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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The paper's primary goal is to provide a concise summary of the key challenges associated with agile project
management (APM) and how these challenges affect the overall effectiveness of APM.
Design/methodology/approach: The authors used a systematic literature review (SLR) methodology to synthesize
research rigorously. Two hundred papers were identified in the first step, and a final sample of 95 paper studies
was synthesized.

Findings: The findings of this study reveal a total of 677 factors from various papers that have been classified
into four distinct categories: customer, organizational, team, and project management methodology (PMM). The
primary obstacles to implementing APM encompass knowledge, culture, characteristics, support, and communication.
Research limitations/implications: Further analysis still needs to be done to explore how to overcome challenges
in implementing APM.

Originality/value: This study will be used as a reference as a starting point for further qualitative and quantitative
studies to explore the effectiveness of APM.

Keywords: Challenge, Agile Project Management

management compared to traditional structures
(Marder et al., 2021). Agile has been tested on project
productivity and stakeholder satisfaction with organ-

1. Introduction

Agile project management (APM) development
is increasing rapidly in the 21st century (Bergmann
& Karwowski, 2019). This method has been widely
adopted in software development and large-scale
projects (Dingseyr et al.,, 2018). In management
structures, agile tends to be democratic toward project
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izational goals in 1002 projects across sectors and
nations (Serrador & Pinto, 2015). Many companies
also implement APM or organizational agility because
it can influence firm performance. This is because
organizations that implement APM are more responsive
and adaptable. Leaders foster collaboration, which
reduces risk and improves communication. Therefore,
leadership competencies must continue to be developed
to survive in the face of disruption (Alamsjah, 2022).
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However, many organizations still face challenges
in implementing APM. The three main challenges
are organization, people, and processes (Collignon
et al., 2022; Sithambaram et al., 2021). Lack of support
from executives for a culture that is not in line is
a challenge in an organization. Other studies have
also shown that conflicts arise due to miscom-
munications, which can lead to negative emotions
such as resentment and hostility (Baik & Kang, 2020).
In addition, effective communication can significantly
impact knowledge at individual and team levels (Choi &
Jeong, 2022).

This study aims to explore the application of APM
globally and summarize the challenges faced. Further
research is needed to determine the effectiveness of
APM practices.

This paper is structured as follows: Part 2 provides
a brief overview of the theories used in project
management and APM. Part 3 presents the methods,
search strategies, and selected journal articles. Part
4 presents detailed results and analysis of the critical
challenges of implementing APM. Part 5 presents
the conclusions of this study.

II. Literature Review

A. Project Management

Project management involves completing a
business on time, in time, and to scope. According
to the Project Management Body of Knowledge 5th
edition, it's the application of knowledge, skills, tools,
and techniques to meet project needs (Edkins et al.,
2013).

Project management focuses on achieving short-
term tactical goals by controlling cost, time, and
quality (Lappi & Aaltonen, 2017). It provides solutions
for effective project management, benefiting the
company (Ichsan & Soebandrija, 2021). Good project
management aligns project objectives with the
organization's strategic goals (Stormi et al., 2019).
Different methodologies, like the waterfall method

(PMBOK, PRINCE2) and agile methods (Scrum,
DSDM, Agile Unified Process, FDD, Lean Startup,
XP), offer various structures for project production
(Raharjo & Purwandari, 2020).

Project management methodology is a step-by-step
approach with proven frameworks and templates.
Factors influencing project success are categorized
into Customer, Organizational, Project, and Team
(Ahimbisibwe et al., 2015). The customer organization
factor involves external influences from the parent
organization (Howell et al., 2010).

B. Agile Project Management

Over the past two decades, APM has replaced
waterfall approaches (Sharma et al., 2022). The word
"agile" is often interpreted as a flexible approach
in project management with high complexity and
uncertainty (Zavyalova et al., 2020). Dynamic capability
theory highlights the necessity for businesses to adapt,
consolidate, upgrade, update, and configure resources
to capitalize on possibilities (Teece' et al., 1997).

According to the Person-Organization theory,
relevance and competency are determined by the fit
between human abilities, needs, values and organizational
requirements (Kristof, 1996). Individuals who are
members of agile teams must have a prominent level
of experience regarding abilities through regular task
feedback (Koch & Schermuly, 2021).

