable.

It can be assumed that the choice of a suitable perspective makes a much more decisive contribution to success than the optimal

design of the respective methodology. Companies should therefore consider carefully whether they understand and manage a
task as a one-off project or as a continuous project to develop, maintain and improve a product.
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Study Initiator

Prof. Dr. Ayelt Komus, professor of organization and business informatics at Koblenz
University of Applied Sciences, is a coach, management consultant, keynote speaker and
author. Komus refers to almost 100 specialist publications, approx. 200 keynotes and
lectures at specialist conferences as well as many interviews and reports in media such as
the Wirtschaftswoche, Sitddeutsche Zeitung, brand eins, Bayerischer Rundfunk, WDR,
Deutschlandfunk and many more.

Komus is co-initiator of the Koblenz model factory, the practice forum for process, project, IT
management and agile methods (www.praxisforum.net) as well as of "Process and Project”
(www.process-and-project.net).

His highly regarded empirical studies include the studies "agile PMQ", "success factors in
project management”, studies on multitasking and the use of agile methods in physical
product development, the introduction of SAP S / 4HANA and "Status Quo Agile" studies
from the Years 2012, 2014 and 2016 / 2017.

Komus is a scientific adviser to Heupel Consultants (www.heupel-consultants.com). In this
function, he accompanies companies in the orientation towards digitization and VUCA in
fields such as change, use of agile scaling method elements (SAFe, LeSS, Spotify, ...), multi-
project and project portfolio management, EAM, demand management, IT strategy, program
management (S / 4HANA -Transformation).

An overview of studies and free study report downloads can be found at: www.process-and-
project.net/studien. Current information, publications and lectures are available at
www.komus.de. Regular up-to-date information about current studies, publications and
lectures is available at www.process-and-project.net/aktuell. A newsletter is available at

Www.process-and-project.net/newsletter.
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Contact

University of Applied Sciences Koblenz

BPM-Labor for Business Process Management and Organizational Excellence
Prof. Dr. Ayelt Komus

komus@hs-koblenz.net

Konrad-Zuse-Str. 1
56075 Koblenz

www.komus.net
WWW.process-and-project.net
Twitter: @AyeltKomus
Telefon: +49 (0)261-9528-164

Website:
www.status-quo-agile.de
www.status-quo-agile.net

Mail: info@status-quo-agile.net

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 199


mailto:komus@hs-koblenz.net
http://www.komus.net/
http://www.process-and-project.net/
https://twitter.com/AyeltKomusg
http://www.status-quo-agile.de/
http://www.status-quo-agile.net/
mailto:info@status-quo-agile.net

KOBLENZ

UNIWERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Methodology and Contact I HOCHSCHULE

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank the
Bundesverband Informationswirtschaft, Telekommunikation und neue Medien e. V. (Bitkom),
International Project Management Association (IPMA) and its worldwide country organizations
Deutsche Gesellschaft fir Projektmanagment e.V. (GPM)
Projekt Management Austria (PMA),
Schweizerische Gesellschaft fir Projektmanagement (SPM)
as well as Scrum.org
and Swiss ICT
for your support.

We also would like to thank you
Patricia Kong of Scrum.org,
Reinhard Wagner of the International Project Management Association (IPMA),
Heupel Consultants (www.heupel-consultants.com)
and many others
Thank you for your support in the development and evaluation of the survey.

A special thank you to our participants from 26 countries that made this study possible.

© Prof. Dr. A. Komus www.status-quo-agile.de 200


http://www.heupel-consultants.com/

