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ABSTRACT:  
This investigation set out to explore the repercussions of the three facets of balanced agile project management 
on project performance through the prism of business process agility. The study effectively ascertained and 
validated the intervening role of business process agility. Information was gathered from individuals employed in 
the IT sector in India utilizing purposive sampling, which yielded 287 responses for subsequent analysis. 
Structural equation modelling (SEM) was applied via SmartPLS3 to scrutinize the hypothesized relationships. 
The outcomes of the analysis unveiled significant associations, with all conjectures being corroborated. The 
substantiated intervening role of business agility underscores the importance of simultaneously integrating agility 
and control. This inquiry underscores the importance of balanced agile project management in augmenting 
corporate performance, accentuating the pivotal role of business process agility. It intimates that overseers in 
dynamic milieus should accord priority to empowerment, cross-functional collaboration, and maintaining 
equilibrium in control to nurture strategic agility and enhance corporate performance. Entities navigating dynamic 
settings should accentuate adroit management practices. 

 
Introduction 
 
The intricate web of global interconnectivity has significantly amplified the trajectory of economic development 
on a planetary scale, compelling organizations to exert formidable efforts in navigating the intricacies of market 
sustainability (Ahmed and Rashdi, 2020). The escalated susceptibility and fluidity arising from this scenario pose 
formidable puzzles for organizations, strategists, and policymakers alike (Altay and Ramirez, 2020). This dynamic 
shift in the landscape has prompted organizations to recalibrate their business paradigms, steering towards a more 
project-centric ethos as a streamlined mechanism for orchestrating multifaceted work across diverse industries 
(Gemünden et al., 2018; Olszewski, 2023). Adapting to the perpetual flux in the business environment necessitates 
the assimilation of agile management practices, ensuring nimble, responsive, and swiftly adaptive execution 
(Miterev et al., 2017). 
The mandate for industrial evolution dictates that organizations metamorphose into agile entities (Shipman and 
Tooey, 2017). The recognition of the pivotal role of agile management is particularly conspicuous in high-
technology domains (Balashova and Gromova, 2017;leong et al ,2023 ), where agility becomes the linchpin for 
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swift responses to environmental dynamics and judicious reallocation of resources from ventures that falter to 
those that flourish. 
 
In this milieu, companies are compelled to respond with alacrity and agility to customer demands, underscoring 
the importance of self-managing, self-organizing, and cross-functional teams in agile project management 
(Mahadevan et al., 2017). While extant literature has delved into agile project management (Conforto et al., 2014; 
Jalali et al., 2016; Miterev et al., 2017), the nuanced emphasis on the criticality of the balancing control dimension 
of agile project management has been somewhat overlooked. Additionally, the intricate interplay between agile 
project management, market orientation, strategic agility, and their confluence on project performance 
necessitates a deeper, more nuanced exploration. 
 
This study aspires to address these gaps by honing in on the mediating role of business process agility between 
the dimensions of balanced agile project management and the overall performance of projects (both functional 
and non-functional). Executed through survey analysis within the KSA environment, the research encompasses 
segments on introduction, study objectives, literature review, theoretical framework, methodology, data analysis, 
results, structural model analysis, discussion, and conclusions with future recommendations. The objectives span 
scrutinizing the impact of balanced agile project management on business process agility and, ultimately, on the 
overall performance of project. Furthermore, the study aims to probe the mediating role of business process agility 
in the connection between balanced agile project management practices and the overall performance of projects. 
 
