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ABSTRACT

While many existing Agile product development methodologies like SCRUM, Extreme Programming 
(XP), Dynamic Systems Development Method (DSDM), Feature Driven Development (FDD) etc. cover 
aspects related to developing & delivering a product solution, they are not meant to provide an end to 
end framework for an organization to transition / embrace and adopt agile way of software develop-
ment. For an organization’s agile journey to be successful we should consider several organizational 
elements like how to do a business case for agile, how to build agile leadership qualities for staff at 
all levels (especially Managers), how to setup & govern an agile organization, how to assess an agile 
organization etc.

1. INTRODUCTION

Agile methods have gained a lot of prominence in the industry as a development method of choice. While 
many existing Agile product development methodologies like SCRUM, Extreme Programming (XP), 
Dynamic Systems Development Method (DSDM), Feature Driven Development (FDD) etc. (Dingsøyr 
et al., 2012) cover aspects related to developing and delivering a product solution, they are not meant 
to provide an end to end framework for an organization to transition / embrace and adopt agile way of 
software development.

For an organization’s agile journey to be successful we should consider several organizational ele-
ments like how to do a business case for agile, how to build agile leadership qualities for staff at all levels 
(especially Managers), how to setup and govern an agile organization, how to assess an agile organization 
etc. Further the design of the agile framework should combine different agile methodologies SCRUM, 
DSDM, XP etc. (Qumer and Henderson-Sellers, 2008) and build a matrix of methodologies that could 
be applied to a specific project need. By building such an agile framework, organizations would benefit 
by referring to a holistic framework to manage their organizational agile initiatives.
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2. WATERFALL VS. AGILE DELIVERY

Before looking at a framework design for Agile, let us try to organize some of the basic differences be-
tween waterfall and agile delivery from a people, process and customer perspective. This comparison is 
in no way intended to highlight that agile is better than a waterfall approach. The focus rather is on trying 
to appreciate the fundamental differences between the two approaches. There might be many situations 
where both approaches have an intersection point (e.g. Plans versus Goals. Both waterfall and agile ap-
proaches have plans and goals but waterfall prefers having a detailed plan approach while agile favors a 
more goal driven execution approach) (Chan & Thong, 2009) (see Tables 1, 2, and 3).

2.1. People Perspective

Underlying Agile Principle: “People are trusted to do the right things, at the right time, and in the right 
way”.

Table 1.  

Waterfall Focus Agile Focus

Hierarchy – Focus on command and control approach Synergy – Focus on cooperation of various people involved in the 
project

Seniority – Decisions are taken by the senior most resource Competence – Decisions are taken by the most competent team 
member for that task

Directed – Workers wait for instructions and are directed on 
what to do and how to do.

Autonomous –Workers are encouraged to choose what they want to 
work on and how they want to execute work.

Managers – Focus is on managing work Facilitation – Focus is on facilitation instead of management

Appraisal – Workers are evaluated by senior authority for 
performance and given feedback

Reflection – Team reflects collectively on improvements and takes 
the next step towards success together

Table 2.  

Waterfall Focus Agile Focus

Plans – Focus is on planning the work and working the plan! Tactics – Focus is on following a solution oriented approach. 
What works for a given situation is given priority over planned 
arrangements if needed.

Linear – Detailed step by step instructions to execute all parts of 
work.

Iterative – Work solution emerges iteratively.

Rule based – Everything that is done in a project is based on a 
set of agreed rules

Goal based – Everything that is done is based on the goals of the 
system or project.

Scheduled – Detailed scheduled for all activities are drawn out Time boxed – Specific activities are identified and are strictly time 
boxed

Quality Assured – A separate QA team reviews work all the 
time.

Peer Reviewed – Work is continually peer reviewed

Task based – Tasks drive allocation of work to team members Role based – Roles drive selection of tasks by team members
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2.2. Process Perspective

Underlying Agile Principle: “In an Agile project, quality is not tested in, it is designed in”.

