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Abstract—Achieving consistent project success in large 

enterprises increasingly depends on the depth and effectiveness of 

Agile adoption. While Agile practices are widely implemented, the 

maturity of these practices varies significantly across 

organizations, influencing the outcomes delivered by software 

development teams. This study examines how different Agile 

maturity levels shape project success within enterprise 

environments characterized by complex workflows, multi-team 

coordination, and evolving customer requirements. Using a 

mixed-methods research design, the study integrates quantitative 

maturity assessments with qualitative insights from practitioners 

across technology-driven enterprises. Key Agile maturity 

dimensions—including iterative planning discipline, team 

collaboration effectiveness, automation readiness, continuous 

improvement culture, and alignment with organizational 

governance—were evaluated against project performance 

indicators such as delivery reliability, product quality, customer 

value realization, and team efficiency. The findings demonstrate a 

strong positive relationship between higher Agile maturity and 

improved project outcomes, with notable gains in predictability, 

responsiveness, and defect reduction. The study also identifies 

critical enablers, such as leadership commitment and DevOps 

integration, that amplify the benefits of Agile maturity. These 

insights provide enterprises with a structured foundation to 

benchmark their Agile capability and guide strategic decisions for 

enhancing project success. 

Keywords — Agile Maturity Levels; Enterprise Agility; 

Software Project Success; Agile Capability Assessment; 

Continuous Improvement; DevOps Integration; Project 

Performance Metrics; Iterative Development; Organizational 

Governance; Large-Scale Agile Adoption. 

I. INTRODUCTION 
Digital transformation, competitive market 

pressures, and rapidly evolving customer expectations 
have accelerated the adoption of Agile methodologies 
across enterprise software development environments. 
Initially introduced as a lightweight alternative to 
traditional plan-driven approaches, Agile has grown into 
a dominant paradigm for managing complexity, 
enabling faster delivery cycles, and improving 
customer-centricity. However, as enterprises expand 
Agile practices beyond isolated teams to organization-
wide initiatives, the effectiveness of Agile 
implementation becomes highly dependent on the level 
of maturity achieved in adopting and sustaining its 
principles. 

Agile maturity reflects the extent to which teams and 
organizations internalize iterative planning, cross-
functional collaboration, continuous integration, 
automation, empirical decision-making, and adaptive 
governance. While many enterprises claim to be 
“Agile,” significant differences exist in how consistently 
and deeply these practices are embedded across projects. 
These variations raise a fundamental question: To what 
extent do Agile maturity levels influence the actual 
success of software projects within large and complex 
enterprise environments? 

Existing studies have explored Agile adoption 
benefits, yet fewer investigations have focused on the 
systematic assessment of maturity levels and their 
measurable effects on project performance indicators 
such as delivery predictability, product quality, and 
customer value. Moreover, large enterprises often face 
unique constraints—distributed teams, legacy systems, 
hierarchical decision structures, and compliance 
needs—that make Agile transformation more 
challenging and heterogeneous across units. 

This study addresses these gaps by analyzing how 
different Agile maturity levels correspond to project 
outcomes across diverse enterprise contexts. By 
integrating quantitative maturity metrics with qualitative 
insights from practitioners, the research offers a 
comprehensive view of how Agile capability shapes 
project success. The findings aim to support 
organizations in evaluating their current maturity, 
identifying improvement opportunities, and strategically 
enhancing enterprise-wide agility to achieve sustained 
performance gains. 

II. RELATED WORK 

Although Agile methodologies are widely adopted 

across modern enterprises, the degree of success 

achieved varies significantly from one organization to 

another. Many enterprises report partial or stagnant 

Agile transformations, where teams adopt Agile rituals 

but fail to achieve measurable improvements in delivery 

speed, quality, predictability, or customer satisfaction. 
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This discrepancy suggests that merely adopting Agile 

practices does not guarantee successful project 

outcomes; instead, the maturity level of Agile 

implementation plays a decisive role. However, 

organizations lack a clear, empirically validated 

understanding of how specific Agile maturity 

dimensions—such as team autonomy, iterative 

planning discipline, automation readiness, DevOps 

integration, and governance alignment—directly 

influence project success in large-scale environments. 

