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Experts say that the need for agility, even in politics, has recently 
become even more crucial . With the firm anchoring of agile trans-
formation in the coalition agreement of the German government, 
which is appropriately titled “MEHR FORTSCHRITT WAGEN“ (daring 
more progress), a new stage has been reached – the transformation 
towards agile administration has been declared a top priority . The 
agreement states that in the future, administrations will “focus on 
interdisciplinary problem solving“ and “consistently think from the 
user perspective .“ Furthermore, the new coalition aims to overcome 

“silo thinking“ and equip “fixed interdepartmental and interagency 
agile project teams and innovation units with concrete compe-
tencies“ . The clarity and decisiveness of the wording is a significant 
step forward, marking a turning point from the previous approach 
to modernizing public administration . Once again, this confirms the 
trend that we have already identified in the context of this study in 
recent years . 

Foreword

Andreas Mitter 
Partner, Head of Agile Advisory 
Austria

Julia von Spreckelsen  
Partner, Head of Agile Advisory 
Germany 

The transformation to agile organizations is high on the agenda of 
many companies and now also the vast majority of public author-
ities . There is a consensus that the challenge of ever more rapid 
change and thus the ever more volatile world of work must be met 
with the integrative power that agility offers . But where are we in 
the transformation? What specific goals are associated with intro-
ducing agile methods, and in how far they met yet? Which agile 
frameworks are used, and what impact does the mere introduction 
of agile methods have on the teams’ and organizations’ true 
agility – doing agile vs. being agile? Also, what factors are per-
ceived as challenges and drivers of agile transformation? And what 
is the impact of agility on people - the employees? 

We explored these and many other exciting questions in this year‘s 
study and are proud to present statistically significant results  
(n > 1,100; 26% at department management level or higher) . 

We hope you find good insights and enjoy reading .

Doing Agile vs. 
Being Agile 
 
Agile Pulse 2022 -  
the BearingPoint Agility Study

Agile greetings,



Doing Agile vs. Being Agile – Two Worlds
Organizations that introduce agility only by implementing a framework (doing agile), but 
are not holistically agile to agile maturity measurements (Agile Check©), do not achieve 
the goals attached to agility . In contrast, organizations that have already reached the 
highest agile maturity level in this study can exceed all goals connected to introducing 
agile .

Boards and executives should take a holistic view of agility, identify potential and lever-
age it in a targeted manner . 

Catalysts of Transformation Success:
1 .  Leaders . The perceived support of managers moderates the holistic transformation suc-

cess . Employees who do not perceive their managers as drivers of the transformation 
are clearly behind regarding the measured agile maturity .  
 
Boards and executives should become ambassadors for agility . For the most part, this 
requires change . Our study results show: it pays off .

2 .  Employees . Employees’ qualification level is perceived as a significant challenge of agile 
transformations . However, the agile maturity level increases with the satisfaction of the 
individual - consequently, it is worth accepting the challenges of cultural change . 
 
Boards and managers should provide their employees with individual and needs-based 
support to grow sustainably into their agile role .

Management  
Summary

28%
Non-agile

Agile Starter

44%

28%

Agile 
Practitioner

Public Administration, Insurance 
 

Automotive, Retail  

IT
/T

ec
hn

ol
og

y

75%
of organizations use  
agile methods

96%
of respondents assume that the 
relevance of agile methods will  
continue to increase in the future

63%
of organizations that apply 
agility at program level or  
higher do not yet use agile 
scaling frameworks

SCRUM
Kanban
Hybrid
are the most used frameworks

5,1 years
agile methods are already  
used on average

Culture
Willingness to 
change
Qualification
are the greatest perceived  
challenges
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Data Collection and  
Data Evaluation
The data set for Agile Pulse 2022 was collected through an online 
questionnaire . This was made available to participants between 
July and September 2021 . Relevant persons from various panels 
were invited to the survey via a direct link . In addition, the invi-
tation to answer the questionnaire was made via corresponding 
postings in the professional network LinkedIn . 

Data Collection

A preliminary survey was first conducted to limit the field of 
participants to the group of people relevant to this study . Partic-
ipants were first asked about their occupational situation; only 
full-time or part-time employees were included in the primary 
survey . In a further step, it was queried whether the participants 
work in the broadest sense on a project-based basis on, for ex-
ample, the development of products and solutions . Based on the 
resulting participants, it was ascertained whether classic, agile, 
or a mixture of both management methods tends to be used . 
The market penetration of agile management methods shown 
on pages 8 and 22 is based on this selection; the corresponding 
charts are marked . For the primary survey and all other results 

presented in this study, only persons were admitted in whose 
environment is either purely agile or a mix of agile and classic 
management methods is used and who hold a correspondingly 
relevant role or function in their organization . Finally, a plausibili-
ty check question was used to ensure the validity of the partici-
pants‘ statements . All participants who answered this question 
correctly were admitted to the main survey . After the data set 
had been cleansed of incomplete and implausible data, 1,163 
respondents qualified for the evaluation .

Data Evaluation

In this study, in addition to the descriptive analyses presented, 
various statistical methods were used to validate interrelation-
ships of multiple issues in a data-based manner:

Correlation Analyses

The correlation of two variables indicates the strength of their linear relationship . This 
results in values between -1 (perfect negative correlation) and +1 (perfect positive cor-
relation) . Positively correlated variables grow into each other - the increase of one leads 
to a rise in the other value (see figure right above) . The closer the correlation coefficient 
approaches +1, the stronger the positive correlation . Conversely, a negative correlation 
means that an increase in one variable leads to a decrease in the other (see figure center 
right) . The closer the correlation coefficient approaches -1, the stronger the negative 
correlation .

Multiple Regression

Using multiple linear regressions, the influence of several independent variables on one 
dependent variable can be measured . The behavior of the dependent variable can be 
predicted when one variable changes and all other independent variables remain the 
same . The significance determined as part of the calculation indicates the probability of 
error, which provides information on how probable it is that the distribution of the evalu-
ated data is random, i .e ., not due to the assumed relationships .

x1

x2 Y

x3
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Participant 
Structure
With a total of over 1,160 validated responses, the field of partici-
pants in this year‘s study was greatly expanded compared to previ-
ous years . This ensures a high level of data reliability and allows us 
to identify differences in the characteristics of the organizations . 
The distribution of the field by nationality, industry, organization 
size, or position, and role of the respondents can be seen in the 
following charts .  