2.3. Customer Perspective

Underlying Agile Principle: “Things that do not deliver value to the customer probably need not exist”.
It is clear from the above differences that Agile focuses more than waterfall development on aspects 

like people empowerment, embracing change and delivering value.

3. AGILE ADOPTION TREND

The IT industry is replete with examples of many short term trends emerge and die very soon. Some 
protagonists do argue that Agile is also a buzz word and will have a limited lifespan. However, agile 
adoption is widespread as evidenced by latest Gartner hype cycles (2013, 2014) (Cohn, 2005) and adop-
tion levels of agile are increasing day by day consistently. A few samples of top organizations adopting 
agile are given below (DeMarco & Boehm, 2002).

A brief industry scan would show the deep adoption of agility in many organizations.

• The Accenture Agile Delivery Capability is a process that has been tailored to meet the needs of 
defense organizations (Accenture, 2009). This is a customer focused process that uses a disci-
plined and rigorous process as well as flexibility.

• At Cisco, the software engineers are using agile development principles into practice, and also 
work closely with the customers to produce software that meets the needs of the customers ().

• The Collaboration and Communications Group (CCG) at Cisco stated the use of agile methodolo-
gies in the company, although other teams have also adopted these techniques (Cisco Systems, 
2011). Cisco had used the waterfall method for a very long time, but it ended up adopting this 
method in 2008 (Cisco Systems, 2011).

• Dell also implemented the Dell Agile Working Solution Blueprint which helped in the end to end 
delivery with other befits related to cost cutting, productivity enhancements’ and improved per-
formance (Dell Corporation, 2008)

Table 3.  

Waterfall Focus Agile Focus

Requirements – Focus is on satisfying well written requirements Needs – Focus is on meeting the changing needs of the customer

Content – Focus is on written content in the form of 
requirements document

Context – Focus is on context and requirements can change 
dynamically if the context changes.

Deliverables – Focus is on completing agreed deliverables Value – Focused is always on delivering value to the customer

Critical path – Work is centered around critical path for the 
activities

Priority List – Work is always centered around the list of priorities 
for the current iteration

Baselined – Requirements and plans are baselined and put under 
change control.

Evolving – Requirements and plans are allowed to evolve 
dynamically (adapt to change than control change)
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• Barry Boehm identified Agile as the important trend in 2000’s in his work (Boehm, 2006).
• Gartner has put Agile Development Methodology near the end of “Trough of Disillusionment” 

(Fenn & Linden, 2005). This Hype cycle shows that Agile is starting the journey in the “Slope of 
Enlightenment” right now. This means that stable adoption of Agile is predicted widely across the 
industry in the next 5 – 10 years.

The above industry data hints that organizations increasingly adopt agile methods to develop projects. 
While there are several agile models that address how an agile project needs to be executed, a unified 
framework that can be applied at the organizational level does not exist. So, it is critical to define an 
agile framework that addresses the organizational agile needs.

4. ORGANIZATIONAL AGILE FRAMEWORK

There are many agile methodologies currently existing in the industry. According to the IT Knowledge 
portal http://www.itinfo.am, some of the important agile methodologies are given below.

• Scrum (www.scrumalliance.org)
• Feature Driven Development (FDD) (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Feature-driven_development)
• Dynamic Systems Development Method (DSDM) (http://www.dsdm.org)
• Agile Unified Process (AUP) (http://www.ambysoft.com/scottAmbler.html)
• Lean IT Methodology (Source: Wikipedia)
• Extreme Programming (XP) (Source: Wikipedia)
• Crystal family of standards (Source: Wikipedia)
• Evolutionary Development Model (EVO) (Source: Wikipedia)

An initial study and analysis of the agile models given above reveal that they contribute towards run-
ning a project the agile way and do not directly scale up to an organizational level to meet the needs of 
any project that is run the agile way. This “scaling” needed at organizational level underlines the purpose 
behind creating a separate organizational agile framework.