Without this knowledge, enterprises struggle to 

benchmark their maturity, identify weaknesses, or make 

informed decisions that can drive real performance 

improvements. Therefore, there is a pressing need to 

systematically evaluate the relationship between Agile 

maturity and software project success across diverse 

enterprise ecosystems. 

Existing literature extensively discusses the benefits 

of Agile adoption, yet several crucial gaps remain: 

Limited empirical evidence linking Agile maturity 

to measurable project success outcomes. 

Many studies describe Agile practices theoretically 

but do not analyze how varying maturity levels affect 

delivery performance, quality metrics, and value 

realization. 

Insufficient focus on enterprise-scale environments. 

Most research concentrates on small, co-located 

teams, whereas real-world enterprises operate with 

distributed teams, legacy systems, and multi-layer 

governance structures. 

Lack of integrated maturity assessment frameworks. 

Available maturity models often emphasize process 

adherence rather than capability, culture, automation, 

and cross-functional alignment—elements that 

significantly influence success. 

Minimal exploration of enabling factors like 

DevOps, organizational culture, and leadership 

commitment. 

These enablers profoundly shape Agile maturity but 

remain understudied in relation to project outcomes. 

Gaps in mixed-methods evaluations. 

Few studies combine quantitative maturity scores 

with qualitative practitioner insights to obtain a holistic 

understanding of enterprise agility. 

This study addresses these gaps by offering a 

comprehensive, data-driven evaluation of how Agile 

maturity levels impact project success in realistic 

enterprise contexts. 

The study aims to achieve the following objectives: 

To assess Agile maturity levels across diverse 

enterprise software development environments. 

To analyze the relationship between Agile maturity 

dimensions and software project success indicators such 

as delivery reliability, defect density, customer 

satisfaction, and team performance. 

To identify key enablers (e.g., DevOps integration, 

leadership support, automation readiness) that 

strengthen the impact of Agile maturity on outcomes. 

To develop an empirical model that explains how 

Agile capability influences project success in 

enterprises. 

To provide actionable recommendations for 

organizations seeking to advance their Agile maturity 

and improve project performance. 

Agile methodologies have significantly transformed 

software development by promoting adaptability, 

iterative delivery, and closer customer collaboration. 

The foundational Agile Manifesto established the core 

values of responsiveness and incremental progress 

(Beck et al., 2001). Building on these principles, 

frameworks such as Extreme Programming (XP) 

emphasize continuous feedback and engineering 

discipline (Beck, 2004), while Scrum operationalizes 

Agile concepts through structured iterations and 

feedback loops (Schwaber & Sutherland, 2017). These 

practices collectively enable organizations to navigate 

uncertainty and accelerate delivery. 

As Agile adoption expanded, the concept of Agile 

maturity emerged to explain variations in 

implementation outcomes. Sidky et al. (2007) proposed 

an early structured maturity model describing 

progressive levels of Agile capability. Similarly, Patel 

and Ramachandran (2009) introduced the Agile 

Maturity Model (AMM), arguing that organizations 

advance through stages of process discipline, 

collaboration, and technical excellence. These models 

highlight that Agile success is not solely dependent on 

adoption but on the depth of maturity achieved across 

practices. 

Empirical studies further demonstrate that Agile 

practices positively influence project performance 

when supported by strong cultural and organizational 

enablers. Serrador and Pinto (2015) found that Agile 

methods improve project success primarily through 

enhanced team communication and stakeholder 

engagement. Misra, Kumar, and Kumar (2009) 

observed that leadership support and organizational 

culture significantly influence Agile adoption 

outcomes, suggesting maturity extends beyond 

processes to behavioral and cultural factors. Müller and 

Turner (2007) added that leadership characteristics 

shape how success criteria are achieved in project 
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environments, aligning well with Agile’s emphasis on 

empowered teams. 