21%
IT/Technology

9%
Public Administration

9%
Banking

6%
Consulting Services

5%
Healthcare

5%
Insurance

4%
Education/Research

4%
Retail

5%
Transportation/Logistics

4%
Automotive

4%
Telecommunications

3%
Chemical Manufacturing

%
Energy

19%
Other

 �1 – 100

 �101 – 250

 �251 – 1 .000

 �1 .001 – 5 .000

 �5 .001 – 20 .000

 �20 .000+

17%
16%

11%

9%
9%

38%

 �Team member

 �Team lead

 �Head of department

 �Board Member

38%

36%

19%

7%

 �Team member

 �Not part of an agile Team

 �Product Owner

 �Scrum Master

Austria  23,3%
Germany 17,5%
Switzerland 15,5%
United Kingdom 14,2%
Sweden  9,4%
Italy  8,5%
France  6,8%
USA  3,2%
Other countries 1,6%

Distribution by:
Industry

47%

35%

10%
8%

PositionOrganization 
Size

Role
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Agility –  
Expectation and Reality

-13%

-13%

         -12%

       -10%

       -8%

    -4%

    -4%

                     -2%

Increased flexibility 

Improved speed to market

Increased product quality

Improved collaboration

Increased innovation

Strengthened competitive position 

Improved transparency

Increased customer centricity

Improved attractiveness for employees and job applicants 3%

0%

63%
Improved 

transparency

82%
Increased  
flexibility

48%
Improved attractiveness 
for employees and job 

applicants

65%
Increased 
innovation

72%
Increased 

product quality

72%
Improved  

speed to market

59%
Increased 

customer centricity

72%
Improved  

collaboration

52%
Minimized 

project risks

56%
Following  

agile trends

58%
Strengthened  

competitive position

Responsiveness is a top goal of agile method adoption

The relevance of agility remains as high as ever . The proportion 
of organizations using agile methods is constantly growing across 
industries . 96% of the participants surveyed in this study rate the 
future relevance of agile methods as high . The reasons for adopt-
ing agile methods are diverse . While some organizations’ way 
of thinking is predominantly product-driven and customer first, 
others act more employee-oriented . Some respondents also state 
that they are following a trend with introducing agile methods or 
that they have an obligation to their business partners . The latter 
is significantly less common, showing that the change is more 
likely to be initiated from intrinsically motivated conviction than 
exogenous compulsion .

35%
Requested by  

business partners

Objectives not yet achieved across the board

If we compare the desired goals of introducing agile methods 
with the improvements achieved in each case, we find that, on 
average, eight out of nine goals have not been reached . Further 
explained in the chapter “Potentials of holistic agility“, our data 
shows that, this is because agility has been introduced method-
ically in many organizations but has not yet been established 
holistically . In particular, responsiveness to change, the speed with 

The proportion of respondents who see the respective aspect as a 
reason for introducing agile methods in their sphere of influence  
(multiple selections possible)

Average underachievement or overachievement of the targets linked to the introduction of agility.

which a product can be brought to market, product quality, and 
collaboration still fall short of the goals attached to the introduc-
tion of agility . Only the aspect “attractiveness as an employer“ 
shows an opposite effect . While 48% of respondents formulated 
this as an explicit goal of the agile transformation, 51% stated 
they had become more attractive as an employer .
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Program level
60 %

Doing Agile –  
Maturity and Application Levels

30% of organizations are purely agile

Overall, 75% of organizations use agile management methods in 
product development and project management . 30% of respon-
dents use agile methods exclusively . At 25%, the proportion of 
those who rely on purely classic methods is relatively small but 
relevant . This will be discussed in more detail in the industry later 
in this report .

Agile methods increasingly used at higher  
organizational levels

In most cases, the use of agile methods begins with frameworks 
such as Scrum at the team level . However, agile working is not 
limited to the application at the team level . Our survey shows that 
while agile is most commonly used at the team level, it is also 
used extensively at the program, management, and strategy/
portfolio levels . Compared to our 2020 survey results, the use 
of agile methods at the management level, in particular, has 
increased significantly, by 15 percent .

Agile methods in use for an average of 5 years

The study results confirm the increasing relevance of agility for 
organizations . On average, all respondents have been using single 
or multiple agile methods for more than five years . In addition, 
48% of respondents stated that they started using agile methods/
scaling frameworks in the past three years . Another 32% have 
been using agile methods for four to six years . The survey on 
maturity shows differences across the various industries, which are 
discussed in more detail in Chapter “Agility in Industry Compari-
son“ . 

 Percentage of respondents using classic, agile, or both 
agile and classic methodologies in product development and 
projects (data includes pre-survey)

 The proportion of respondents who state that agile 
methods are used at the various organizational levels in 
their organization 
(multiple selections possible)

Application period of agile methods

29%

41%

52%

25%
classic

30%
agile

Strategic  
level

Management  
level

Team level

45%
both classic and 

agile

48%

Above 10 years 7 to 10 years 4 to 6 years up to 3 years

7%
13%

32%
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The percentage of respondents stating that the respective strategic, agile 
method is used in their sphere of influence   
(multiple selections possible))

 The percentage of respondents indicating that the respective 
scaling framework or no scaling framework is used in their  

sphere of influence (multiple selections possible for the scaling frameworks)

Doing Agile –  
Methods and Frameworks
Basic frameworks and methods

This year‘s study results confirm once again that Scrum and Kan-
ban are the most widely used among the basic frameworks and 
methods . However, the creative method, Design Thinking, and the 
technically driven approaches, Continuous Integration / Continu-
ous Delivery / Continuous Deployment, are also used frequently . 
Development methods such as Feature Driven Development and 
Extreme Programming are additionally used . However, they are 
not used on a broad scale .

Strategic agility

Beyond the basic methods, organizations have been provided 
with a framework in which product portfolios or strategic goals 
can be synchronized vertically throughout the organization . With 
15 - 20% each, the use of OKRs, Agile Portfolio Management, and 
Lean-Agile is already widespread . On the other hand, Flight Levels 
is relatively unknown at 3% usage .

Scaling frameworks 

Scaling frameworks are used to synchronize agile working across 
multiple teams . At 41%, the most comprehensive and regulated 
approach SAFe, is the most popular among organizations using 
scaling frameworks, followed by Scrum of Scrums (30%), the most 
straightforward method in comparison . On the other hand, the 
much-cited Spotify Model is used by only 17% of respondents 
using scaling frameworks . Finally, various Scaled Scrum approaches 
such as LeSS and Nexus bring up the rear with 12% . It is note-
worthy that only 37% of the respondents use agile methods at 
the program level or higher, and thus require the use of scaling 
frameworks . 

Feature Driven Development 
         Extreme Programming

Scrum  Kanban
Design 
Thinking DevOps  

Practices  
– CI/CDScrumban

                 

  16,0%

                             14,7%

3,5%

Agile Portfolio 
Management

Objectives and 
Key Results (OKR)

Flight Levels

63 %
No use of scaling frameworks

37 % Use of 
scaling frameworks

41 %

30 %

17 %

12 %

 �Scaled Agile  
Framework (SAFe)

 �Scrum of Scrums

 �Spotify Model

 �Scaled Scrum  
(LeSS, Nexus, etc .)
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Agile maturity distribution curve

Share of  
participants in %

-2,5 -2 -1,5 -1 -0,5 0 +0,5 +1 +1,5 +2 +2,5

Maturity

Being Agile – Measuring the Holistic 
Agility of Organizations

It is well known that the use of agile methods alone (acting 
agilely) is not sufficient to leverage the potential of agility . Instead, 
the success of an agile transformation is crucially dependent 
on the holistic view of the system in question (being agile) . At 
BearingPoint, we distinguish six dimensions: Culture, Processes, 
Products, Structures, Technologies and Methods1 . In the context of 
this study, the maturity level of participants using agile methods 
was surveyed for each dimension using three categories . For this 
purpose, the strength of agreement with individual statements of 
agility is assessed with points . Equally weighting the categories, 
an average value is calculated for each dimension to classify the 
respective agile maturity . 