Literature Review 
 
Wernerfelt (1984) and Barney (1991) proposed the Resource-Based View (RBV), suggesting a correlation 
between a company's strategies and its internal strengths and competencies. This involves evaluating internal 
strengths and weaknesses to devise strategies aligned with organizational goals, emphasizing the utilization of 
internal capabilities for external opportunities (Hitt et al., 2016; Sathe & Panse ,2023). According to RBV, traits 
like self-management, cross-collaboration, and maintaining control equilibrium are pivotal internal strengths, 
enabling project to adeptly navigate external market changes and uncertainties. Agile business processes and 
management play a key role in enhancing project performance during unpredictable times. In the current dynamic 
business landscape, effective project management is paramount for project success. Past discussions leaned 
towards organic and adhocracy structures for project management in turbulent markets (Lawrence and Dyer, 1983; 
Ruekert et al., 1985; Tidd and Bessant, 2014). Mintzberg (1979) underscored the importance of flexibility and 
adaptability in dynamic market conditions, supporting decentralization and information sharing for flexible 
project management. Industries with high instability, such as telecommunications, necessitate adaptive strategies 
and agile management (Shipman and Toey, 2017). In complex environments, creating an empowering and trust-
filled atmosphere for employees is imperative for achieving high business performance (Smith and Rupp, 2003). 
The agility of project is believed to lead to lower product costs, increased market share, and the ability to meet 
customer demands, ultimately achieving competitiveness (Lin et al., 2006). The concept of agile management 
traces back to the term "agile manufacturing," coined in 1991 by the Iacocca Institute to encapsulate pivotal 
practices in the manufacturing process. Agile management involves recognizing external changes, identifying 
project resources, and reconfiguring processes to respond to external shifts (Mathiyakalan et al., 2005; Baidya 
,2023). Naylor (1999) characterized agility as the process of capitalizing on market opportunities through 
knowledge and collaboration, with a focus on technology, people, customers, and change adaptation. Agile Project 
Management (APM) emerges as an iterative management style, focusing on engineering activities, IT projects, 
and the development of new products and services (Alhroub and Jaaron, 2019). Also known as extreme project 
management, APM requires adept individuals, customer involvement, and collaboration with suppliers. Scholars 
have outlined twelve principles of agile management, emphasizing customer satisfaction, receptivity to change, 
frequent deliveries, partnership and communication, creating the right environment, face-to-face interactions, 
progress measurement, sustainability, attention to detail, the power of simplicity, self-organizing teams, and 
regular intervals for team refreshment (Beck, 2000; Warma, 2012; Hasan et al., 2007; Layton, 2012). Effectively 
navigating these agile principles is crucial for achieving high project performance, given their pivotal role in 
overall management success (Chahal, 2023) 
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Enhancing the performance of a project holds considerable importance for various stakeholders, including 
management, strategists, researchers, and practitioners. The primary emphasis remains on the continual 
improvement of performance, a theme underscored by Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1986). These scholars 
introduced two dimensions for performance measurement, later incorporated by Williams (2018) in his study. 
Venkatraman and Ramanujam's (1986) financial scheme for performance evaluation, covering aspects like sales 
growth, profitability, and earnings/share, is juxtaposed with the previous primary vs. secondary scheme. Non-
financial metrics, such as market share, product quality, value-added efficiencies, and technological measures, 
contribute to a more comprehensive performance assessment. Data collection for performance metrics, whether 
directly from organizations or publicly available records, is categorized as either primary or secondary, following 
the insights of Morgan and Turnell (2003). Key performance indicators encompass sales growth, market share, 
customer satisfaction, and retention. (Kadenic & Tambo, 2023) 
 
LeMeunier-Fitz et al. (2011) provide additional insights into project performance within the business context, 
encompassing elements such as achieving high market share, sales revenue, products with optimal profit margins, 
surpassing sales targets, introducing successful new products, and ensuring sustained profitability. In the 
telecommunications sector, revenue often serves as a key performance metric (Li Sun, 2009; Yan et al., 2017). 
This study adopts a two-dimensional conceptualization of project performance from Venkatraman and 
Ramanujam (1986) and Simon et al. (2015) in the telecommunications industry context. It defines project 
performance as "the extent of the organization’s success in generating a high level of financial and non-financial 
performance that includes sales revenue, profit margins, cash flow, market share, and improvements in product 
and service quality, along with customer satisfaction." Further details on financial and non-financial performance 
are provided in Table 2. 
 
Business process agility has become a focal point for scholars due to its heightened relevance in the current volatile 
business environment (Vagnoni and Khoddami, 2016; Kale et al., 2019). This increased attention is attributed to 
the capability of business process agility to navigate business operations in an ever-changing environment 
(Oosterhout et al., 2006). In dynamic business environments, flexibility and adaptability are deemed essential for 
addressing uncertainty (Dove, 2001). Agility, characterized by responsiveness to changes in demand, new product 
development, alterations in product mix, pricing adjustments, market expansion, supplier selection, and IT 
adoption, has been explored in prior research (Tallon and Pinsonneault, 2017). 
 
Studies have delved into antecedents of business process agility, including market orientation and product 
innovation (Lin, 2004; Arnett et al., 2018). Collaboration among departments is considered crucial for coping 
with uncertainty in the marketplace (Hult, 2011; Keszey et al., 2017). The role of IT competencies in business 
process agility has been emphasized in prior research by Ravichandran (2018). Partnerships and coordination are 
identified as critical for organizations to navigate dynamism and uncertainty (Battistella et al., 2017; Yang et al., 
2018). 
 
In the context of Telecommunication 4.0, the emergence of Software-Defined Networking (SDN) and the shift to 
open software facilitate market entry (Aguirre et al., 2019). Overcoming two critical challenges is crucial for 
achieving agility: enhancing current capabilities through partnerships with external resources, as a single 
organization may face challenges in achieving this in a volatile environment (Aguirre et al., 2019), and 
customization to meet customer demands and deliver business value (Haveman and Vochteloo, 2016). This study 
defines business process agility based on Kurniawan et al. (2020) as "organizations’ responsiveness to address 
changes in customer demand, new product development requirements, changes in product mix, competitor 
actions, product pricing, market expansion, supplier and business partner selection, technology adoption, and 
diffusion." 
 