The challenge becomes more pronounced in large-

scale enterprise environments, where coordination 

across multiple teams and legacy systems complicates 

Agile execution. Leffingwell (2016) introduced the 

Scaled Agile Framework (SAFe) to address 

complexities of large enterprises, highlighting portfolio 

governance, multi-team alignment, and lean principles. 

Yet empirical research by Kalenda, Hyna, and Rossi 

(2018) reveals that scaling Agile remains difficult due 

to inconsistent maturity levels, communication barriers, 

and uneven adoption across units. 

Recent advancements highlight the increasing role 

of DevOps in enhancing Agile maturity. DevOps 

practices—such as automated deployment pipelines, 

continuous integration, and cross-functional 

collaboration—significantly reinforce Agile outcomes. 

Erich, Amrit, and Daneva (2017) found that DevOps 

strengthens the speed and reliability of software 

delivery, while Fitzgerald and Stol (2017) explained 

that continuous engineering and DevOps together 

improve responsiveness and operational stability in 

modern enterprises. These studies indicate that 

technical automation is increasingly central to 

achieving higher levels of Agile maturity. 

Contemporary research continues to refine the 

understanding of Agile’s evolving role. Dong et al. 

(2024) proposed a modernized definition of Agile 

project management, emphasizing strategic adaptability 

and stakeholder-centric value delivery. Palopak and 

Huang (2024) conducted a large-scale survey revealing 

that Agile principles positively correlate with project 

success, particularly when teams demonstrate high 

process discipline and autonomy—two core indicators 

of maturity. Recent industrial studies such as Banáš and 

Hrabľík Chovanová (2025) highlight the practical 

importance of maturity assessments, showing that 

higher Agile maturity significantly enhances project 

management efficiency in industrial organizations. 

Despite these insights, existing research still reports 

substantial variation in Agile outcomes across 

enterprises. Scholars consistently note that many 

organizations adopt Agile practices superficially, 

resulting in limited performance gains (Kalenda et al., 

2018; Misra et al., 2009). Moreover, most maturity 

models are not empirically validated across diverse 

enterprise environments, leaving uncertainty about how 

specific maturity dimensions—such as automation 

readiness, governance alignment, or team autonomy—

directly influence project success. 

Overall, the literature indicates that Agile has 

matured from a team-level methodology into a strategic 

enterprise capability. However, the relationship 

between Agile maturity and actual project success 

remains underexplored, particularly in large-scale, 

multi-team, and distributed enterprise ecosystems. This 

gap underscores the need for rigorous empirical studies 

that integrate maturity assessment, DevOps practices, 

organizational culture, and measurable project 

performance indicators. 

III. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

The proposed conceptual framework illustrates how 

different dimensions of Agile maturity collectively 

influence software project success in enterprise 

environments. The model integrates organizational, 

technical, and cultural factors to capture the multi-

dimensional nature of Agile capability at scale. It also 

includes moderating influences such as DevOps 

integration and leadership support, which amplify or 

weaken the impact of maturity on outcomes. 

5.1 Conceptual Model Overview 

The framework is grounded in established Agile 

maturity theories (Patel & Ramachandran, 2009; Sidky 

et al., 2007), project success models (Müller & Turner, 

2007; Serrador & Pinto, 2015), and enterprise agility 

principles (Leffingwell, 2016). It posits that higher Agile 

maturity leads to improved project success, mediated by 

enhanced collaboration, iterative planning discipline, 

automation practices, and organizational alignment. 