Kanban, Scrum, XP, Crystal, and DSDM are all
options for this APM. Scrum is the most popular
method with tens of thousands of users over 25 years.
Scrum and XP are often used jointly for software
testing and engineering quality (F. Tripp & Armstrong,
2018).

III. Method

This study employed qualitative methods for data
collection and analysis, emphasizing interpretive and
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naturalistic approaches. Qualitative research involves
examining elements in the environment, interpreting
events based on people's meanings, and studying
various aspects. Examples of empirical materials in
qualitative research include case studies, subjective
experiences, life stories, interviews, observations, and
texts describing routines and meanings in an
individual's life. Qualitative research also involves
collecting various empirical materials (Kasinath,
2013).

A systematic literature review is a systematic way
to collect, critically evaluate, integrate, and present
results from numerous studies on research questions
or topics of interest (Pati & Lorusso, 2018). This
method interprets and deepens research results, but
it's time-consuming to identify and evaluate studies.
Thus, a Systematic Literature Review requires
predetermined and transparent steps. This study used
the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review
and Meta- Analyses (PRISMA) to conduct a
Systematic Literature Review on APM challenges.
There are four main steps in PRISMA: identification,
screening, feasibility and abstraction, and data
analysis (Ismail et al., 2021).

A. Identification

The first step in the Systematic Literature Review
is identifying relevant articles on the Challenges of
APM. ScienceDirect, Emerald, Taylor & Francis,
Sage, and Inderscience are sites used to collect
international articles. These publishers were chosen
for their well-established indexing system and to
ensure the quality of the reviewed articles. Articles
are identified using keywords such as "Agile Project
Management," or "Challenge," or "Project” in titles,
abstracts, and keywords.

B. Screening

The second step is a screening process where
articles are includes or excludes based on criteria

Table 1. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria for Paper
Selection

Criteria Inclusion Exclusion
Publication 2013-2023 before 2013
timeline

Document Type Regular Journal Manuscript, Pre-Print

English Non-English

Language

Papesr Excluded {Teanl - 500

Wrticles petmieved tlo

(Total

(Exelule] becansae the papers
h database search
AR TR SOO[HES
DY) i
HESCT i e, and

Senge 2

riablislied froam the vear 2002

vl owarnd b

Faparr Exchuded { Total - 300

(Tl - 15400

Ariche selected ol ile (st stage

{Pocluded ecauwe the Bitle

Al abstract does not match

Sevevi b

this ressrch)

{Total - 1500

wrtbeles selected af the second stage

Pageer Exeluded (Total - 5
}_. Saebeat oy Do [ |
analysis

uEHIERY

{Total - 45

The s lesctesd article is Analiesd

Figure 1. Paper selection process
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determined by the author using a specific database.
Criteria such as inclusion and exclusion are used
to find suitable articles for the State of the Art. Articles
published from 2013 to 2023 were chosen to discuss
the challenges of APM in the last ten years. The selected
articles are from regular journals and in English (Table 1).

C. Eligibility

The third stage is the eligibility process, where
articles are selected based on the author's criteria.
This process is done manually for discussion about
APM (Figure 1). After the review, the author managed
to get 95 articles about APM.

D. Data Abstraction and Analysis

In the final stage, data is abstracted and analyzed.
The remaining articles are evaluated and analyzed,
and the 95 selected articles will be discussed in detail.
Reviews are based on specific studies matching the
research question and objectives. The articles are
then summarized to identify relevant topics and
subtopics by reading the title, the abstract, and the
entire content.

Table 2. Publisher data used for the paper

IV. Results

A thorough analysis of APM research has been
conducted including 95 scholarly papers (Table 2).
Many scholarly papers about APM can be readily
accessed within the esteemed academic publication
Science Direct Publishers. These papers were also
discovered within the repositories of esteemed
publishers, namely Emerald and Taylor & Francis.

Despite some fluctuations, research on APM is
increasing. In 2021, there were 20 scholarly papers
dedicated to its exploring and analyzing APM,
indicating a significant surge in discourse. The
augmentation becomes even more conspicuous when
utilizing a trend line to depict the data.

The study uses scholarly articles from 2013 to
2023, with diverse research methods. The paper is
divided into three categories, as shown in Table 3.

The table shows that APM research primarily uses
qualitative methods, with 51 papers analyzed. The
second most common method is quantitative, used
in approximately 35 papers, or around 30% of the
total papers in study.