The impact of balanced agile project management on business process agility underscores the contemporary 
industry's need for agility to foster innovation and improved management practices for project performance (Rana 
and Sharma, 2019). Leybourn (2013) describes the agile structure as a reduced hierarchical model with increased 
collaboration and high interdepartmental communication through self-management, self-organization, and cross-
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functional teams. Balanced agile project management, while sharing similarities, diverges by focusing on 
balancing control alongside empowerment and cross-functional teams (Shipman and Tooey, 2017). Balanced agile 
organizations prioritize support and coordination over strict control. Agile organizations, through balanced 
strategic guidelines, aim to balance control and empower cross-functional teams to work more independently, 
reducing hierarchy and coordination overheads to achieve organizational goals (Shipman and Tooey, 2017). 
 
Strict adherence to organizational philosophy and strategic rules is necessary to achieve long-term organizational 
goals (Andersson et al., 2019). A flat hierarchy facilitates communication and streamlines the decision-making 
process. Improved communication enables easy access to the right information, essential for project performance. 
Self-managing (empowerment) contributes to better business process agility through enhanced coordination and 
communication. Power distribution leads to the empowerment of managers at each level, fostering responsiveness 
through support (Andersson et al., 2019). Decentralization is critical, empowering local managers to make 
decisions aligned with the organization's culture and philosophy (Birkinshaw, 2018). In balanced agile 
management, fluidity is necessary to meet customer requirements, but it requires proper supervision. Teams are 
granted authority to make decisions but are also required to submit reports to managers (Birkinshaw, 2018). 
 
Balanced agile project management emphasizes cross-collaboration and decentralization with control aligned 
 
The manner in which organizations manage projects significantly influences their business process agility. 
Structures with strict hierarchies and centralized frameworks prove unfavorable for agility, hindering information 
flow during swift environmental changes and rapid decision-making (Hinds and McGrath, 2006). Bock et al. 
(2012) emphasize the role of structural simplicity in facilitating information sharing and identifying new 
opportunities, while flexibility enables strategic actions. The distribution of power through decentralization 
enhances both strategic capabilities and business processes. Within project teams, self-management cultivates 
flexibility by engaging employees in decision-making, fostering ownership, commitment, and ultimately agility. 
 
Proposed Hypotheses: 
H1: The influence of self-management (empowered) on business process agility is significant. 
 
The second facet of balanced agile project management involves coordination and collaboration. Cross-functional 
collaboration within Agile Project Management (APM) enhances comprehension of market dynamics, leading to 
innovative customer solutions (Herron and Garland, 2019). Organizations adhering to APM principles share 
common goals, fostering a unified mindset for improved performance. Coordination and knowledge sharing 
within teams fuel innovation and empower team members, enhancing overall competency. Nimble management 
practices correlate with heightened organizational agility (Denning, 2018). Likewise, the coordination dimension 
of balanced agile project management contributes to enhanced business process agility. 
 
H2: The impact of cross-functional coordination on business process agility is significant. 
 
Flexible and organic resource management offers advantages over rigid hierarchical structures by leveraging 
employees' unique skills (Rubin and Abramson, 2018). Striking a balance between flexibility and hierarchy 
becomes essential. Maintaining equilibrium between organizational philosophy and flexibility supports superior 
decision-making and strategic processes (Birkinshaw, 2018). While team members are granted authority, they are 
also accountable for reporting results to top management. Achieving a balance between control and flexibility is 
pivotal for effective agile processes within organizations. 
 
H3: The influence of balancing control on business process agility is significant. 
Impact of Business Process Agility on Project Performance: 
 
Business process agility emerges as a vital contributor to project performance, enabling organizations to respond 
swiftly to dynamic conditions (Oosterhout et al., 2006). It facilitates meeting unique customer needs, adopting 
new technology, and delivering superior products and services in response to market changes. Business process 
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agility underpins customer generation, retention, and supplier switching for cost-effective, high-quality outcomes, 
thereby augmenting project revenue (Tallon, 2008). Empirical evidence from diverse sectors, including IT (Tallon 
and Pinsonneault, 2017) and manufacturing (Vickery et al., 2010), supports the positive relationship between 
business process agility and project performance. Scholars such as Toeh et al. (2017) and Kale et al. (2019) 
establish its mediating role among various variables. 
 
H4: The positive impact of business process agility on project performance is significant. 
Mediating Role of Business Process Agility: 
Business process agility, characterized by its capacity to respond promptly to market changes and navigate 
uncertainty, assumes a dynamic role. Swift anticipation of change becomes crucial for project. With the ability to 
respond efficiently to the market environment, agile business processes are poised to contribute to high project 
economies (Chen et al., 2014). The antecedents of agile business processes, including self-management, cross-
cultural collaboration, and balancing control (Kurniawan et al., 2020), impact project performance, a relationship 
substantiated by scholars like Tallon and Pinsonneault (2017). Additionally, business process agility's mediating 
role is evident in studies examining risk management and project performance (Toeh et al., 2017), as well as its 
mediation between absorptive capacity and project performance (Kale et al., 2019). Based on these considerations, 
the following hypotheses are proposed: 
 
H5: Business process agility serves as a mediator in the relationship between self-management (empowered) and 
project performance. 
 