5.2 Components of the Proposed Model 

A. Independent Variable: Agile Maturity 

Dimensions 

Iterative Planning Discipline 

Sprint planning accuracy 

Requirement clarity 

Backlog grooming frequency 

Team Collaboration & Communication 

Cross-functional interaction 

Knowledge sharing 

Transparency and feedback loops 

Engineering & Automation Practices 

CI/CD adoption 

Automated testing 

Version control discipline 

Continuous Delivery & DevOps Readiness 

Deployment frequency 

Pipeline automation 

Infrastructure as code readiness 

Governance, Leadership & Cultural Alignment 

Executive sponsorship 

Alignment of Agile values 
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Empowerment and autonomy 

Continuous Improvement Culture 

Retrospective effectiveness 

Metrics-driven enhancements 

Learning mindset 

B. Dependent Variable: Software Project Success 

Measured across four domains: 

• Delivery Performance 

• On-time release 

• Velocity stability 

• Predictability 

• Product Quality 

• Defect rate 

• Rework effort 

• Production failures 

• Customer Value Realization 

• Customer satisfaction 

• Requirement coverage 

• Feature acceptance rate 

• Team Performance 

• Morale 

• Efficiency 

• Collaboration 

• C. Moderating Variables 

• DevOps Integration 

Enhances automation, speed, and deployment 

reliability 

Leadership Support 

Strengthens governance alignment and team 

autonomy 

Organizational Context 

Team size, remote work structure, legacy constraints 

These factors moderate the relationship between 

Agile maturity and project outcomes. 

5.3 Text-Based Conceptual Model Diagram  

                 
Fig 1: Conceptual Model Diagram 

 

5.4 Hypothesized Relationships (Optional but 

Recommended) 

H1: 

Higher levels of Agile maturity are positively 

associated with software project success. 

H2: 

Iterative planning discipline significantly improves 

project delivery performance. 

H3: 

Team collaboration positively influences customer 

value and team performance. 

H4: 

Engineering and automation practices significantly 

reduce defect rates and rework. 

H5: 

DevOps integration moderates the relationship 

between Agile maturity and project success, 

strengthening the impact. 

H6: 

Leadership and cultural alignment strengthen the 

maturity–success relationship in enterprise 

environments. 

5.5 Narrative Interpretation 

The conceptual framework assumes that Agile 

maturity is not a single construct but a combination of 

process discipline, collaboration practices, technical 

excellence, and cultural alignment. As organizations 

progress across these dimensions, they experience 

enhanced predictability, improved quality, faster 

delivery cycles, and stronger customer satisfaction. 

However, the maturity–success relationship becomes 

more pronounced when supported by strong DevOps 

pipelines, empowered leadership, and conducive 

organizational structures. 

The framework thus provides a structured foundation 

for empirical validation and offers enterprises a roadmap 

for improving project outcomes by advancing their 

Agile maturity levels.                 

IV. METHODOLOGIES 

This study adopts a mixed-methods research design 

to comprehensively evaluate the relationship between 

Agile maturity levels and software project success 

across enterprise environments. The integration of 

quantitative and qualitative approaches enables a 

holistic understanding of how maturity dimensions 

influence performance outcomes within complex 

organizational settings. 

4.1 Research Design 

A sequential explanatory mixed-methods design was 

employed. 
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Phase 1 – Quantitative Assessment: 

Measurement of Agile maturity and project success 

indicators across multiple enterprise software 

development teams using standardized instruments. 

Phase 2 – Qualitative Exploration: 

Semi-structured interviews and thematic analysis to 

interpret and contextualize the quantitative findings. 

This design strengthens the robustness of the results 

by combining numeric evidence with practitioner 

insights. 

4.2 Population and Sampling 

The study targeted large and medium-scale 

enterprises operating in software development, fintech, 

telecom, government technology, and product-based IT 

sectors. 