4.1. Building Organizational Agile Framework: Where to Start?

To build an organizational agile framework, every organization should first start by interpreting the four 
agile manifesto values and 12 agile principles to its own business context. While the agile principles 
look straightforward, its applicability to each organization will vary considerably as illustrated in the 
example below (see Table 4).

Let us consider the principle, “responding to change over following a plan”. If an organization aims 
to follow this value as it is without interpreting it to the specific context of its own projects then the or-
ganization is tossing itself for a colossal failure in implementing this Agile Value. Some of the pertinent 
Questions to ask while interpreting an agile principle are given below:

• Should our project welcome changes 100% and not follow the plan at all? The answer is mostly 
NO.

http://www.itinfo.am
http://www.scrumalliance.org
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Feature-driven_development
http://www.dsdm.org
http://www.ambysoft.com/scottAmbler.html
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• Should we follow the plan 100% and not entertain changes? This is a sure NO - NO.

It is obvious that there will never be straightforward silver bullet answers on how diligently a proj-
ect follows an Agile Value. However, even a simple group discussion / meeting involving important 
organizational stakeholders on interpreting these agile values / principles to organizational context and 
deciding “How much agility is good enough?” will go a long way in helping the organization steer its 
agile journey in a proper direction.

4.2. Agile Ecosystem versus Methodology Approach: 
The Amazon Rain Forest Example

Jim High smith advocates an “Ecosystem point of view” as opposed to the “methodology point of view” 
while handling organizational agility (Highsmith, 2002). A simple example to illustrate the importance 
of ecosystem view is given below.

Let us consider the Amazon Rain forests. Wikipedia shows that the Amazon rain forest is home to 
about 2.5 million insect species, tens of thousands of plants, and some 2,000 birds and mammals. To 
date, at least 40,000 plant species, 2,200 fishes, 1,294 birds, 427 mammals, 428 amphibians, and 378 
reptiles have been scientifically classified in the region.

Now, let us imagine that a “so called” Agile Coach is requested to take a cross section of mammals 
from the 427 different varieties of mammals. The superficial Agile Coach interprets a fundamental agile 
principle on “speed of delivery” as “deliver as fast as possible” and creates a rule “All mammals should 
run at a speed of at least 25 km / hour” because agility means better speed. We have to be at least run-
ning at the speed of 25 km / hour to satisfy our minimum agility goals.

What would ensue are chaos, failure and destruction because a single “Agile” expectation is set for 
all mammals. It is obvious that different mammals have different speeds and agility levels. A common 
agility expectation for every mammal is not only impractical but also senseless.

Now, imagine the case of an Agile Coach working in an IT organization. If this coach expects all 
projects (regardless of technology, customer segment, market needs) to produce working software every 
day or week, then will the projects be able to do so? Digital projects by its very nature are evolving and 
might hugely benefit by very frequent working software. A Banking product might have regulations, 
audits and also have a low risk appetite. Frequency of release of a banking product might be once every 
quarter while a mobile application might be looking at a release every week.

What is highlighted here is that we should not relegate agile projects to the status of a fixed process 
culture where every project is expected to deliver at a fixed speed or frequency. An ecosystem based 
approach where conscious acknowledgement that different projects have different delivery needs should 
be taken (Cohn, 2005).

Table 4. Consider the 4 agile manifesto values

- Individuals and interactions over processes and tools 
- Working software over comprehensive documentation 
- Customer collaboration over contract negotiation 
- Responding to change over following a plan
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Interpretation of agile principles and taking an ecosystem view are two fundamental pillars on which 
a practical agile journey of every organization rests.

5. DESIGN OF ORGANIZATIONAL AGILE FRAMEWORK

The next step after interpreting the agile values is to build an organizational framework design that guides 
projects the agile way inside the organization.