H6: Business process agility acts as a mediator in the relationship between cross-functional collaboration and 
project performance. 
 
H7: Business process agility functions as a mediator in the relationship between balancing control and project 
performance. 
 
The analysis of data involved the utilization of the Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) technique, adhering to 
the two-stage approach advocated by Anderson and Gerbing (1988), encompassing measurement model analysis 
and structural model analysis through the use of Smart PLS3. Prior to delving into the actual data analysis, a 
thorough screening of the data was conducted, leading to the deletion of incomplete questionnaires. Following 
this, assessments for common method bias, multivariate skewness, and kurtosis were carried out. To scrutinize 
common method bias, a full collinearity test was applied, involving the regression of all variables against a 
common dependent variable. The presence of bias was deemed absent if the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) from 
the full collinearity test was less than 3.3, a criterion met by the data in this study, indicating an absence of bias. 
Demographic characteristics of respondents underwent analysis using SPSS, revealing that 99 respondents (58%) 
were male, while 73 (44%) were female. 
 
Results 
 
Table 1 – Reliability Analysis 
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The evaluation of the proposed model involved employing Smart PLS3 through a two-phase procedure, with the 
initial stage concentrating on the scrutiny of the measurement model, succeeded by an examination of the 
structural model. To gauge the reliability and validity of the measuring instrument, diverse metrics including 

Cronbach alpha, composite reliability, and the heterotrait-monotrait ratio test were employed. Within this inquiry, 
the scrutiny of loadings, composite reliability, and alpha values functioned as benchmarks for data reliability. 
Specifically, it was specified that every item loading should surpass 0.7, and any item with a loading below 0.4 
underwent consideration for potential deletion. Moreover, the benchmarks for internal consistency were 
established with Cronbach alpha and composite reliability values surpassing 0.7, following the guidelines 
articulated by Hair et al. (2019). The outcomes from the analysis of the measurement model demonstrated that all 

 BC BPA CFC FP FUN Non-FUN SM CR Alpha AVE 

BC1 0.882       0.917 0.89 0.782 

BC2 0.899          
BC3 0.865          
BC4 0.882          
BPA1  0.725      0.919 0.912 0.536 

BPA2  0.754         
BPA3  0.764         
BPA4  0.753         
BPA5  0.746         
BPA6  0.754         
BPA7  0.731         
BPA8  0.728         
BPA9  0.821         
CFC1   0.829     0.852 0.77 0.613 

CFC2   0.845        
CFC3   0.838        
CFC4   0.449        
PP1     0.822   0.883 0.772 0.621 

PP1    0.763       
PP2     0.826      
PP2    0.742       
PP3     0.873      
PP3    0.824       
PP4      0.925     
PP4    0.853       
PP5      0.835     
PP5    0.824       
PP6      0.952     
PP6    0.838       
SM1       0.826 0.704 0.872 0.693 

SM2       0.873    
SM3       0.863    
SM4       0.814    
SM5       0.752    
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pertinent values resided within acceptable thresholds. 
 
 
Table 2 
Heterotrait – monotrait ratio of correlations 
 

 BC BPA CFC PP FUN Non-FUN SM 

BC        
BPA 0.731       
CFC 0.432 0.712      
PP 0.725 0.824 0.572     
FUN 0.821 0.884 0.588     
Non-FUN 0.602 0.725 0.555 0.825    
SM 0.423 0.774 0.812 0.642 0.614 0.062  

 
 

Table 4 VIF result    

     

  BPA  PP 

BC  1.231   
BPA    2.527 

CFC  1.892   
PP     
FUN    3.027 

NON    2.263 

SM  2.013   
 
Table 5  Structural analysis result 
 

 Beta T-Value P- Values f-square LLCI ULCI 

 
SM  BPA 0.392 

 

5.236 
 

0.000 0.392 0.235 0.542 

CFC  BPA 
 

0.186 2.812 
 

0.003 0.183 0.014 0.285 

BC  BPA 
 

0.423 8.023 0.000 0.421 0.326 0.531 

BPA  PP 
 

0.726 24.034 0.000 0.737 0.698 0.832 

SM  BPA          PP 
 

0.329 4.721 0.000 0.328 0.192 0.443 

CFC  BPA PP 
 

0.142 2.534 
 

0.007 0.142 0.015 0.246 

BC  BPA PP 
 

0.321 6.821 
 

0.000 0.325 0.261 0.421 

 
 
In addition to the earlier-discussed findings, our research team conducted a thorough analysis to explore the 
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mediating role of business process agility (BPA) in the relationship between the three dimensions of balanced 
agile project management and project performance. The results of our study revealed a substantial mediating effect 
of BPA on the correlation between self-managing practices and project performance (B = 0.309, p = 0.000), 
affirming the validation of Hypothesis 5. 
 