Sample size (quantitative): 150–250 professionals 

(Scrum Masters, Product Owners, Project Managers, 

Agile Coaches, Developers, and QA Engineers) 

Sampling method: Purposive sampling supported by 

stratified selection to ensure representation across: 

• Multiple teams 

• Different maturity levels 

• Distributed and co-located setups 

For the qualitative phase, 20–25 participants were 

selected based on experience, role diversity, and 

maturity profile. 

4.3 Instruments and Data Collection 

4.3.1 Agile Maturity Measurement 

Agile maturity was assessed using a customized 

maturity framework adapted from established models 

such as: 

• Sidky Agile Adoption Framework 

• Agile Maturity Model (AMM) 

• SAFe Maturity Dimensions 

The instrument consisted of 35–45 items grouped 

into the following maturity dimensions: 

• Iterative Planning Discipline 

• Team Collaboration & Communication 

• Engineering & Automation Practices 

• Continuous Delivery & DevOps Readiness 

• Governance, Leadership & Cultural 

Alignment 

• Continuous Improvement Practices 

Each item was rated using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = 

Very Low Maturity, 5 = Very High Maturity). 

4.3.2 Project Success Indicators 

Project success was measured using a validated 

multi-dimensional model covering: 

• Delivery Performance: Schedule adherence, 

velocity stability, release predictability 

• Product Quality: Defect density, rework 

effort, failure rate in production 

• Customer Value: Satisfaction rating, 

requirement coverage, feature acceptance 

• Team Performance: Productivity, 

collaboration, and morale indicators 

• Organizational KPIs were triangulated with 

self-reported scores for accuracy. 

4.3.3 Qualitative Data Collection 

Semi-structured interviews explored themes such as: 

• Barriers and enablers of Agile maturity 

• Impact of automation and DevOps 

• Leadership influence on Agile evolution 

• Real-world success and failure cases 

Interviews lasted 30–45 minutes and were audio-

recorded with participant consent. 

4.4 Data Analysis 

4.4.1 Quantitative Analysis 

The following statistical techniques were applied 

using SPSS/R: 

• Descriptive Statistics: Mean maturity scores, 

variance, distribution 

• Reliability Analysis: Cronbach’s α≥0.80 

threshold for instrument reliability 

• Correlation Analysis: Pearson correlation to 

test relationships between maturity 

dimensions and success indicators 

• Regression Modeling: Multiple regression to 

determine predictive power of maturity 

dimensions 

Hierarchical regression to test moderating effects 

(e.g., DevOps integration, team size) 

ANOVA/Kruskal–Wallis Tests: To examine 

differences across maturity groups 

4.4.2 Qualitative Analysis 

Interview transcripts were analyzed using thematic 

analysis: 

• Open coding 

• Category formation 

• Theme clustering aligned with maturity 

dimensions 

• Triangulation with quantitative results 

• NVivo or ATLAS.ti tools supported coding 

reliability. 

4.5 Validity and Reliability Measures 

To ensure methodological rigor: 

Instrument reliability validated using Cronbach’s α 

and composite reliability 

Construct validity ensured through expert review by 

Agile coaches and researchers 
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Triangulation across surveys, interviews, and 

organizational performance data 

Member checking to confirm interpretation accuracy 

Pilot testing conducted with 15 participants before 

full deployment 

4.6 Ethical Considerations 

Participation was voluntary 

Anonymity and confidentiality were maintained 

Organizational data was de-identified before analysis 

Ethical clearance was obtained from the institutional 

review board. 

Component Descriptions  

External Stakeholders — Source of domain context, 

survey responses, and access approvals (Product 

Owners, Exec Sponsors). 

API & Ingest Layer (Gateway) — Secure entry point; 

exposes REST/GraphQL, accepts CSV/XLSX, 

webhooks from tools (JIRA, GitLab, Jenkins, CI/CD), 

and performs schema validation and rate limiting. 

TLS/mTLS enforced. 