The following graphic shows the distribution curve resulting from 
the aggregation of the individual dimension results . 

As an average value with equal weighting on all dimensions, agile 
maturity can be expressed in a value . This shows how clearly agile 
states prevail in the company . The aspects of an agile state can 
be taken from the descriptions of the dimensions on the following 
pages . As shown, the field of participants in this study is divid-
ed into three categories based on the aggregated total value: 
“Non-Agile“, “Agile Starter“, and “Agile Practitioner“ . 

Non-Agile Agile Starter Agile Practitioner
44% 28%28%

28% 28%44%

“Non-agile“ (-2.5-0) is the term used to 
describe participants whose working 
environment is predominantly non-ag-
ile conditions.

All participants whose work environ-
ment is predominantly agile are classi-
fied as “Agile Starter“ (0-1).

Finally, we describe all participants 
whose work environment states agility 
as a rule as “Agile Practitioners“ (1-2.5).

1  In the context of this study, the dimension methods (doing agilely) were surveyed separately and, therefore, was not part of the Agile Check© conducted in this chapter based on the dimensions of culture, 
processes, products, structures, and technologies to determine the holistic agility of the participants .

72% of organizations acting agilely are not yet  
holistically agile
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The average agile maturity per dimension is shown based on two profile lines (organizations with fewer and more than 100 employees); the 
boundaries per maturity level (non-agile, agile starter, and agile practitioner) are plotted as well.3

 �Non-Agile

 �Agile Starter

 �Agile Practitioner

2 See R . I . M . Dunbar, ‘‘Neocortex size as a constraint on group size in primates,’’ – J . Hum . Evol ., vol . 22, no . 6, pp . 469–493, Jun . 1992 . 
3 The profile lines (as shown above for company sizes) can also be generated according to other parameters (e .g ., nationality, industry, department) . 
4  The aspects were measured using several key indicators, of which only one is shown at a time . The average mean value of the key indicators per aspect results in the aspect value . The average mean values 

of the aspects aggregate to the dimension value . .

If we look at the agile maturity of organizations according to the 
above dimensions and compare the field of participants across 
different organizational sizes, exciting differences emerge . In the 
following network diagram, the mean values of organizations with 
more than one hundred employees are compared dimensionally 
with organizations with fewer than one hundred employees . While 
all organizations with more than 100 employees (dashed white) are 
found in the Agile Starter range on all dimensions, organizations 
with up to 100 employees (white) are predominantly in the Agile 
Practitioner range by a significant margin . 

One possible explanation for this finding is the limited human 
capacity to collaborate with many individuals . Agility requires col-
laboration beyond the team level, especially in larger organizations . 
However, above a certain number of employees, this collabora-
tion is limited by the human ability to maintain relationships1 . 
Therefore, especially in larger organizations, the use of scaling 
frameworks is helpful to overcome this human limitation . However, 
the fact that scaling frameworks are not used across the board, as 
described earlier, may explain the much weaker average perfor-
mance of organizations with more than one hundred employees . 

The following pages contain a description of each dimension and 
the three underlying aspects . In addition, a selected key indicator 
– a statement to be evaluated by the participant – is presented 

for each element, which results in the agility measure for each 
category4 . 

Profile line for organizations with >100 employees

Profile line for organizations with <100 employees

Structure

Culture

ProcessTechnology

Products

Smaller organizations superior on all dimensions 

11



Decision-making competence

An agile organizational structure is characterized by the decen-
tralization of decisions . Instead of controlling the team, the team 
is granted autonomy . Employees and teams are not delegated 
but make decisions based on responsibility and competence . 
Appropriate forms of decision-making are deliberately chosen 
and practiced . Decisions can therefore be made faster, more 
transparently, and more uniformly .

Creating the structural conditions for holistic agility is a challenge 
for many organizations, mainly because they have to reflect on 
and adapt aspects of their corporate governance . Since these 
have often grown over decades and are established throughout 
the organization, changes usually require C-level decision-makers‘ 
involvement . The study results show a mixed picture in this respect . 
The structural agility of the participants surveyed were based on 
the aspects of decision-making authority, self-organized teams, 
and cross-divisional collaboration . Horizontal, cross-departmental 

and goal-oriented collaboration already functions well to very well 
in the view of 66% of respondents . After all, 45% of respondents 
are predominantly in self-organized teams; here, a positive trend 
toward agility can be observed . However, 85% of participants state 
that teams are often dependent on higher levels of the hierarchy, 
which runs counter to autonomy and thus an essential prerequisite 
for agility . 

Structure
“Applying 100-year-old management 
frameworks in the digital era is futile” 

– Mik Kersten

Self-organized teams

Self-organized teams and the people working in them are trusted 
more and at the same time given more responsibility to lead 
themselves . This can increase the motivation of employees and 
their speed in delivering results . In addition, self-organized teams 
are independent of their leader‘s qualifications and can organi-
cally compensate for absences . 

Cooperation

The increasing complexity of today‘s products requires more 
and more knowledge and competence from different disciplines 
in their generation . The integration of this and the possibility 
of direct, barrier-free collaboration between employees from 
different organizational areas is an essential success factor for 
structural agility .

5  The question presented here is a selected key indicator of the respective aspect . Within the scope of this study, additional key indicators were used for each element to increase the accuracy of the results . 
A Likert scale was used to measure the degree of agreement of the participants with the statements presented and thus the degree of fulfillment of prerequisites for the introduction of agility .

63 % 22 % 9 % 5 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“Teams are often dependent on decisions  
higher up in the hierarchy.“5

Hierarchy Decentralization

10 % 16 % 32 % 13 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“Most employees work in self-organizing teams.“5

External  
determination Self-determination

29 %

4 % 6 % 42 % 24 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“People with different functional expertise work together closely 
towards a common goal.“5

Rigid 
structures

Permeable 
structures

24 %
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Empowering leadership culture

Leadership culture is a product and, at the same time, the most 
influential factor affecting organizational culture . Therefore, the 
focus is on an understanding of leadership . Managers act less in 
a directive manner, but rather create the framework conditions 
for agile, self-organized work . This requires shaping the agile way 
of working, exemplifying the agile values, and accompanying 
employees on the path of change . 