There are several analytical tools and frameworks that could possibly be used to examine software 
development methods. However, the key advantage of 4-DAT (4 Dimensional Analysis Tool) is that it 
evaluates methods from the perspectives of agility, software process and lifecycle phases as well as how 
the methods do in practice (Qumer & Henderson-Sellers, 2006).

4-DAT specifically provides a mechanism to measure agility (degree of agility) of any method quan-
titatively at a specific level in a process and using specific practices. 4-DAT will help to examine agile 
methods from four perspectives given below:

• Method scope
• Agility characterization (based on the key attributes introduced for this case)
• Characterization of agile values (based on those proposed in the Agile Manifesto)
• Software process characterization

A detailed treatment of the different perspectives presented above can be referenced from “An evalua-
tion of the degree of agility in six agile methods and its applicability for method engineering by (Qumer 
and Henderson-Sellers, 2008).

Note – Our focus for this chapter is to use the 4-DAT approach to compare a few popular agile 
frameworks like Scrum, FDD and DSDM in a structured manner and identify the additional elements 
necessary to help implement these frameworks at Organizational level. The gaps identified in individual 
frameworks against the parameters evaluated would help to create an action item list that could be used 
to build a unified organizational agile framework which is the central purpose of this chapter.

5.1. Possible Challenges in Scaling Existing Agile 
Frameworks to Organizational Level

There are several types of challenges in scaling agile frameworks at organizational level like customer 
related, requirements related, team related and model related challenges (Adkins, 2010). Addressing 
customer related challenges are top priority because customer involvement is one of the fundamental 
principles of agile. Addressing Requirements challenges will also be a key factor because the ability to 
adapt to changing requirements is a central agile principle. Agile is ultimately about empowered and 
motivated teams and the doers of work are the “agile teams”, so the challenges the team faces will decide 
the success or failure of the agile initiative. Finally, the model specific challenges have to be carefully 
addressed at organizational level to ensure the model is adapted to the organizational needs and not 
looked at from an “ as is” silver bullet point of view.
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Challenge 1: Customer-Related Challenges

Customer’s insufficient knowledge of the requirements due to the complexity and size of the system 
poses significant challenges ((Cao and Ramesh, 2008). These challenges are even more pronounced when 
customers are not available or not willing to commit to the project (Fitzgerald et al., 2006).

Challenge 2: Requirements Related Challenges

Frequently changing requirements poses a challenge to the team that is developing the software. Also 
the expectation that business will coordinate with developers closely is practically difficult to achieve.

Challenge 3: Team Related Challenges

When the teams are distributed, face to face interaction is difficult. Further when the team size grows, 
the ability to do face to face interaction decreases drastically.

Challenge 4: Model Challenges

The study elements for studying model specific challenges like team size, leadership approach, reward 
mechanism, engineering approach etc. are compared for the three selected models in the section below 
(see Table 5).

5.2. Addressing Challenges in Agile Frameworks

The summary of findings identified is in turn used as feeders to define design building blocks for an 
organizational agile framework below (see Table 6).

5.3. Organizational Agile Framework Design

The organizational agile framework that is defined below covers the designs blocks that are identified 
in the above section (see Figure 1).

5.3.1 Agile Models + Model Selection Criteria

This block provides the flexibility to choose different agile models (SCRUM, FDD, and DSDM) depend-
ing on specific project or client requirements (see Table 7).

5.3.2 Agile Rewards and Recognition System

• Many companies are shifting to Agile Software development. However, the companies continue 
to use their existing performance evaluation methods.

• Most companies are clueless on how to do appraisals in an agile environment. This creates a 
“chasm”.
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• An Agile appraisal system is not a top down supervisor evaluation. In an Agile appraisal system, 
the focus is given to the following parameters
 ◦ Peer Review: Each team member rates himself and others in the team objectively
 ◦ Team rating: A portion of weightage is given for overall team instead of individual heroism

Table 5.  

Study Element Scrum FDD DSDM Summary of Findings

1. Team Size

• Single team size to be less 
than 8 -10. 
• Multiple teams of 8 -10 
members possible using 
Scrum of Scrum approach.