Based on Table 4, challenges in implementing
APM have been classified into four categories:
Customer-related challenges, Organizational challenges,

Publisher 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total
Emerald 1 3 5 3 3 3 5 2 1 26
Inderscience 1 1 1 1 4
Sage 2 2 2 1 2 9
Science Direct 1 1 1 4 2 3 4 10 6 1 33
Taylor & Francis 1 2 2 2 5 2 3 4 2 23
Total 3 3 6 12 9 3 12 10 20 13 4 95

Table 3. Used methodologies in the studies

Methodologies

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Total

Mix Method 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 9
Qualitative 1 1 5 4 5 1 9 6 11 6 2 51
Quantitative 2 1 1 5 4 1 2 4 8 6 1 35
Total 3 3 6 12 9 3 12 10 20 13 4 95
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Table 4. Definition of the category

Category Definition References
Customer Customer categories  (Ahimbisibwe et al., 2015; Alhroub & Jaaron, 2019; Almeida et al., 2019; Alves & Gongalves,
characteristic  are related to the 2022; Alzoubi et al., 2016; Conforto et al., 2014; Cram, 2019; de Borba et al., 2019; Inayat

characteristics of the
project's customers
(Ahimbisibwe et al.,
2015)

et al., 2015; Kasauli et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2021; Mansor et al., 2018; Radhakrishnan et
al., 2021; Sheffield & Lemétayer, 2013; Shrivastava & Rathod, 2015; Sithambaram et al.,
2021; Stankovic et al., 2013; Tam et al., 2020; Tsoy & Staples, 2021)

Organizational
influences

Customer organization
factor. Factors that are
external to the project
environment but
originate from the
parent organization
and influence how the
organization succeeds
(Howell et al., 2010)

(Ahimbisibwe et al., 2015; Ahmed et al., 2021; Alhroub & Jaaron, 2019; Alsaqaf et al., 2019;
Altuwaijri & Ferrario, 2022; Alzoubi et al., 2016; Annosi et al., 2020; Aoufi et al., 2021;
Arefazar et al., 2022; Balve et al., 2017; Baxter & Turner, 2021; Bechtel et al., 2023; Bott
& Mesmer, 2020; Brandl et al., 2021; Conforto et al., 2014, 2016; Cram, 2019; Cubric, 2013;
Dikert et al., 2016; Fearne et al., 2021; Garcia et al., 2021; Gemino et al., 2020; Gregory
et al., 2016; Gupta et al., 2019; Heeager & Nielsen, 2017; Hobbs, 2017; Hutter et al., 2023;
Inayat et al., 2015; Islam & Storer, 2020; Jalali et al., 2014; Javed et al., 2021; Josyula et
al., 2021; Kasauli et al., 2021; Koch & Schermuly, 2021; Kurniawan et al., 2021; Lappi et
al., 2018; Lappi & Aaltonen, 2017; Lechler & Yang, 2017; Lee et al., 2021; Lehnen et al.,
2016; Mansor et al., 2018; Manurung & Kurniawan, 2022; Marnada et al., 2021; Masood
& Farooq, 2017; Medini, 2022; Raharjo & Purwandari, 2020; Saini et al., 2018; Salman et
al., 2021; Senabre Hidalgo, 2019; Serrador & Pinto, 2015; Sharma et al., 2022; Sheffield &
Lemétayer, 2013; Shrivastava & Rathod, 2015; Sithambaram et al., 2021; Sreenivasan & Suresh,
2023; Srivastava & Jain, 2017, Stankovic et al., 2013; Stettina & Horz, 2015; Stoddard et
al., 2019; Tam et al., 2020; Taylor, 2016; Tsoy & Staples, 2021; Zakrzewska et al., 2022;
Zasa et al., 2020; Zavyalova et al., 2020; Zielske & Held, 2022)

Project
Management
Methodology

(PMM)

In the project category,
the match between the
characteristics,
environment, and
methodology of
project management is
defined as "fit".
Therefore, the right
methodology helps
success in project
work. (Ahimbisibwe
et al., 2015)