A cultural change requires a high willingness to change on the 
management level and the employee level . The goal is to create 
an environment for teams and employees to deal with change 
and uncertainty in a flexible, proactive, and anticipatory manner . 
The culture dimension was surveyed through enabling leadership 
culture, employee self-organization and improvement and learning 
culture . Although the leadership culture in the majority of organi-
zations (65%) tends to be directive in nature, 47% of participants 

report choosing tasks proactively (24% do not see it that way) . Re-
garding the culture of making mistakes and learning, the picture is 
mixed, with 35% of participants saying they tend not to be afraid 
of making mistakes, while 36% disagree .

Culture

Self-organization of the employees

The key to an agile organizational culture is self-organization 
among employees . In contrast to the existence of self-organized 
teams, the focus here is on the proactivity of individual employees . 
This starts with the proactive selection of tasks according to the 
“pull“ rather than the directive “push“ principle and ends with the 
continuous reflection and further development of employees . This 
allows the employees‘ professional competence to be fully exploit-
ed in an increasingly complex environment . 

Culture of failure and learning

A prerequisite for employees‘ independence and therefore an 
agile organizational culture is also a positive mistake culture . 
This means dealing with mistakes in an open, constructive and 
solution-oriented manner . The prerequisite for this is that mis-
takes can be openly admitted and discussed in a respectful and 
solution-oriented manner . Dealing openly and transparently with 
mistakes enables employees to learn from each other and teams 
to develop holistically . Therefore, organizations should make it 
their goal to allow the open handling of mistakes and promote 
iterative processes to learn from them .

5  The question presented here is a selected key indicator of the respective aspect . Within the scope of this study, additional key indicators were used for each element to increase the accuracy of the results . 
A Likert scale was used to measure the degree of agreement of the participants with the statements presented and thus the degree of fulfillment of prerequisites for the introduction of agility .

10 % 14 % 33 % 14 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“Guided by aligned goals, employees choose their tasks autono-
mously and proactively.“5

Directive 
Assignment

Proactive  
Task selection

29 %

15 % 21 % 26 % 9 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“People are not afraid of making mistakes.“5

Control 
via fear

Control via en-
couragement

29 %

35 % 30 % 17 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“Managers focus on micromanaging their employees and adhering 
to processes.“5

Directive 
Management

Empowering 
Management

13 % 5 %

“Culture eats strategy for breakfast“ 
— Peter Drucker
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Iterative processes

Iterative processes make it possible to develop products in short 
cycles and focus on an MVP (Minimal Viable Product) . The result-
ing expanded solution space makes it possible to react flexibly 
and quickly to changing conditions . Instead of following an ini-
tially defined static plan, organizations should create a procedural 
framework that enables value-driven prioritization and cyclical 
reassessment of features . This can both prevent avoidable costs 
and reduce the risk of market displacement .

Agile processes make it possible to react flexibly and at short 
notice to changing requirements and circumstances . In our study, 
this dimension was covered by the aspects of iterative processes, 
process autonomy and holistic process responsibility . Although 44 
percent of the participants state that they use iterative planning 
processes and 45 percent are predominantly involved holistically 
in the development of products, 73 percent of the participants 
state that they have no influence on the design and optimization 
of processes .

Processes
“Welcome changing requirements,  

even late in development.“ 
— Agile Manifesto

Process autonomy

Processes should not hinder the work of employees and teams 
but rather serve to enable them to perform their tasks efficient-
ly . Therefore, employees must have the opportunity to reflect 
on processes and procedures, identify optimization potential 
and integrate it into future iterations as part of “Inspect & 
Adapt“ loops, for example . Organizations thereby enable their 
teams to continuously improve themselves .

Holistic process responsibility

The more holistic a team‘s responsibility, the better the team´s un-
derstanding of the product . Organizations that set up their teams 
cross-functionally and align them with the product ensure that as 
many of the competencies required for conception, development 
and deployment as possible are integrated . This minimizes proce-
dural hurdles and coordination paths and increases process speed .

5  The question presented here is a selected key indicator of the respective aspect . Within the scope of this study, additional key indicators were used for each element to increase the accuracy of the results . 
A Likert scale was used to measure the degree of agreement of the participants with the statements presented and thus the degree of fulfillment of prerequisites for the introduction of agility .

45 % 28 % 9 % 2 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“The team‘s work is hindered by regulations and processes outside 
their influence.“5

Rigid 
Processes

Flexible 
Processes

16 %

10 % 14 % 33 % 12 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“Teams are responsible for the complete development process, 
including identification of work and deployment.“5

Slow 
deployment

Fast 
deployment

30 %

9 % 14 % 33 % 12 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“Teams plan their work in short cycles guided by a decentralized, 
prioritized backlog.“5

Static 
planning

Iterative 
planning

32 %
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Process automation

Agile organizations mobilize their resources for innovation and 
the continuous (further) development of their product and 
service portfolio . To this end, repetitive processes should be 
increasingly automated so that employees can concentrate 
on innovations . The key to the (further) development of new 
services and products is to automate the continuous delivery 
pipeline as much as possible .

Technological innovation is often costly but pays off in the 
medium to long term in the context of agile transformations . 
However, agile transformations, which are carried out without 
integrating technological innovations, leave enormous potentials 
resulting from freed-up capacities unused . For example, employees 
in non-agile organizations are often tied to manually executing 
repetitive processes, which reduces their innovative ability . 36% of 

participants indicated that technologies to automate processes al-
ready exist . The modular and adaptive infrastructure necessary for 
short deployment cycles is already in use by 44% of participants . 
Supporting collaboration technologies as the third aspect of this 
dimension are used by 46% of the respondents, the highest value 
of this dimension in comparison .

Technology
“The first rule of any technology used in 
a business is that automation applied to 

an efficient operation will magnify the 
efficiency.” – Bill Gates

Adaptive Infrastructure

The ability to quickly and reliably provide functionalities based 
on constantly changing and evolving technologies requires a 
stable and adaptive infrastructure . This should ensure technolo-
gy independence and, for example, enable the straight-forward 
integration of new components . 

Collaboration technologies

Collaboration technologies offer the opportunity to map work 
digitally . In the course of the COVID-19 pandemic, the value 
of tools for workflow management (e .g ., Atlassian JIRA, Azure 
DevOps, or similar), digital documentation (e .g ., Atlassian Con-
fluence; MS Suite, or equivalent) and creative collaboration (e .g ., 
ConceptBoard, Mural, Klaxoon, or similar) has been proven . They 
have become essential for efficient team collaboration because, 
when configured according to needs and integrated into the daily 
routine of teams sustainably, they minimize coordination and 
tuning efforts . 

5  The question presented here is a selected key indicator of the respective aspect . Within the scope of this study, additional key indicators were used for each element to increase the accuracy of the results . 
A Likert scale was used to measure the degree of agreement of the participants with the statements presented and thus the degree of fulfillment of prerequisites for the introduction of agility .