No limit for team size. 
Scalable from small to 
large teams

Minimum 2 and 
Maximum 6 (But 
multiple small teams 
can work)

If the development team size 
increases beyond 8 Scrum 
has to be broken down in to 
multiple scrum teams. 
- FDD does not have any 
restriction on team size. 
DSDM advocates team size 
of 2-6 per team. 
In the practical software 
development teams in 
industry a single team 
with 25 team members 
are common. So, this is an 
area which needs further 
consideration in framework 
definition.

2. Leadership 
Approach

Scrum advocated Adaptive 
leadership approach

Does not explicitly talk 
about any preferred 
leadership approach

DSDM advocates 
flexible approach to 
leadership

All the 3 models directly or 
indirectly advocate having 
adaptive leadership approach 
for projects but do not specify 
how leaders should function 
at an organizational / project 
level.

3. Reward 
Mechanism All 3 models do not deal with any ideas on how agile teams should be rewarded.

No mention on how teams 
should be rewarded in an 
agile projects in any of the 
models.

4. Maturity 
Assessment

No specific indicators identified for measuring higher or lower maturity in terms 
of agile practices prescribed by the model.

No mention on maturity 
assessment of agile projects 
in any of the models.

5. Engineering 
practices for Agile

Scrum does not cover 
any agile engineering 
techniques like Test Driven 
development, Refactoring 
etc.

FDD advocates strong 
testing, peer review 
and an object oriented 
approach to development

No specific 
engineering practices 
prescribed.

None of the 3 models focus 
on engineering practices 
specifically.

6. Metrics

Scrum speaks of “velocity” and burn down charts. However none of the 3 models 
deal with the significant metrics that are needed to successfully manage agile 
projects.

No mention on agile metrics 
in any of the models.

7. Customer 
Satisfaction

Adapting to changing customer needs is a fundamental philosophy for all the 
three models. However, there is no specific technique or mechanism suggested on 
how customer satisfaction should be looked at for an agile project.

No mention on measuring 
customer satisfaction in any 
of the models.

8. Tailoring Criteria 
for agile methods

All the three models are flexible and can be adapted. However, specific 
guidelines or practices on how to tailor the models to a specific project situation 
is not available.

No mention on tailoring 
criteria in any of the agile 
models.

9. Overall 
Governance

FDD covers a detailed project monitoring strategy. However, none of the three 
models provide a guidance on how an agile project should be governed.

No mention on Overall 
Governance of an agile 
project in any of the models.
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Table 6.  

Design Building Block Identified List of Gaps Addressed in the Design Building Block

10. Agile Models + Model selection criteria

• Team Size 
• Customer related challenges 
• Requirements related challenges 
• Team related challenges 
• Tailoring criteria for agile models

11. Agile Rewards and Recognition System • Reward Mechanism

12. Business Culture
• Business Agility 
• Business Culture

13. Adaptive Agile Leadership
• Leadership Approach 
• Physical Environment

14. Agile Customer Satisfaction (ACS) • Customer satisfaction survey (End user, Product Owner, stakeholders)

15. Governance

• Organization structure 
• Cost, Standards 
• Metrics 
• Keeping the process cost effective

16. Development Pool • Developer pool, Team size (indirect)

17. Engineering Took Kit
• Engineering Practices for Agile 
• Configuration Control Process

18. Maturity Model
• 4-DAT Maturity Assessment 
• Process Management Processes

Figure 1. Organizational Agile Framework Design(Qumer and Henderson-Sellers, 2008)
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 ◦ Product produced
 ◦ Overall adherence to agile process
 ◦ Leadership qualities
 ◦ Customer rating

• Agile appraisals generally follow a 360 degree approach
• Caution should be taken to avoid measuring following items in agile appraisals:

 ◦ Individual velocity
 ◦ Sum of all task hours for a person
 ◦ Number of tasks/person
 ◦ Accuracy of task estimates

5.3.3 Business Agility

• Most organizations use Agile as a project management strategy. On the contrary, Agility is also a 
business strategy that helps survive changing market demands. Salesforce.com successfully used 
Agile as a business strategy and succeeded in its business ventures.