(Agbejule & Lehtineva, 2022; Ahimbisibwe et al., 2015; Ahmed et al., 2021; Alhroub & Jaaron,
2019; Almeida et al.,, 2019; Alsaqaf et al., 2019; Altuwaijri & Ferrario, 2022; Alves &
Gongalves, 2022; Alzoubi et al., 2016; Annosi et al., 2020; Aoufi et al., 2021; Arefazar et
al., 2022; Badakhshan et al., 2020; Baham et al., 2017; Bechtel et al., 2023; Bott & Mesmer,
2020; Brandl et al., 2021; Ciric Lalic et al., 2022; Conforto et al., 2014, 2016; Cooper &
Sommer, 2020; Cram, 2019; Daneva et al., 2013; Dikert et al., 2016; F. Tripp & Armstrong,
2018; Fearne et al., 2021; Garcia et al., 2021; Gemino et al., 2020; Gregory et al., 2016;
Gupta et al., 2019; Heeager & Nielsen, 2017; Hobbs, 2017; Inayat et al., 2015; Islam & Storer,
2020; Jahr, 2014; Jalali et al., 2014; Josyula et al., 2021; Kadenic & Tambo, 2023; Kasauli
et al., 2021; Kaufmann et al., 2020; Koch & Schermuly, 2021; Kumar & Govender, 2016;
Kurniawan et al., 2020; Lappi et al., 2018; Lechler & Yang, 2017; Lee et al., 2021; Lehnen
et al.,, 2016; Lindsjern et al., 2016; Malik et al., 2021; Mansor et al., 2018; Manurung &
Kurniawan, 2022; Marchwicka et al., 2022; Marnada et al., 2021; Masood & Farooq, 2017,
Medini, 2022; Nicholls et al., 2015; Nurdiani et al., 2016; Olszewska et al., 2016; Patel &
Poston, 2022; Radhakrishnan et al., 2021; Raharjo & Purwandari, 2020; Salman et al., 2021;
Schmitt & Hérner, 2020; Senabre Hidalgo, 2019; Serrador & Pinto, 2015; Sharma et al., 2022;
Sheffield & Lemétayer, 2013; Shrivastava & Rathod, 2015; Sithambaram et al., 2021;
Sreenivasan & Suresh, 2023; Srivastava & Jain, 2017; Stankovic et al., 2013; Stettina & Horz,
2015; Sun & Schmidt, 2018; Sweetman & Conboy, 2018; Tam et al., 2020; van Oorschot
et al., 2018; Zakrzewska et al., 2022; Zielske & Held, 2021)

Team challenges

In the team category,
it contains problems
faced by the team
during project work.
The people who work
in it are believed to
have a positive impact
on the success of the
project. (Ahimbisibwe
et al.,, 2015)

(Agbejule & Lehtineva, 2022; Ahimbisibwe et al., 2015; Ahmed et al., 2021; Alhroub & Jaaron,
2019; Almeida et al., 2019; Alsaqgaf et al., 2019; Altuwaijri & Ferrario, 2022; Alves &
Gongalves, 2022; Alzoubi et al., 2016; Annosi et al., 2020; Aoufi et al., 2021; Arefazar et
al., 2022; Azanha et al., 2017, Badakhshan et al., 2020; Baham et al., 2017; Balve et al.,
2017; Baxter & Turner, 2021; Bott & Mesmer, 2020; Brandl et al., 2021; Conforto et al.,
2014, 2016; Cram, 2019; Cubric, 2013; Daneva et al., 2013; de Borba et al., 2019; Dikert
et al.,, 2016; F. Tripp & Armstrong, 2018; Garcia et al., 2021; Gemino et al., 2020; Heeager
& Nielsen, 2017; Hobbs, 2017; Islam & Storer, 2020; Jalali et al., 2014; Javed et al., 2021;
Josyula et al., 2021; Kadenic & Tambo, 2023; Kahl et al., 2022; Kasauli et al., 2021; Kaufmann
et al.,, 2020; Koch & Schermuly, 2021; Kumar & Govender, 2016; Lappi et al., 2018; Lappi
& Aaltonen, 2017; Lechler & Yang, 2017; Lee et al., 2021; Lehnen et al., 2016; Lindsjern
et al., 2016; Lindskog & Netz, 2021; Malik et al., 2021; Mansor et al., 2018; Manurung &
Kurniawan, 2022; Marchwicka et al., 2022; Marder et al., 2021; Marnada et al., 2021; Masood
& Farooq, 2017; Medini, 2022; Nurdiani et al., 2016; Olszewska et al., 2016; Patel & Poston,
2022; Radhakrishnan et al., 2021; Raharjo & Purwandari, 2020; Saini et al., 2018; Salman
et al., 2021; Schmitt & Horner, 2020; Senabre Hidalgo, 2019; Serrador & Pinto, 2015; Sharma
et al., 2022; Sheffield & Lemétayer, 2013; Shrivastava & Rathod, 2015; Sithambaram et al.,
2021; Sreenivasan & Suresh, 2023; Srivastava & Jain, 2017; Stankovic et al., 2013; Stettina
& Horz, 2015; Stoddard et al., 2019; Sweetman & Conboy, 2018; Tam et al., 2020; Taylor,
2016; Tsoy & Staples, 2021; van Oorschot et al., 2018; Zakrzewska et al., 2022; Zasa et
al., 2020; Zavyalova et al., 2020; Zielske & Held, 2021)