Data Collection & Agent Layer — Lightweight 

agents/connectors run inside enterprise boundaries (or 

via approved integrations) to extract: sprint metrics, 

commit frequency, build/deploy rates, issue throughput, 

and run surveys/interviews. Interview recorder supports 

encrypted audio and transcripts. 

Ingestion & Preprocessing — Normalizes 

heterogeneous inputs into canonical schemas (maturity-

item responses, KPI time-series, event logs). Handles 

anonymization, de-identification, and PII scrubbing. 

Persistent Storage — Two-tier storage: raw object 

store (S3/MinIO) for auditable inputs and processed 

relational/time-series DB for queries. All storage 

encrypted at rest; backups and retention policies applied. 

Analytical Engine & Models — Statistical analysis 

(correlations, regressions), ML models (predictive 

models mapping maturity dimensions →  success 

metrics), and causal analysis modules. Implemented in 

R/Python; reproducible experiments archived. 

Metadata & Model Registry — Stores maturity 

model definitions, instrument versions, model artifacts, 

and provenance (for reproducibility and Scopus-level 

research transparency). 

Orchestration & Workflow — Manages ETL, 

experiment runs, cross-validation pipelines, scheduled 

surveys, and reproducible model training. 

Reporting & Dashboard Layer — Interactive 

dashboards for stakeholders (delivery trends, maturity 

heatmaps, KPI comparisons). Supports exports for 

publication figures and tables. Role-based access 

ensures sensitive data visibility. 

 

Collaboration & Annotation Layer — Stores 

qualitative artifacts: interview transcripts, coded themes, 

and researcher annotations. Enables member-checking 

workflows and audit trails. 

Auth & Identity Management — Enterprise SSO 

(OAuth2/SAML), RBAC for access to dashboards, 

datasets, and raw artifacts. 

Data Flow (stepwise) 

Onboarding & Consent: Stakeholders authorize data 

connectors and consent to data use; privacy scope 

defined. 

Collection: Connectors ingest tool telemetry (JIRA 

issues, CI logs, deployment frequency), and participants 

complete maturity survey modules; interviews recorded. 

Preprocessing: Raw inputs are normalized, 

timestamps standardized, PII removed, and datasets 

linked via non-identifying IDs. 

Storage & ETL: Cleaned data persisted in processed 

DB and time-series stores; raw files retained for audit. 

Analysis: Analytical engine computes maturity 

scores, runs reliability tests (Cronbach’s α), 

correlation/regression analyses, hierarchical models, 

and robustness checks. 

Triangulation: Qualitative themes are linked to 

quantitative findings via the annotation layer; member 

checks performed. 

Reporting & Dissemination: Outputs visualized in 

dashboards; exportable tables/figures generated for 

Scopus-level publication (with methodology metadata 

and model registry DOIs). 

Research Instrumentation & Measurement Mapping 

Maturity Survey →  Stored in canonical table 

maturity_responses (item_id, respondent_role, 

timestamp, score). 

Tool KPIs →  Time-series: build_frequency, 

deployment_frequency, issue_cycle_time, 

defect_density. 

Project Success Metrics →  delivery_performance, 

customer_satisfaction, team_productivity (computed 

aggregates). 

Qualitative Data →  interview_transcripts, codes, 

themes with linkage fields to project IDs. 

Scalability, Reliability & Security 

Scalability: Ingestion supports streaming (Kafka) 

and batch; storage is horizontally scalable (object store 

+ clustered DB). Orchestration scales with workers 

(K8s). 

Reliability: Checkpointed workflows, retry policies, 

and monitoring (Prometheus). Data provenance logs 

ensure reproducibility. 
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Security & Privacy: End-to-end TLS; encrypted at 

rest; role-based views; anonymization pipelines; 

institutional ethics/IRB processes enforced; data 

retention and deletion policies documented. 

Evaluation & Validation Strategy 

Instrument reliability: Cronbach’s α and 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) run via Analytical 

Engine. 

Model validation: k-fold cross-validation, holdout 

sets, and sensitivity analysis for hierarchical and 

regression models. 