• Business Agility is beyond the scope of this dissertation. Hence it is not addressed in detail but 
identified only as a gap in the existing agile models that scale at organizational level.

5.3.4 Adaptive Agile Leadership:

• There are many leadership challenges in an Agile Environment – traditional leadership styles may 
not work. Without using titles, power or influence, the leader has to get work done from team 
members

• Agile Leaders are leaders who possess the following characteristics:

Table 7.  

Model Selection Criteria

SCRUM      • Team size of 6-8. 
     • To achieve scalability, there can be multiple scrum teams of 6-8 team members operating under the 
Scrum of Scrum mode 
     • Collocated 
     • Customer closely interacting with project 
     • Frequent iterations (2 weeks -1 month) 
     • Requirements complex (neither very clear nor totally blurred)

FDD      • Use when large, distributed agile teams are a need for the project 
     • Team size can be of any order 
     • Requirements should be breakable in to features 
     • Favors object oriented approach to development

DSDM      • Use whenever feasibility and business study are necessary to ascertain whether the project has to be 
undertaken 
     • Should be able to create prototypes for the system during early stages of the project 
     • Minimum team size of 2 and maximum 6. 
     • To achieve scalability, there can be multiple team groups of 2-6 members within the same project

Combination mode      • Models could be combined depending on the project type. For example, DSDM phase feasibility 
study could be added to the SCRUM model (see paper framework designs in appendix for a few sample 
combination ideas)
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i.  Flexible
ii.  Responsive to change
iii.  Willing to learn new ways
iv.  Willing to adopt new ways
v.  Lead effectively to survive successfully in the modern, complex, ever changing business 

environment
• Agile Leadership is the art of being flexible under the influence of rapidly changing internal /

external circumstances
• The ability to change or be changed is a crucial skill for Agile leaders

One of the popular leadership approaches for agile is the Servant Leadership Approach. The servant-leader 
is servant first. It begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve, to serve first. Then conscious 
choice brings one to aspire to lead (Greenleaf, 1977).

5.3.5 Agile Customer Satisfaction (ACS)

Compared to traditional waterfall projects where customer satisfaction is measured at the end of the 
project, the agile customer satisfaction is more dynamic and it involves getting direct feedback from 
many stakeholders involved in the project.

A good agile customer measurement should have the following characteristics:

• “Barely sufficient”
• Easy to collect and/or coalesce (<5 minutes)
• Affirm the Agile principles
• Focused around delivering customer value
• Should not cause any “metrics dysfunction”

Feedbacks should be measured at various levels in an agile project as given below

• Direct end user
• Product Owner
• Relevant stakeholders involved in the project

5.3.6 Agile Organization Structure

Agile organization structure is different from traditional structure because there is no pyramidal structure 
in Agile Enterprise. Pyramids inevitably create decision-making bottlenecks as information gets passed 
up the chain of command. Agile organization structure is inspired by nature – Set of birds, swarm of 
bees, and an army of ants.

Agile organization work best in a network like structure where coordination is promoted over control. 
Senior management of an organization should make sure people are well trained, and then should trust 
these trained people to act without having to ask permission first.
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5.3.7 Agile Metrics

Metrics collection should be less at an agile project level but it could be considered as a major activity 
at the governance level. It is advisable for the organization to decide what metrics should be collected 
at team level, project level and program level.

Good agile metrics are generally easy to collect and don’t become an impediment to the team’s work, 
measures business outcomes over activity (e.g. value delivered vs. number of tasks completed), looks at 
trends, not just a single point in time, encourages whole team results over individual results.