174



Aisha Sonetya Rahmah, Nauval Rafa Pratama, Shafina Aulia Kuswadi, Mohammad Ichsan

PMM challenges, and challenges associated with the
team involved in the implementation process. These
categories encompass the various components of
implementing APM. APM methodology focuses on
meeting diverse needs of customers. Eighteen scholarly
journals delve into the intricacies of customer
characteristics and their feedback for product
development. In the organizational category, there
are 65 scholarly journals about various aspects such
as culture, stakeholders, planning, vision, and mission,
which can significantly impact project success. It
is important to use a methodology that can adapt
to unique characteristics, environmental factors, and
chosen approach. There are 72 scholarly journals
that explore project execution and management
methodologies. The team category identifies individuals
directly involved in the project. There are 76 scholarly
journals that delve into the subject matter of the
team that is slated to engage directly in the execution
of the project.

Table 5 shows that in 2021, there are 188 distinct
factor categories, with the team factor being the most
common at 72. After the team factor, there are
organizational, customer and PMM categories with
63, 48, and 5 factors respectively. In 2022, there
will be 78 factors, with the PMM category having
the most at 30 factors. The team, organizational, and
customer categories follow closely behind with 26,
19, and 5 factors respectively. In 2019, there were
77-factor types, with the PMM category being the
primary determinant. The PMM category had 26
points, while teams, organizations, and customers
had 25, 20, and 6 points respectively in their respective
categories.

Based on the analysis of the 95 papers, it can
be observed from the findings presented in Table
4 that the team category substantially impacts the
challenges associated with the implementation of
APM. Specifically, it emerges as the second most
prominent and influential category in this context.

Table 6 shows 10 factors including commitment,
capability, coordination, experience, ability, coll-
aboration, composition, characteristics, communication,
and knowledge pose significant challenges in imple-
menting APM, with knowledge being the primary
hurdle.

In addition, there are a total of 27 communication
factors and 25 characteristics. The timeless nature
of knowledge and communication becomes clear in
the context of APM, as these two factors play a
central role in team collaboration. The complexity
of APM knowledge poses challenges for effective
communication between team, creating an ongoing
cycle between the two. Such an event will undoubtedly
have an impact on subsequent variables.

Knowledge is a team's challenge when imple-
menting APM. This challenge factor arises because
this knowledge is caused by a lack of understanding
of agile, inability to adopt agile mindset, lack of
literature guidance, and interpretation of agile
differences between teams. With these different
perceptions on Agile, challenges in this knowledge
have a high point or are more often encountered
in groups. The reason for this difference in perception
is the need for stakeholders to discuss changes in
method with the team. In addition, the absence of
training makes it challenging to apply Agile to a
project. This unfamiliar method makes the team

Table 5. The total factors from the category throughout the year

Category Years Total

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Customer Characteristic 2 7 3 1 6 2 5 3 29
Organizational Influences 4 4 14 12 15 8 20 11 48 19 6 161
Team Challenges 8 6 20 24 26 5 25 21 72 26 8 241
PM Methodology 10 8 28 19 14 18 26 22 63 30 8 246
Total 24 18 69 S8 55 32 77 56 18 78 22 677
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uncomfortable so those directly involved force the
team to return to the previous form.

In addition, there is a network analysis of the
Team category, which has a key paper entitled "A
contingency fit model of critical success factors for
software development projects: A comparison of agile
and traditional plan-based methodologies," based on

network analysis some papers are connected to key

Table 6. Determinant factor in team category

papers such as Conforto et al., 2016; Sheffield &
Lemétayer, 2013; Tsoy & Staples, 2021.