12 % 16 % 30 % 14 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“The right infrastructure is in place to release new features within a 
short period of time.“5

Static 
Infra structure

Adaptive 
Infra structure

29 %

6 % 12 % 34 % 12 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“To support the agile way of working, the right collaboration tools 
are being used systematically.“5

Hindering 
Collaboration technologies

Supporting  
collaboration technologies

36 %

14 % 17 % 33 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“Employees can focus on innovation as repetitive processes are 
automated.“5

Manual 
Processes

Automated 
Processes

28 % 8 %
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Flexible product portfolio

Ongoing technological development makes it possible to meet 
customer requirements in a continuously optimized manner 
using new product concepts . Therefore, organizations should 
constantly expand their offerings and product portfolios with 
a view to the wishes of their customers by adding current 
innovations and supplementing them as necessary to be able 
to hold their own against the competition . Various examples of 
failed, once market-dominating companies show the existential 
danger of failing to do this . 

How products are defined and understood influences the extent 
to which agility can develop its full potential, also within the 
framework of all other dimensions . Close and iterative collabora-
tion with customers and the rapid feedback integration into the 
development loops play a central role . Used correctly, this can 
improve product quality on the one hand and enable organiza-
tions to stand out from the competition by bringing their products 

closer to the demand . Concerning the aspects of flexible product 
portfolio, customer-centric product development, and adaptive 
design surveyed in this regard, the response behavior in the field of 
participants presents a homogeneous picture, with 47% - 54% of 
respondents in each case being in a predominantly agile state . 

Products
“People think focus means saying yes to the 
thing you’ve got to focus on. But that’s not 
what it means at all. It means saying no to 

the hundred other good ideas.” – Steve Jobs

Customer-centric product development

By having an iteratively refined and reviewed shared product 
vision and intensive and ongoing contact with customers, orga-
nizations can mitigate product development risk, not meeting 
customer needs . Specifically, organizations should classify their 
target groups by customer types to have their prototypes or new 
functionalities tested and validated from different perspectives . 
This results in direct and early feedback which enables the fulfill-
ment of the precise requirements of the final product . 

Adaptive Design

Finally, the framework is provided by adaptive product design . 
If the solution is specified to the last detail before development 
starts, spontaneous changes lead to problems and escalations . If, 
on the other hand, several options are kept open during the de-
velopment of the product until customer requirements become 
more concrete, organizations can adapt flexibly in the course of 
product development . 

5  The question presented here is a selected key indicator of the respective aspect . Within the scope of this study, additional key indicators were used for each element to increase the accuracy of the results . 
A Likert scale was used to measure the degree of agreement of the participants with the statements presented and thus the degree of fulfillment of prerequisites for the introduction of agility .

7 % 11 % 35 % 17 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“Product development is guided by a vision and regular customer 
feedback.“5

Further development of 
products after problems

Customer-centric, future-orient-
ed product development

30%

7 % 15 % 33 % 14 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“When developing new products, several options are preserved until 
the customer requirements become more specific.“5

Fixed 
Design

Adaptive 
Design

31 %

7 % 9 % 30 % 17 %

 not agile      rather not agile      partly agile      predominantly agile      completely agile

“The organization constantly adapts its offering to customer 
demands.“5

Fixation on the existing 
service/product portfolio

Further development of the 
service / product portfolio

37 %
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6  Correlation of agile maturity to the achievement of organizational goals, employee job satisfaction, and resilience to pandemic impacts .

Potentials  
of Holistic Agility
As mentioned in the chapter “Agility – Expectation and Reality“, 
organizations do not yet fully achieve the goals attached to agility . 
The study results suggest that many organizations consider their 
agile transformation to be complete after introducing a method or 
framework . These organizations do not tackle the costly, challeng-
ing, but necessary change of structures, processes, technologies, 
products, methods used, and, above all, the culture, or do not 
tackle it consistently enough . As a result, the change stops before 
it has begun, and the goals attached to agility are naturally not 
achieved . Terms like “fake agility“ or “zombie scrum“ arise – and 
rightly so . To achieve holistic agility, it is not enough to introduce 
methods and frameworks and expect to act agile from then on . 
Instead, an agile state (agile maturity) must be achieved and 
maintained through the holistic implementation of agile transfor-
mations, taking all dimensions into account .  
 

This state must be consistently developed further . This foundation 
enables organizations and their employees to be agile instead of 
merely doing agile .

To quantify the concrete benefits of a holistic, agile transforma-
tion, the influence of the agile maturity presented in the previous 
chapter – evaluated on five dimensions – was measured on the 
following three aspects:

1. Achieving the organizational goals associated with 
agility

2. The professional satisfaction of employees

3. Resilience to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic

The study results show a relevant and significant impact of holistic, 
agile maturity on all three aspects – achieving organizational 
goals associated with agility, the employees’ reported job satisfac-
tion, and the resilience to the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic .

To make this influence tangible, the following illustrates how the 
three groups, formed based on the Agile Maturity Score - Non-Ag-
ile, Agile Starter, and Agile Practitioner – differ in the achievement 
of organizational goals and the professional satisfaction of 
employees .

Agile Maturity6

Achieving the organizational 
goals (Page 18)

The professional satis-
faction of employees 
(Page 19)

Resilience to the impact of the 
pandemic (Page 20)

r = .50**

r = .54**

r = .23**

Correlation of agile maturity to the achievement of organizational goals, employee job satisfaction, and resilience to pandemic impacts.
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90% 
65% 
44%
79% 
63% 
36%
78% 
57% 
37%
78% 
59% 
36%
78% 
56% 
35%
76% 
56% 
35%
76% 
57% 
30%
74% 
46% 
28%
71% 
52% 
30%

0% 50% 100%

Increased flexibility

Improved collaboration

Improved speed to market (Time to Market)

Increased product quality

Improved transparency

Increased customer centricity

Increased innovation

Improved attractiveness for employees and job applicants

Strengthened competitive position

 �Agile Practitioner

 �Agile Starter

 �Non-Agile

Improvements at the 
Organizational Level
Agile Practitioners are 3x more likely to achieve  
organizational goals tied to agility

Organizations pursue specific goals with the introduction of agility, 
which have already been discussed on page 7 . The following chart 
illustrates how much the achievement of these goals depends 
on the agile maturity level . Organizations at the Non-Agile level 

always have the worst goal achievement . In contrast, organiza-
tions at the Agile Practitioner level have the best goal achievement 
on average . The overarching underachievement of the set goals 
presented on page 7 is thus clearly due to the agile maturity level 
– the higher the agile maturity level, the higher the goal achieve-
ment .

A multiple regression analysis was used to determine the most essential aspects of agility and their influence on achieving 
the goal of a strengthened competitive position . 
The greatest effect on competitive position is achieved by customer-centric product development (β =  .20*), holistic process 
responsibility (β =  .19*) and process automation (β =  .15*) . These three aspects of agile maturity explain 36% of the vari-
ance in a competitive position . The agile transformation of organizations should particularly focus on those . 