5.3.8 Development Pool

At an organization level, a process is necessary to recruit agile developers who are generalizing special-
ists and supply them to various projects. The development pool should also be maintained in an agile 
fashion with very less “bench” and very high active project experience for the developer pool. Trainings 
on motivation, team building, collaboration, agile values, user experience design etc. should be imparted 
to the developers along with the specific technology trainings. Developers who complete an agile project 
can return to the developer pool and get reassigned to another agile project. As much as possible, the 
selection of projects in which the developer works should be on a self-inspired, voluntary basis.

5.3.9 Engineering Tool Kit

• Agile models do not prescribe any specific engineering techniques to be followed directly during 
project development.

• It is essential to have an expandable engineering toolkit that can be referred by an agile project.
• Some of the mandatory agile engineering practices are Continuous Integration, Refactoring, Test 

Driven Development, Code Review and Pair Programming.
• overlooked in the initial development phase, improving both the overall quality

This organizational framework design covers only a minimal set of engineering practices.
It should be borne in mind that there could be several other agile engineering techniques that could 

be applied depending on the project context and client requirements.

6. SUMMARY

Having an organizational agile framework would help any organization succeed in its agile journey in 
a structured manner. The agile projects would also be comforted by the fact that there is organizational 
level “thinking” and guidance and support on how to execute the agile project. The organizational agile 
framework described in this chapter also has the following advantages.

• Flexibility: The design framework created is flexible. New agile models could be added inside 
this framework design without any impact to existing design blocks. This way, the organization 
adopting this framework has the flexibility to add /modify an agile model which is defined as part 
of the framework
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• Expanding Team Sizes: The model defined can be applied for various team sizes. The project team 
has to pick an agile framework that is suitable for its project and use the framework.

• Scalability: This model is totally scalable. New engineering techniques and new agile models 
could be added to this framework easily

• Recommendations: The aim of designing this organizational agile framework is not to apply it “as 
such” without tailoring to various organizations. It is recommended that any organization using 
this framework “tailors” the model to suit its specific organization context before applying the 
model.

7. ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS FOR ORGANIZATIONAL AGILE FRAMEWORK

• Agile Maturity Model: There is very little work done in the area of agile maturity models. Any 
future work in the related area could focus on building an agile maturity model to assess agile 
project maturity

• Testing the model: The analysis of the results of applying this model to projects could serve as a 
feedback loop to improve this organizational agile design further.
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KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

4-Dat: 4-DAT (4 Dimensional Analysis Tool) is an analysis tool that helps to measure agile methods 
from the perspectives of agility, software process followed and method application in practice.

Continuous Integration: Continuous integration is a prescribed software engineering practice which 
advocates merging the developer working copies with a central, shared mainline several times a day.

Dynamic Systems Development Method: Dynamic Systems Development Method (DSDM) is an 
agile project delivery framework that combines the best practices of development and business to yield 
a seamless delivery mechanism for both simple and complex projects (Kettunen and Laanti, 2008).

Extreme Programming: Extreme Programming (XP) is an agile methodology that specifically 
emphasizes the use of agile technical practices (e.g. Test Driven Development) for the success of an 
agile project. Practical experience shows that XP complements Scrum well and both the methods work 
well together.

Feature Driven Development: Feature Driven Development (FDD) is an agile method that focuses 
on delivering working software in a timely manner by using simple, client focused and practical software 
process. This method works well without tailoring to both small (< 8 team size) and large teams (> 30 
team size).

Refactoring: Refactoring aims to have a cleaner “code” by restructuring the code without changing 
its external behaviour. The idea is to improve the design of the code with the intention of making it easy 
to use.

Scrum: Scrum is one of the popular agile methodologies which aims to address the challenges of 
projects involving complex scope of work using a simple process dependent on a small team who are 
motivated, collaborative and highly focused on producing working software every 2-4 weeks.

TDD: Test Driven Development (TDD) is a development process which advocates the writing of 
automated test case that defines a new function, then producing the minimum amount of code to pass 
that test.
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