Second place goes to PMM with 153 factors. Table
7 shows ten main characteristics that make APM
implementation challenging in this category. Adaptation,
cost, time, process, schedule, performance, tools,
technology, requirements, and agile methods are

listed. Table 7 shows that the process APM imple-

Factors Years Total
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Team Capability 1 1 2 3 1 1 9
Team Coordination 2 2 1 1 2 1 9
Team Experience 1 2 1 4 1 9
Team Commitment 1 2 1 2 2 2 10
Team Skills 1 2 2 1 4 1 11
Team Collaboration 1 1 1 2 1 1 4 2 13
Team Composition 2 1 2 2 1 1 6 1 16
Team Characteristics 1 1 1 3 3 4 10 1 1 25
Team Communication 2 2 5 2 2 1 8 4 1 27
Team Knowledge 1 1 2 4 1 6 4 9 3 33
Total 5 5 14 16 17 3 15 16 49 16 6 162
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Table 7. Determinant factor in PM methodology category

Years
Factors Total
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
PM Schedule 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 10
PM Flexibility 1 1 1 1 1 4 2 11
PM Support 2 1 1 2 3 2 11
PM Time 1 1 1 2 2 1 2 2 12
PM Performance 1 1 1 2 1 3 4 1 14
PM Agile practices 1 2 3 2 2 5 2 1 18
PM Requirements 1 2 2 1 2 1 4 3 1 18
PM Technology 2 2 1 2 2 4 3 1 18
PM Tools 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 5 3 18
PM Process 5 2 3 1 7 1 1 23
Total 7 17 11 6 11 17 13 39 20 7 153
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mentation difficulty score among the project category The project are affected by the processes. APM's flexibility

is the highest, with a cumulative score of 23 points. makes implementation challenging for organizations
After applying agile techniques, requirements, tools, that need help adapting to its dynamic nature.

and technology must be considered. Each element The "process category" in APM implementation
is worth 18 points, giving each category 18 points. is strong because many teams lack agile skills, lack
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flexibility or inconsistency, lack of hybrid-methods agile and traditional methods, management unwilling to
to match the details of the practice, mismatch between change, and customize agile poorly. These considerations

Table 8. Determinant factor in organizational category

Years
Factors Total
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Organizational Composition 1 1 1 2 5
Organizational Environment 1 1 2 1 5
Organizational Objective 1 4 5
Organizational Performance 1 1 1 2 5
Organizational Vision & Mission 2 3 1 6
Organizational Leadership 1 2 1 3 1 8
Organizational Monitoring & Controlling 1 2 1 1 2 1 8
Organizational Motivation 3 2 3 1 9
Organizational Planning 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 10
Organization 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 2 13
Organizational Stakeholder 1 3 1 2 1 6 3 1 18
Organizational Culture 2 1 1 1 2 2 4 2 6 6 27
Total 3 3 11 4 12 6 14 6 40 16 4 119
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make project APM implementation difficult. Many
businesses are rigid. For instance, they resist change.
Problems like that hinder agile methods. Agile
methodologies can alter numerous management
responsibilities.

The PMM category has a key paper titled "The
relationship between traditional project management,
agile project management and teamwork quality on
project success", and network analysis shows that
some papers are linked to key papers like Conforto
et al., 2016; Hobbs, 2017; Lee et al., 2021.

Table 8 illustrates the primary factors that present
challenges in implementing APM within the organ-
izational category: culture, stakeholders, and organ-
ization. These three factors exhibit significant
numerical values, particularly culture.

The cultural factor is assigned a significantly high
value of 27, followed by stakeholders and organizations
with scores of 18 and 13, respectively. Undoubtedly,
the implementation of APM is profoundly influenced
by culture, as cultural disparities can be perceived
as variations in an individual's mindset or perspective
toward a given matter.

Cultural factors become very dominant because
the culture in an organization determines the per-
formance of the company and each individual.
Leadership, trust, and environment are some examples

Table 9. Determinant factor in customer category

of organizational culture. Suppose an organization
doesn't have better leadership, low trust for individuals,
a bad environment, and individual relationships that
are not harmonious. In that case, it will be challenging
to implement APM in an organization, especially
since APM is very flexible to change. That way,
organizational culture plays a vital role in the success
of APM applications.

The effectiveness of APM implementation is
mutually sustainable for both stakeholders and
organizations. The reason behind this phenomenon
lies in the impact exerted by stakeholders on an
organization, which subsequently shapes how it
executes its activities.