Moreover, our investigation brought to light that business process agility functions as a mediator in the connection 
between cross-functional collaboration and project performance (B = 0.147, p = 0.009), providing support for the 
affirmation of Hypothesis 6. Similarly, Hypothesis 7 received confirmation, indicating that business process 
agility mediates the relationship between balancing control and project performance (B = 0.341, p = 0.000). 
 
To gauge the extent of the observed effects, we utilized the f-square measure, categorizing them into discreet 
levels of small, medium, and large effect sizes. Additionally, the significance of the Lower Limit Confidence 
Interval (LLCI) and Upper Limit Confidence Interval (ULCI) contributes to the robustness and reliability of the 
results obtained in our study. 
 
Conclusion & Discussion 
 
The primary objective of this study was to evaluate the distinct impact of each of the three dimensions of balanced 
control on project performance while also exploring the mediating role of business process agility. Survey data 
was gathered to scrutinize the hypothesized relationships. The study's outcomes disclosed that self-managing 
significantly influences business process agility, confirming the validity of Hypothesis 1. Likewise, both cross-
functional collaboration and balancing control were observed to exert a notable impact on business process agility, 
leading to the acceptance of Hypotheses 2 and 3. These findings align cohesively with previous research outcomes 
(Kurniawan et al., 2020; Herron and Gerland, 2019; Shipman and Tooey, 2017). 
 
The study posits that agile projects should cultivate adaptability to navigate market changes and empower 
organizational members in strategic decision-making processes. Furthermore, the confirmed correlation between 
business process agility and project performance resonates with earlier studies (Tallon and Pinsonneault, 2017; 
Tallon, 2008), highlighting that nimble projects are adept at identifying market shifts and responding accordingly, 
resulting in enhanced revenue. 
 
In addition, the study delved into the mediating role of business process agility across the three dimensions of 
balanced agile project management and project performance, revealing its significant impact as a mediator. To 
summarize, the study underscores that market orientation mediates the relationship between balanced Agile 
Project Management (APM) and strategic agility. Furthermore, strategic agility emerges as a mediator in the link 
between market orientation and project performance. Ultimately, the findings stress the importance of embedding 
agile project management within a market-oriented framework to deliver heightened value to customers. 
Nevertheless, the study suggests that relying solely on market orientation may be insufficient, emphasizing the 
necessity of strategic agility for optimal project performance. 
 
References 

Aguirre, F.H., Azcoitia, S.A. and Marcos, C.S. (2019) Disrupting Telco Business through SDN/NFV [online] 
https://www2.deloitte.com/es/es/pages/technology.  

Ahmed, W. and Rashdi, M.Z. (2020) ‘Understanding the influence of lean and agile strategies on creating firms’ 
supply chain risk management capabilities’, Competitiveness Review: An International Business Journal, Vol. 31, 
No. 5, pp.45–48.  

Alhroub, A. and Jaaron, A.A. (2019) ‘Assessing agile project management practices: the case of Palestinian 
software development companies’, Middle East Journal of Management, Vol. 6, No. 1, pp.95–120.  



Amit Kumar, Shyamalendu Niyogi, Swati Bisht 
 

Library Progress International| Vol.44 No.3 |Jul-Dec 2024                                                 18403 
 

Altay, N. and Ramirez, A. (2020) ‘Impact of disasters on firms in different sectors: implications for supply chains’, 
Journal of Supply Chain Management, Vol. 46, No. 4, pp.59–80.  

Ambroise, L., Prim-Allaz, I. and Teyssier, C. (2017) ‘Financial performance of serviced manufacturing firms: a 
configuration issue between servitization strategies and customer-oriented organizational design’, Industrial 
Marketing Management, Vol. 71, No. 1, pp.54–68.  

Anderson, J.C. and Gerbing, D.W. (1988) ‘Structural equation modeling in practice: a review and recommended 
two-step approach’, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 103, No. 3, p.411.  

Andersson, T., Cäker, M., Tengblad, S. and Wickelgren, M. (2019) ‘Building traits for organizational resilience 
through balancing organizational structures’, Scandinavian Journal of Management, Vol. 35, No. 1, pp.36–45.  

Arnett, D.B., Sandvik, I.L. and Sandvik, K. (2018) ‘Two paths to organizational effectiveness: product advantage 
and life-cycle flexibility’, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 84, No. 3, pp.285–292.  

Baidya, T. K. (2023). AGILE PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND ITS EFFICACY: A CASE STUDY ON 
BANGLADESHI SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZED ENTERPRISE 

Balanced agile project management impact on firm performance 425 Balashova, E.S. and Gromova, E.A. (2017) 
‘Agile project management in the telecommunications industry’, Espacios, Vol. 38, No. 1, p.41. 