Deep Dive: Which agile aspects have the greatest impact on improving competitive position? 

Customer-centric 
product development

Holistic process 
responsibility

Process automation

β = .20*

β = .19*

β = .15*

Strengthening the  
competitive position   R² = 36%

* p <   .01, ** p <  .001, Connection of customer-centric product development, holistic process responsibility and process automation  
with the strengthening of the competitive position

Effects of Agile Transformation (clustered by agile maturity)
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 �Agile Practitioner             �Agile Starter             �Non-Agile

94% 
83% 
71%
92% 
82% 
80%
92% 
79% 
65%
90% 
77% 
65%
83% 
59% 
31%

0% 50% 100%

Identification and sense of responsibility

Personal interest in achieving organizational 
goals

Pleasure in cooperation

Experiencing meaningfulness

Personal growth and development of potential

Improvements at the 
Employee Level
Holistic agility increases employee identification  
and satisfaction

Establishing genuine and holistic agility is also evident at the 
individual, personal level . Various aspects of professional well-be-
ing are achieved significantly more frequently by respondents in 

the Agile Practitioner maturity level than by respondents in the 
Non-Agile category . The most evident differences to arise concern 
the perceived personal growth and development potential; Agile 
Practitioners report a value here that is almost three times higher 
than respondents in the Non-Agile category .

A multiple regression analysis was used to determine the most significant aspects of agility and their strength of influence on 
employees‘ perceived personal growth . 
The most significant effect on the employee‘s self-perceived potential for personal growth is the degree of self-organization 
of the respective team (β =  .27*), followed by the agile leadership culture practiced (β =  .26*) . In addition, the holistic nature 
of process responsibility plays a significant role (β =  .18*) . These three characteristics of agile maturity explain 25% of the 
variance in perceived growth potential .

The percentage of participants who perceive various aspects of well-being to be present with their work  
(clustered by agile maturity).

Deep Dive: Which agile aspects have the greatest impact on employees‘ personal growth? 

* p <   .01, ** p <  .001, 

Empowering 
leadership culture

Holistic process 
responsibility

Self-organized 
teams

β = .26**

β = .18*

β = .27**

Personal growth 
R² = 25%

Connection of empowering leadership culture, holistic process responsibility, and self-organized teams  
with personal growth
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46% 
33% 
24%
53% 
39% 
35%
51% 
37% 
36%

0% 50%

Organizational level

Team level

Personal level

58%

7%
13%

23%

before COVID-19

�None

�1 day

�2 to 4 days

�5 days

56%

4%
12%

29%

during COVID-19

 �Agile Practitioner         �Agile Starter         �Non-Agile

Covid-19 vs. Agility

The more agile the organization, the more resilient it 
is in times of crisis 

The Covid-19 pandemic has continued to affect large parts of 
private and professional life in 2021 . This study surveyed how well 
respondents coped with the challenges of the crisis7 . A distinction 
was made between the organizational level, the team level, and 
the personal level . The value of holistic agility is also confirmed 
in this context . It is also evident concerning crisis resilience that 
organizations, teams, and individuals who are in holistic, agile en-
vironments are much more likely to cope well with the challenges 
resulting from a crisis such as the COVID-19 pandemic than those 
whose agile maturity is comparatively low .

Percentage of respondents who report spending or planning to spend an average of none, one, two to four, or five days in the home office 
before, during, and after the pandemic.

63%

9%
13% 14%

after COVID-19

The percentage of respondents who tended to cope well with the 
challenges of the pandemic at the organizational, team, and per-
sonal levels (clustered by agile maturity) 

Prompted by multiple lockdowns, many organizations switched 
to remote or home office working models . Among respondents, 
before the pandemic, 58% typically worked the full work week in 
the office, and only 7% typically worked remotely or in a home 
office every five days . During the pandemic, the picture changed 
completely . 56% of respondents spent the entire work week in the 
home office . Only 16% spent no or average one day working from 
home during the pandemic . However, the results of our study 
show that neither of these extremes match respondents‘ desires . 
After the pandemic, 63% of participants would like to spend two 
to four days in the home office .

While the pre-pandemic situation and the post-pandemic desires 
are essentially similar across the Agile maturity levels, apparent 
differences can be seen in the handling of home office / remote 
work during the pandemic between Non-Agile and Agile Practi-
tioners . Among participants in the Non-Agile maturity level, 56% 
were in the home office every five days, compared to 72% among 
Agile Practitioners . A similar starting and desired target situation 
suggest a higher level of adaptability in lived agility .

Crisis has changed the way remote collaboration is 
viewed

20
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34 % 26 %22 %

35 % 27 %22 %

38 % 26 %21 %

37 % 30 %19 %

31 % 28 %15 %

27 % 25 %15 %

29 % 23 %14 %

23 % 27 %12 %

Leadership behavior correlates with agile maturity

As part of this year‘s study, a survey was conducted to determine 
whether various management levels are perceived by participants 
as drivers of agile transformation . These findings were linked to the 
measured agile maturity in the following graphic:

First, the apparent assumption that holistic, agile transformation is 
much more successful when managers at different levels actively 
support it is confirmed . While this support, depending on the man-
agement level, is provided for 74% - 80% of the respondents in the 
Agile Practitioner maturity level, only 39% to 55% of the Non-Agile 
maturity level state that they are supported in the agile transforma-
tion by their managers . It is also noticeable that project or program 
management support tends to be the highest, and line managers 
tend to be the lowest . Again, this difference is most pronounced 
among participants in the Non-Agile maturity level . 

 

 �high             �medium             �low

Adaptation of the organizational culture

Monolithic software architecture and/or IT-infrastructure

Qualification of the employees

Willingness of employees to take responsibility

Employees‘ adaptability

Willingness to cooperate across departments

Combination of agile and traditional approaches

Transparency with regard to agile transformation

 �Agile Practitioner         �Agile Starter         �Non-Agile

77% 
61% 
46%
74% 
58% 
39%
80% 
70% 
55%

0% 50%

The percentage of respondents stating that the various manage-
ment levels are actively driving and supporting the agile transfor-
mation (clustered by agile maturity)

Drivers and Challenges

The percentage of respondents who say they perceive various factors of the change to an agile organization as a minor to major challenge

In addition to the possible lack of support from management, 
respondents were asked to what extent other factors are per-
ceived as challenges in the agile transformation . At this point, it is 
noticeable that, above all, factors related to the cultural change of 
the organization and the qualification of employees are perceived 

by well over 80% of the respondents as a (minor to a major) chal-
lenge . This finding is mainly independent of the agile maturity of 
the respondents . Still, the challenge tends to be more significant 
with increasing management responsibility .