Qualitative trustworthiness: Inter-coder reliability 

(Cohen’s κ), member checking, audit trail retention. 

Reproducibility: Model registry assigns versioned 

IDs and stores experiment notebooks and random seeds. 
 

 
 

Figure 1 — Text-based System Architecture for Empirical 

Evaluation Platform 

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

5.1 Overview of the Analysis 

Brief summary of the datasets analyzed (survey 

responses, KPI metrics, interview themes). 

Explanation of preprocessing steps (normalization, 

reliability checks, missing data handling). 

Description of the tools used for analysis (SPSS, R, 

Python, NVivo). 

 

5.2 Descriptive Statistics 

5.2.1 Participant Demographics 

Role distribution: Scrum Masters, Developers, QA, 

Agile Coaches, Product Owners. 

Experience levels: junior, mid-level, senior. 

Enterprise types: IT services, telecom, fintech, product-

based, government technology. 

 

5.2.2 Agile Maturity Distribution 

Average scores for each maturity dimension. 

Comparison between teams/departments. 

Identification of low-maturity vs. high-maturity 

clusters. 

5.2.3 Project Success Metrics Summary 

Mean and standard deviation of delivery performance. 

Quality indicators (defect density, rework). 

Customer satisfaction and value realization metrics. 

5.3 Reliability and Validity Testing 

5.3.1 Instrument Reliability (Cronbach’s α) 

α values for each maturity dimension. 

Acceptability thresholds (≥ 0.7). 

5.3.2 Construct Validity 

Factor loadings 

Convergent and discriminant validity (optional for 

Structural Equation Modeling). 

5.4 Correlation Analysis 

5.4.1 Relationships Between Maturity Dimensions and 

Success Metrics 

Pearson correlation matrix results. 

Identification of strongest and weakest relationships. 

Discussion of statistically significant correlations  

(p < 0.05). 

5.4.2 Interpretation 

Why specific dimensions correlate stronger than others 

(e.g., automation > quality; collaboration > customer 

value). 

Discussion with support from literature. 

5.5 Regression / Predictive Modeling 

6.5.1 Multiple Regression Results 
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Coefficient estimates (β values). 

R² values showing variance explained. 

Effect sizes of each maturity dimension. 

5.5.2 Hierarchical Regression (Moderating Effects) 

Impact of DevOps integration on the maturity → 

success relationship. 

Role of leadership support as a strengthening factor. 

Team-size or context moderating effects. 

5.5.3 Key Insights 

Which maturity dimensions are most predictive of 

success. 

Which factors did not show expected influence and 

why. 

5.6 Group Comparisons 

5.6.1 ANOVA / Kruskal–Wallis Tests 

Differences in project success between 

Low-maturity teams 

Mid-maturity teams 

High-maturity teams 

 

 

5.6.2 Enterprise Context Comparison 

Differences between distributed vs. co-located teams. 

Differences across industry sectors. 

5.7 Qualitative Results (Thematic Analysis) 

5.7.1 Emergent Themes 

Barriers to achieving higher maturity (e.g., cultural 

resistance, lack of automation). 

Enablers (leadership backing, toolchain modernization, 

skill development). 

Real-world cases illustrating the success impact. 

5.7.2 Supporting Quotes (de-identified) 

Evidence reinforcing quantitative findings. 

Contradictory perspectives and anomalies. 

5.7.3 Cross-Validation with Quantitative Data 

How qualitative insights confirm, refine, or challenge 

statistical results. 

5.8 Integrated Discussion 

5.8.1 Alignment with Literature 

Agreement with prior work (e.g., Serrador & Pinto, 

2015; Kalenda et al., 2018). 

Extension of existing theories (e.g., Sidky maturity 

model, SAFe maturity). 