Barney, J. (1991) ‘Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage’, Journal of Management, Vol. 17, No. 1, 
pp.99–120.  

Battistella, C., De Toni, A.F., De Zan, G. and Pessot, E. (2017) ‘Cultivating business model agility through 
focused capabilities: a multiple case study’, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 73, No. 1, pp.65–82.  

Beck, K. (2000) Extreme Programming Explained: Embrace Change, Addison-Wesley Longman Publishing Co., 
Inc., Boston, MA.  

Birkinshaw, J. (2018) ‘What to expect from agile’, MIT Sloan Management Review, Vol. 59, No. 2, pp.39–42.  

Bock, A.J., Opsahl, T., George, G. and Gann, D.M. (2012) ‘The effects of culture and structure on strategic 
flexibility during business model innovation’, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 49, No. 2, pp.279–305.  

Cao, L., Mohan, K., Xu, P. and Ramesh, B. (2019) ‘A framework for adapting agile development methodologies’, 
European Journal of Information Systems, Vol. 18, No. 4, pp.332–343.  

Chahal, S. (2023). Unlocking Educational Excellence: A Digital Transformation Approach through Business 
Process Optimization and the Role of Agile Project Management to Overcome Barriers to Successful 
Transformation. Journal of Economics & Management Research. SRC/JESMR-250,(4), 193, 2-5. 

Chen, Y., Wang, Y., Nevo, S., Jin, J., Wang, L. and Chow, W.S. (2014) ‘IT capability and organizational 
performance: the roles of business process agility and environmental factors’, European Journal of Information 
Systems, Vol. 23, No. 3, pp.326–342.  

Conforto, E.C., Salum, F., Amaral, D.C., Silva, S.L. and da Almeida, L.F.M. (2014) ‘Can agile project 
management be adopted by industries other than software development?’, Project Management Journal, Vol. 45, 
No. 3,pp.21–34.  



Amit Kumar, Shyamalendu Niyogi, Swati Bisht 
 

Library Progress International| Vol.44 No.3 |Jul-Dec 2024                                                 18404 
 

Denning, S. (2018) ‘How major corporations are making sense of agile’, Strategy and Leadership, Vol. 46, No. 1, 
pp.3–9.  

Dove, R. (2001) Response Ability: The Language, Structure, and Culture of the Agile Organization, Wiley, New 
York, NY.  

Franke, G. and Sarstedt, M. (2019) ‘Heuristics versus statistics in discriminant validity testing: a comparison of 
four procedures’, Internet Research, Vol. 36, No. 2, pp.35–37.  

Gemünden, H.G., Lehner, P. and Kock, A. (2018) ‘The project-oriented organization and its contribution to 
innovation’, International Journal of Project Management, Vol. 36, No. 1, pp.147–160.  

Goldman, S.L., Nagel, R.N. and Preiss, K. (1995) Agile Competitors and Virtual Organizations: Strategies for 
Enriching the Customer, Vol. 8, Van Nostrand Reinhold, New York, NY.  

Hair, J.F., Risher, J.J., Sarstedt, M. and Ringle, C.M. (2019) ‘When to use and how to report the results of PLS-
SEM’, European Business Review, Vol. 10, No. 2, pp.35–49.  

Hasan, M.A., Shankar, R. and Sarkis, J. (2007) ‘A study of barriers to agile manufacturing’, International Journal 
of Agile Systems and Management, Vol. 2, No. 1, pp.1–22.  

Haveman, M. and Vochteloo, J. (2016) ‘Huawei:a casestudy on a telecom giant on the rise’, in Segers, R. (Ed.): 
Multinational Management, pp.75–94, Springer, Cham.  

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2015) ‘A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-
based structural equation modeling’, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 43, No. 1, pp.115–135.  

Herron, J. and Garland, E. (2019) ‘A nimble organization and a flexible degree program: a term-based 
competency-based education case study’, The Journal of Competency-Based Education, Vol. 4, No. 2, pp.1–6.  

Hinds, P. and McGrath, C. (2006) ‘Structures that work: social structure, work structure and coordination ease in 
geographically distributed teams’, Proceedings of the 2006 20th Anniversary Conference on Computer Supported 
Cooperative Work, pp.343–352.  

Hitt, M.A., Carnes, C.M. and Xu, K. (2016) ‘A current view of resource-based theory in operations management: 
a response to Bromiley and Rau’, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 41, No. 1, pp.107–109.  

Hult, G.T.M. (2011) ‘Toward a theory of the boundary spanning marketing organization and insights from 31 
organization theories’, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 39, No. 4, pp.509–536.  

Jalali, A., Hertogh, M., Bosch-Rekveldt, M. and Blom, R. (2016) ‘Does lean and agile project management help 
coping with project complexity?’, Procedia – Social and Behavioral Sciences, The Author (s), 14 July, Vol. 226, 
pp.252–259.  