Employees primarily perceive factors of  
change as a challenge 

Line management

Top Management

Project/program 
management
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Years of applying agile methodologies/frameworks
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Healthcare
Education/Research

Automotive

 �agile         �both agile and classic         �classic

Effectiveness and status of transformation differs 
significantly 

Within all industries, the organizations can be characterized on 
average as Agile Starters according to their agile maturity . The 
only exception is the IT/technology industry, whose organizations 

have already taken the step to becoming Agile Practitioners, on 
average . However, the insurance industry and public administra-
tion have a considerable need to catch up . Although agile meth-
ods/frameworks have already been used for several years, they still 
exhibit the lowest agile maturity in comparison .

The longer agile methods and frameworks have been used, the 
higher the agile maturity (r =  .56, p <  .005) . However, there are 
equally significant differences in the effectiveness of agile trans-
formation . With an average of almost 5 ½ years, agile methods 
are already in use in public administration, while agile maturity 

is comparatively low with a value of 0 .33 . On the other hand, the 
transformation takes place more efficiently in IT / technology with 
an average application of 5 .5 years and a maturity of 1 .0 (cf . Agile 
Practitioner) .

Agility in Industry 
Comparison 

Comparison of average years of using agile methods and average agile maturity of participants (clustered by industry).

IT/Technology

Telecommunications

Automotive

Insurance

Chemical

Energy

Banking

Consulting Services

Education/Research

Retail

Public Administration

Healthcare

39 % 17 %44 %

41 % 18 %41 %

41 % 21 %39 %

39 % 23 %38 %

41 % 24 %36 %

34 % 33 %32 %

47 % 23 %31 %

49 % 23 %27 %

49 % 27 %24 %

49 % 29 %22 %

48 % 31 %21 %

50% 30 %21 %

The percentage of respondents indicating that only agile, only classic, or both 
agile and classic methods are used in product development and projects within 
their sphere of influence (data includes pre-survey)

Use of agile vs. classic models differs significantly 
between industries

Agile methods and frameworks found their way into project man-
agement and product development in all industries . Only  
17 to 30% state that only classic methods are used depending on 
the industry .

The industries differ in particular in the use of exclusively agile 
methods . While only one in five employees in public administra-
tion works exclusively with agile methods in the project context, 
this now applies to almost one in two in the automotive industry, 
telecommunications, and the IT/technology sector .
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 �Respondents of the respective department  �All respondents

 �very relevant

 �relevant

 �rather relevant

40 % 13 %42 %Insurance

56 % 19 %23 %Education/Research

38 % 19 %40 %Automotive

37 % 23 %39 %Consulting Service

41 % 17 %35 %Banking

39 % 20 %37 %IT/Technology

48 % 23 %27 %Retail

42 % 29 %25 %Public Administration

28 % 31 %38 %Chemical

36 % 28 %26 %Healthcare

36 % 33 %26 %Telecommunications

38 % 38 %19 % Energy

Future relevance of agility per industry

Agility will become more relevant for 96%  
of respondents in the future

As already mentioned at the beginning, 96% of the participants 
agree that the general relevance of agility will increase in the 
future . However, there are differences in the strength of agreement 
between the industries . Interestingly, no fundamental differenc-
es emerge along with the identified agile maturity level of the 
respondents . Although 28% of the participants can be classified as 
non-agile and clearly miss the goals attached to agility, 91% see the 
relevance of agility increasing in the future . 

Future Relevance  
of Agility

Potential in own department is valued much higher

It is trivial that the participants across the board see the most sig-
nificant potential (64%) for agility in IT and software development, 
and the least potential (14%) in the legal department . However, 
more exciting than the presented agreement of all respondents 
about a respective department is the opinion of the individual 
affected employees . All respondents see the potential of agility in 
their own department much more positively than the average of the 
entirety . It stands to reason that the people concerned can evaluate 
the potential of agility in their own department better than the 
average of the whole . Therefore, this finding should give cause to 
question the overall organizational procedure in the context of agile 
transformations on an individual basis .

The percentage of respondents stating that the respective organiza-
tional area can benefit from agility

IT/Software Development

Corporate Strategy

Research/Development

Operations

Production/Manufacturing

Marketing

Sales/Distribution/Logistics

Support Service

In-House Consulting

Human Resources

Finance/Controlling

Procurement

Legal

92% 
64%
85% 
49%
70% 
48%
81% 
48%
76% 
43%
82% 
42%
72% 
40%
53% 
39%
67% 
37%
71% 
37%
71% 
31%
69% 
27%
38% 
14%

0% 50% 100%

Future relevance of agility

13 %14 %
9 %very 

relevant
rather 

relevant

relevant

41 %

32 %23 %
96%

4 %

not relevant
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Agility holds great potential . The benefits of agile working meth-
ods are confirmed by the results of this study . True agility, going 
beyond the mere use of agile methods, leads to achieving the 
goals attached to the introduction of agile methods . The results 
are robust across the countries, industries, and organization sizes 
presented . Our study confirms the trend toward agility that we 
have already seen in recent years . At the same time, the data 
reaffirms that agility can be an answer to the challenges of our 
time: an ever-faster pace of change and an increasingly volatile 
world of work . The study results also show that agility strengthens 
the resilience of organizations in times of crisis .

At the same time, however, the study results show how essential 
it is to take a holistic, multidimensional view of the organization 
to be transformed . It is not sufficient to introduce methods and 
frameworks alone . Organizations that focus solely on achieving 
supposedly quick successes sometimes fall far short of the goals 
they have set .

 
“The greatest danger in times of 

turbulence is not the turbulence; it is to 
act with yesterday’s logic“

Peter Drucker

Using the six dimensions of agility presented in this study (see 
diagram), key figures were collected on the status of agile trans-
formation for different countries, industries, organizational sizes, 
and organizational departments . These can be used by organi-
zations to compare themselves against the competition, uncover 
potential for improvement, and leverage it in a targeted manner . 
For this purpose, BearingPoint offers the organization-specific 
implementation of the Agile Check©, which is explained on the 
following page . 

Conclusion and Recommendations 
for Organizations

Self-organization & 
cross-functionality

Ownership &  
learning culture

Incremental, value 
driven processes

Adaptive, modular 
technology

Value driven  
adaptive sprints

Customer centric, 
innovative MVP

Hierarchy &  
segregation

Instructive  
management &  
error avoidance

Rigid, segregated 
processes

Centralized, rigid  
infrastructure

Waterfall projects of 
high duration

Big Bang  
Releases of products

Structure Process Methods

Culture Technology Products

Starting 
position

Dimen-
sions

Target 
operating 

model

Dimensions of the Agile Check© with respective start and target model
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The BearingPoint Agile Check© measures the agile maturity of 
organizations holistically using key indicators, taking into account 
the agile methods and frameworks used . The dimensions present-
ed in this study form the basis for this . The Agile Check© can be 
used as a basis and for progress monitoring of agile transforma-
tions in the context of ‚Inspect & Adapt‘ loops .