There is a network analysis in the Organizational
category where in this category the critical paper
is, Does Agile Work? - A quantitative analysis of
the success of agile projects. Based on network
analysis, several papers are connected to the core
paper, such as Bergmann & Karwowski, 2019;
Sheffield & Lemétayer, 2013.

According to the data presented in Table 9, it
can be observed that the primary determinants
impacting the efficacy of APM implementation are
situated within the support domain. This customer
segment is generally influenced by four primary
factors: support, participation, collaboration, and the

Years

Factors

Total

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Customer Characteristics
Customer Commitment
Customer Communication
Customer Knowledge
Customer Product
Customer Resources
Customer Satisfaction
Customer
Customer Collaboration
Customer Participant

Customer Support 2

1 1

Total 2 0
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customer.

Based on the available evidence, the remaining
factors do not substantially impact the efficacy of
APM implementation. Based on the data presented
in Table 9, it is evident that the aspects of satisfaction,
resources, product, knowledge, communication,
commitment, and characteristics all receive a score
of 1 for each respective factor.

In contrast to the support factor, which receives
11 points, the participant and collaboration factors
are awarded 5 and 3 points, respectively. The primary
determinant for customers can be inferred to be

support.
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Table 10. Consolidated factors from all categories
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The support factor is a challenge that many
practitioners face when dealing with customers or
clients. Lack of support in the form of communication
and knowledge about APM to customers or clients
can result in miscommunication. Also, the need for
more information to customers or clients about APM
can make customers less supportive of APM practi-
tioners in implementing APM. Therefore, APM
practitioners should provide support through com-
munication and knowledge to customers to facilitate
the successful use of the APM method.

There is a network analysis in the customer
category. The key paper is "The impact of project

Huck-Fries, 2023
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Factors Years Total
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Communication 2 3 5 2 2 1 9 4 1 29
Support 2 1 4 5 1 5 3 7 3 31
Characteristics 1 1 1 4 1 4 6 13 2 1 34
Culture 4 1 1 2 3 2 4 2 9 8 36
Knowledge 1 1 3 5 1 7 5 13 4 42
Total 7 4 9 17 13 7 22 17 51 21 4 172
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team characteristics and client collaboration on
project agility and project success: An empirical
study". Based on the network analysis, several papers
are connected to the key article, such as Alzoubi
et al., 2016; Cram, 2019; Lee et al., 2021.
Table 10 shows that 2021 has the highest cumulative
factor count, 51 points. Knowledge and qualities had
the most concerns that year, 13 points. Knowledge
and traits are interdependent in their sustainability.
Specific person attributes can improve organizational
knowledge distribution. Communication, support,
characteristics, culture, and knowledge are the biggest
APM implementation hurdles. The five elements with
the most weight receive 42 points, demonstrating
the value of knowledge. Culture, traits, support, and
communication have 36, 34, 31, and 29 points.
Ignorance about the APM method makes deploying
agile in a team or organization difficult. This hinders
agile implementation. This issue may also arise from
company training needs. This also affects culture,
traits, support, and communication. Organizational
culture and traits affect team knowledge. Tables 5
and 7 reveal that an organization's culture comes
first and team qualities come third, with a little
difference in points. Other aspects also influence the
APM technique, with support ranking first in the
customer category and communication ranking
second in the team category. Since these five criteria
are related and durable, this APM approach can work.

V. Conclusions

A global APM implementation effectiveness
systematic literature review (SLR) is presented here.
The SLR analyzes and interprets APM research. The
study found 677 consumer, organizational, team, and
PMM aspects. PMM accumulates the most points
due to its methodology. Companies may struggle
to adopt new methods.

Second is team, where knowledge gain affects
effectiveness. Project execution requires shared

knowledge. Culture greatly affects APM execution
and individual viewpoints in organizational dynamics.
Customer assistance is essential for project progress.
Knowledge, culture, characteristics, support, and
communication greatly impact APM adoption
effectiveness. Understanding agile technique and
switching from waterfall are challenges. Being second
in significance, culture makes dealing with uncer-
tainty, complexity, and ambiguity difficult.
Human nature's traits make managing varied teams
difficult. Financial and motivational support are
essential. Language, cultural, and time zone differences
make communication difficult. Lack of team trust
inhibits APM implementation. Teamwork requires
upper-level management trust in flexible systems.
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