Kadenic, M. D., & Tambo, T. (2023). Resilience of operating models: exploring the potential of agile project 
management as enabler. International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 16(3), 521-542. 

Kale, E., Aknar, A. and Basar, Ö. (2019) ‘Absorptive capacity and firm performance: the mediating role of 
strategic agility’, International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 78, No. 1, pp.276–283.  



Amit Kumar, Shyamalendu Niyogi, Swati Bisht 
 

Library Progress International| Vol.44 No.3 |Jul-Dec 2024                                                 18405 
 

Kane, G.C., Palmer, D., Phillips, A.N., Kiron, D. and Buckley, N. (2016) ‘Aligning the organization for its digital 
future’, MIT Sloan Management Review, Vol. 58, No. 1, pp.1–28, Deloitte University Press.  

Keszey, T., Biemans, W. and Keszey, T. (2017) ‘Trust in marketing’s use of information from sales: the 
moderating role of power’, Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, Vol. 32, No. 2, pp.258–273.  

Kurniawan, R., Dyah, B., Mohammad, H. and Wibowo, K. (2020) ‘The impact of balanced agile project 
management on firm performance: the mediating role of market orientation and strategic agility’, Review of 
International Business and Strategy, Vol. 3, No 1, pp.23–56.  

Lawrence, P.R. and Dyer, D. (1983) Renewing American Industry, Free Press, New York, NY.  

Layton, M. (2012) Agile Project Management for Dummies, John Wiley & Sons, Hoboken.  

Lee, Y., Kim, S., Seo, M. and Hight, S.K. (2015) ‘Market orientation and business performance: evidence from 
franchising industry’, International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 44, No. 2, pp.28–37.  

LeMeunier-Fitz Hugh, K. and Piercy, N.F. (2011) ‘Exploring the relationship between market orientation and 
sales and marketing collaboration’, Journal of Personal Selling and Sales Management, Vol. 31, No. 3, pp.287–
296.  

Leong, J., May Yee, K., Baitsegi, O., Palanisamy, L., & Ramasamy, R. K. (2023). Hybrid project management 
between traditional software development lifecycle and agile based product development for future sustainability. 
Sustainability, 15(2), 1121. 

Leybourn, E. (2013) Directing the Agile Organization: A Lean Approach to Business Management, IT 
Governance Publishing, Cambridge Shire [online] http://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt5hh6fh (accessed 22 July 
2022).  

Li Sun, S. (2009) ‘Internationalization strategy of MNEs from emerging economies: the case of Huawei’, 
Multinational Business Review, Vol. 17, No. 2, pp.129–156.  

Li, Z. (2018) Telecommunication 4.0: Reinvention of the Communication Network, Springer, Singapore.  

Lin, C-T., Chiu, H. and Tseng, Y-H. (2006) ‘Agility evaluation using fuzzy logic’, Int. J. Prod. Econ., Vol. 101, 
No. 2, pp.353–368.  

Mahadevan, D. Jacobs, P. and Schlatmann, B. (2017) ‘ING’s agile transformation’, McKinsey Quarterly, pp.1–
10.  

Mathiyakalan, S., Ashrafi, N., Zhang, W., Waage, F., Kuilboer, J.P. and Heimann, D. (2005) ‘Defining business 
agility: an exploratory study’, in Proceedings of the 16th Information Resources Management Conference, San 
Diego, CA, May, pp.15–18.  

Menguc, B. and Auh, S. (2006) ‘Creating a firm-level dynamic capability through capitalizing on market 
orientation and innovativeness’, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 34, No. 1, pp.63–73.  

Mintzberg, H. (1979) ‘An emerging strategy of ‘direct’ research’, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 24, No. 
4, pp.582–589, https://doi.org/10.2307/2392364.  



Amit Kumar, Shyamalendu Niyogi, Swati Bisht 
 

Library Progress International| Vol.44 No.3 |Jul-Dec 2024                                                 18406 
 

Miterev, M., Mancini, M. and Turner, R. (2017) ‘Towards a design for the project-based organization’, 
International Journal of Project Management, Vol. 35, No. 3, pp.479–491.  

Morgan, R.E. and Turnell, C.R. (2003) ‘Market-based organizational learning and market performance gains’, 
British Journal of Management, Vol. 14, No. 3, pp.255–274.  

Balanced agile project management impact on firm performance 427  

Naidoo, V. (2010) ‘Industrial marketing management firm survival through a crisis: the influence of market 
orientation, marketing innovation and business strategy’, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 39, No. 8, 
pp.1311–1320.  

Olszewski, M. (2023). Agile project management as a stage for creativity: a conceptual framework of five 
creativity-conducive spaces. International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 16(3), 496-520. 