An organization‘s agility can be examined in three ways and from 
different perspectives . At the same time, the measurement meth-
odology is adapted to the respective system‘s specific framework 
conditions and purposes . Thus, the Agile Check© can be used as 
needed for strategic site assessment from a leadership perspective, 
in the form of a survey involving all employees, and as a tool for 
continuous improvement at the team level or scaled level . 

The Agile Check© is conducted with our customers by experienced 
agile coaches from BearingPoint Agile Advisory . Based on the 
results, precise measures can be derived . For this purpose, Bear-
ingPoint offers the use of its BearingPoint Agile Toolbox (BEAT©), 
which is presented in the following .

Measuring Your Agile Maturity with 
the BearingPoint Agile Check©

Management perspective

Aligning leaders and 
experts around a common 
understanding of agility. 

Organizational perspective

Involvement of the entire 
organization through an  
organization-wide survey

Team perspective

Integrate with retrospective 
and support teams in  
continuous improvement. 

Agile Check©

Determine the agile maturity level of your organization from a 
360° perspective adapted to your needs

Agile Check© Maturity Report Agile Check© Organizations/Division Report Agile Check© Team Report

 Non-Agile

 Agile Starter

 Agile Practitioner

 Agile Master

Insights

Inspection
Improve-

ment

Review

Improve

Design

BEAT©Cycles of agile transformation 
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Agile Coaching

Initial
pilot 

projects

Agile Transformation with our  
3D© Model and the BEAT©

Many potentials of agility are not leveraged to the desired extent 
despite several years of applying agile methods . The different 
dimensions of structure, culture, processes, technology, products, 
and methods present your organization with other and not equally 
pronounced challenges . Utilizing the Agile Check© given on the 

previous page, an organization‘s most essential improvement po-
tentials can be identified in detail . Based on this, the BearingPoint 
Transformation Toolbox BEAT© offers a comprehensive selection 
of measures to increase agile maturity across all dimensions in a 
structured way and to track it continuously .

The agile transformation is brought to life step-by-step using the 
3D© approach – Dance, Define, Develop – and the selection of 
tools from the BEAT© . In the beginning, we design the vision, strat-
egy, and metrics with our customers based on the Agile Check© 
(“DANCE“) . The defined procedures along the six dimensions are 
established and evaluated in practice in selected pilot teams . In 
short iterations, lessons are learned (“DEFINE“) . Step-by-step, an 
optimized blueprint is created that works in the respective context . 

It is used as a holistic and individual transformation model that 
can be successively rolled out in the organization (“DEVELOP“) .

As shown in this study, the employees‘ adaptability is a significant 
challenge in the agile transformation of most organizations . In the 
following, the Agile Learning Journey is presented as an example 
of a tool from the BEAT© .

Tools of BEAT© 

Increase the agile maturity of your organization

BearingPoint 3D© Phase Model
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45%
Non-Agile

4%

Agile  
Practitioner

BEAT© Tool Example: 
The Agile Learning Journey©

Take your employees with you!

One of the most significant challenges of agile transformation is 
the qualification and employee’s adaptability .  The results of our 
study show that the offer of agile learning opportunities and ca-
reer paths has a considerable influence on agile maturity . Accord-
ingly, 45% of employees in organizations classified as Non-Agile 
based on our study are dissatisfied with agile learning opportuni-
ties and career paths . At the same time, 96% of Agile practitioners 
are satisfied with their respective offerings .

Dissatisfaction with agile learning opportunities and career paths

Based on the results of the individual Agile Check© at the team 
level, BearingPoint offers the development of customer-specific 
Learning Journeys . These are adapted to the individual needs 
of the employees and delivered via different remote and on-site 
formats . Each participant receives weekly impulses in videos, 
quizzes, texts, podcasts, or analyses . What is learned is deepened 
by our Agile Coaches and integrated into everyday operations . In 

terms of content, there are usually two focal points: on the one 
hand, strengthening the motivation of employees to implement 
the agile transformation from intrinsic motives and, on the other 
hand, a methodological qualification that prepares learners for 
their roles in agile teams in a targeted manner . Various certifica-
tion programs and train-the-trainer formats are available for this 
purpose .

Exemplary Agile Learning Journey

Transformation backlog Implementation 1st Learning Journey Preparation of the  
2nd Learning Journey

Change  
Concept

Design 
Thinking 

Challenge

Positions 
& Roles

Vision & 
Roadmap

WHY

Challenge-related (bi-)weekly impulses for 
independent practice

CL
IE

N
T

SYSTEMIC-AGILE COACHING

Be
ar

in
gP

oi
nt

Manifestation of knowledge 
in Agile Academy  
certificate course

Readjustment maturity level

APN© Agile Check©

The coaches of BearingPoint Agile Advisory are happy to support 
you in building and operating your individual Learning Journey . 
In addition, from a broad network of experienced consultants, we 
offer over 100 certificate courses . 

Insights

Inspection
Improve-

ment

Review

Improve

Design

BEAT©

Cycles of agile transformations 

Our Agile Learning Journeys adapt to your needs
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Mastering Business Agility 
Transformation into (scaled) agile and adaptive organizations  
and support of organizations on the way to (more) business agility .

Team development and coaching 
Coaching of individuals, teams or entire organizations 
to develop into powerful and self-organized agile teams .

Agile Leadership 
Supporting managers in their development towards an agile leader

Agile Requirements Engineering 
Support of product owners and business analysts in the area of methodology

BearingPoint Agile Check©  
Efficiency and effectiveness analysis and evaluation of existing teams and entire organizations  
to determine the level of agile maturity and identify the potential for improvement . 

Trainings  
Empowering individual teams and entire organizations to work in an agile way 
through training such as Agile Essentials, SAFe, Product Owner, Scrum Master, Agile Leadership, Kanban, OKR

Agile fixed-price consulting 
Support of purchasing processes for the implementation of fixed prices in companies

Agile Portfolio-Management 
Focusing on strategic goals with the help of agile portfolio management

Agile goal development 
Using methods such as OKRs, goals are developed that are complementary 
to Agile and Lean practices . They enable teams and managers to focus on solving the most important tasks

Temporarily take over agile roles 
During the operative implementation of the agile transformation,  
we are happy to take on operative roles such as Scrum Master or Product owner

BearingPoint services for 
agile transformation
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About BearingPoint

BearingPoint is an independent management and technology consultancy with Europe-
an roots and a global reach . The company operates in three business units: The first unit 
covers the advisory business with a clear focus on five key areas to drive growth across all 
regions . The second unit provides IP-driven managed services beyond SaaS and offers 
business critical services to its clients supporting their business success . The third unit 
provides the software for successful digital transformation and regulatory requirements . 
It is also designed to explore innovative business models with clients and partners 
by driving the financing and development of start-ups and leveraging ecosystems . 
BearingPoint’s clients include many of the world’s leading companies and organizations . 
The firm has a global consulting network with more than 10,000 people and supports 
clients in over 75 countries, engaging with them to achieve measurable and sustainable 
success .

For more information, please review: agile.bearingpoint.com
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