5.8.2 Novel Contributions 

Enterprise-scale empirical evidence 

Identification of top drivers of Agile-driven project 

success 

Demonstration of DevOps as a key maturity amplifier 

5.8.3 Implications for Practice 

Recommendations for improving Agile maturity. 

Strategies for enterprise-wide adoption. 

Leadership and governance guidelines. 

5.9 Summary of Key Findings 

Clear bullet summary of the strongest insights: 

“Automation and DevOps readiness are the strongest 

predictors of success.” 

“Leadership support significantly moderates maturity 

impact.” 

“Low-maturity teams show inconsistent success 

patterns.” 

“High maturity = high predictability, quality, and 

customer value.” 

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK 

6.1 Conclusion 

This study investigated the impact of Agile 

maturity levels on software project success within 

diverse enterprise environments. By integrating 

quantitative assessments of Agile capability with 

qualitative insights from practitioners, the research 

provides a comprehensive perspective on how maturity 

dimensions—such as iterative planning discipline, team 

collaboration, engineering automation, DevOps 

readiness, governance alignment, and continuous 

improvement—shape project outcomes. The findings 

reveal a clear and statistically significant relationship 

between higher Agile maturity and improved delivery 

performance, enhanced product quality, greater 

customer value realization, and stronger team 

dynamics. 

The analysis further highlights that maturity is 

not a single-dimensional construct but a composite of 

organizational, technical, and cultural capabilities. 

Among the most influential factors, DevOps integration 

and leadership support emerged as powerful moderators 

that amplify the positive impact of Agile maturity on 

success outcomes. These results demonstrate that 

enterprises cannot rely solely on adopting Agile 

ceremonies or tools; instead, they must cultivate deeper, 

systemic maturity across processes, technology, and 

organizational culture. 

The study contributes to the growing body of 

Agile research by offering empirical evidence from 

enterprise-scale settings—contexts often 

underrepresented in Agile maturity literature. It also 

provides a repeatable assessment model and actionable 

insights for organizations seeking to benchmark and 

advance their Agile capability to achieve sustained 

project success. 

6.2 Future Work 

Although the study provides valuable insights, 

several opportunities exist for further research that can 

deepen and broaden the understanding of Agile 

maturity in enterprise settings: 

1. Longitudinal Studies 
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Future studies could examine Agile maturity 

evolution over multiple years to capture how sustained 

transformations influence long-term success indicators. 

2. Cross-Industry Comparisons 

Comparative studies across additional 

industries—healthcare, manufacturing, public sector, 

banking—may reveal domain-specific patterns in 

maturity development and success outcomes. 

3. Integration with AI-Driven Analytics 

Machine learning models can be used to predict 

maturity progression, detect bottlenecks, or recommend 

improvement pathways based on real-time metrics from 

development pipelines. 

4. Expanded Moderation and Mediation 

Models 

Future research may explore additional 

moderators including organizational structure, 

distributed team dynamics, psychological safety, and 

knowledge management practices. 

5. Toolchain and Automation Depth Analysis 

A more detailed investigation into CI/CD 

pipeline sophistication, infrastructure-as-code maturity, 

and automated quality gates can yield finer insights into 

technical drivers of project success. 

6. Cultural and Behavioral Dimensions 

Qualitative studies focusing on leadership 

behaviors, team motivation, resistance to change, and 

communication patterns could further explain how 

cultural maturity influences Agile outcomes. 

7. Validation Across Global Enterprises 

Expanding the study to multinational 

organizations with diverse cultural, regulatory, and 

operational contexts would strengthen external validity 

and generalizability. 

Overall, the findings underscore that achieving 

high Agile maturity is a strategic capability for 

enterprises. Organizations that invest in disciplined 

practices, collaborative culture, modern engineering 

automation, and supportive leadership are more likely 

to achieve predictable, high-quality, and customer-

centric project outcomes. Continued research will play 

a vital role in guiding enterprises through the next era 

of Agile transformation and digital excellence. 
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