Oosterhout, M., van Waarts, E. and van Hillegersberg, J. (2006) ‘Change factors requiring agility and implications 
for IT’, European Journal of Information Systems, Vol. 15, No. 2, pp.132–145.  

Rana, G. and Sharma, R. (2019) ‘Emerging human resource management practices in Industry 4.0’, Strategic HR 
Review, Vol. 18, No. 4, pp.176–181.  

Ravichandran, T. (2018) ‘Exploring the relationships between IT competence, innovation capacity and 
organizational agility’, The Journal of Strategic Information Systems, Vol. 27, No. 1, pp.22–42.  

Rubin, G.D. and Abramson, R.G. (2018) ‘Creating value through incremental innovation: managing culture, 
structure, and process’, Radiology, Vol. 288, No. 2, pp.330–340.  

Ruekert, R.W., Walker, O.C. and Roering, K.J. (1985) ‘The organization of marketing activities: a contingency 
theory of structure and performance’, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 49, No. 1, pp.13–25.  

Sambamurthy, V., Bharadwaj, A. and Grover, V. (2003) ‘Shaping agility through digital options: 
reconceptualizing the role of information technology in contemporary firms’, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 27, No. 2, 
pp.237–263.  

Sathe, C. A., & Panse, C. (2023). An empirical study on impact of project management constraints in agile 
software development: multigroup analysis between Scrum and Kanban. Brazilian Journal of Operations & 
Production Management, 20(3), 1796-1796. 

Sherehiy, B., Karwowski, W. and Layer, J.K. (2007) ‘A review of enterprise agility: concepts, frameworks, and 
attributes’, International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics, Vol. 37, No. 5, pp.445–460.  

Shipman, J.P. and Tooey, M.J. (2017) ‘Creating the nimble organization’, in Norton, M.J. and Rupp, N. (Eds.): 
Transforming Medical Library Staff for the Twenty-First Century, pp.43–54, Rowman and Littlefield, Lanham, 
MD.  

Simon, A., Bartle, C., Stockport, G., Smith, B., Klobas, J.E. and Sohal, A. (2015) ‘Business leaders’ views on the 
importance of strategic and dynamic capabilities for successful financial and non-financial business performance’, 
International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, Vol. 64, No. 7, pp.908–931.  

Smith, A. D., and Rupp, W.T. (2003) ‘An examination of emerging strategy and sales performance: motivation, 
chaotic change and organizational structure’, Marketing Intelligence and Planning, Vol. 21, No. 3, pp.156–167.  



Amit Kumar, Shyamalendu Niyogi, Swati Bisht 
 

Library Progress International| Vol.44 No.3 |Jul-Dec 2024                                                 18407 
 

Tallon, P.P. (2008) ‘Inside the adaptive enterprise: an information technology capabilities perspective on business 
process agility’, Information Technology and Management, Vol. 9, No. 1, pp.21–36.  

Tallon, P.P. and Pinsonneault, A. (2017) ‘Competing perspectives on the link between strategic information 
technology alignment and organizational agility: insights from a mediation model’, MIS Quarterly, Vol. 35, No. 
2, pp.463–486.  

Teoh, A.P., Lee, K.Y. and Muthuveloo, R.(2017) ‘The impact of enterprise risk management, strategic agility, 
and quality of internal audit function on firm performance’, International Review of Management and Marketing, 
Vol. 7, No. 1, pp.222–229.  

Tidd, J. and Bessant, J. (2014) ‘Managing innovation: integrating technological’, Market and Organizational 
Change, John Wiley and Sons Ltd., Chichester, West Sussex.  

Vagnoni, E. and Khoddami, S. (2016) ‘Designing a competitivity activity model through a strategic agility 
approach in a turbulent environment’, Foresight, Vol. 18, No. 6, pp.625–648.  

Venkatraman, N. and Ramanujam, V. (1986) ‘Measurement of business performance in strategy research: a 
comparison of approaches’, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 11, No. 4, pp.801–814.  

Vickery, S.K., Droge, C., Setia, P. and Sambamurthy, V. (2010) ‘Supply chain information technologies and 
organizational initiatives: complementary versus independent effects on agility and firm performance’, 
International Journal of Production Research, Vol. 48, No. 23, pp.7025–7042.  
 
Warma, R. (2012) The Success of Agile Software Development, Master thesis, Fontys University of Applied 
Sciences, Eindhoven, Netherlands.  

Wernerfelt, B. (1984) ‘A resource-based view of the firm’, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 5, No. 2, pp.171–
180.  

Yan, J., Wang, L. and Xiong, J. (2017) ‘Alcatel-Lucent falls, Huawei ascends: new product development makes 
the difference’, Journal of Business Strategy, Vol. 38, No. 1, pp.22–30.  

Yang, Z., Huang, Z., Wang, F. and Feng, C. (2018) ‘The double-edged sword of networking: complementary and 
substitutive effects of networking capability in China’, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 68, pp.145–155.  

 
 
 

 


