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ABSTRACT

Agility has become a strategic priority for organizations striving to succeed in dynamic and
unpredictable environments. This study is aimed at evaluating the agility of a Slovak
woodworking company based on the application of a proposed assessment framework by
authors to find out the agility level, the main gaps in its agility practices, and how these gaps
can be addressed to improve agility. The custom-designed agility maturity model, structured
interviews, questionnaires, and diagnostic tests are used in the research to examine 35 key
agility elements and seven dimensions, including organization, processes, change culture,
human resources, customer engagement, and innovation. The findings reveal significant
gaps in process management, technology integration, and customer orientation, where agile
practices are partially recognized but still need to be fully implemented. Actionable
recommendations are proposed to enhance operational flexibility, foster innovation, and
improve customer-centricity. This study demonstrates the critical role of agility in
maintaining competitiveness and provides a roadmap for its systematic enhancement in
small and medium-sized enterprises.

Keywords: agile maturity model; agility evaluation; woodworking company; enterprise
agility; change management.

INTRODUCTION

Agility and agile principles were first introduced in the Agile Manifesto, focusing on
uncovering better software development (Beck et al., 2001). Business agility is defined as
an organization's ability to swiftly and effectively adapt its business and processes to
unpredictable internal and external changes, enhancing flexibility and responsiveness
(Oosterhout et al., 2006). It enables businesses not only to manage but also capitalize on
opportunities arising from dynamic environments. Couto (2015) emphasized the importance
of quick responsiveness in agile businesses, highlighting both reactivity and proactivity and
stated that agility is among the top 10 organizational concerns. Nowadays, it is crucial for
businesses to adapt to changing circumstances and shape them, as they face increasing levels
of uncertainty (Girod, et al., 2023). Agility is the ability of a system to respond to change,
and it is essential to adopt a holistic perspective, as a firm comprises processes that vary in
complexity. Less complex processes are more accessible to modify and, therefore, more
agile (Arteta and Giachetti, 2004).

The principles of agility revolve around fostering adaptability, speed, and
responsiveness across all levels of an organization. According to Tseng and Lin (2011),
agility is rooted in four key drivers: responsiveness, competency, flexibility (adaptability),
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and quickness (speed). Responsiveness entails identifying and reacting swiftly to external
changes, while competency ensures that organizations possess the necessary skills,
resources, and processes to deliver effective solutions. Flexibility allows businesses to
restructure processes and resources to align with evolving demands, and quickness focuses
on minimizing the time required to implement changes (Tamtam and Tourabi, 2019).
Christopher (2000) highlights the importance of focusing on customer needs in agile
practices. Additionally, agility emphasizes continuous improvement and iterative
approaches, enabling firms to test, learn, and adapt without significant delays (Beck et al.,
2001). These principles underscore the need for in-depth analysis to evaluate the level of
business agility.

Agility is widely applied in business, economy, management, and business finance.
Agility played a significant role in enhancing flexibility and responsiveness in supply chain
management (Rathod et al., 2019), lean processes (Narasimhan et al., 2006), and business
process management (BPM) (Fertalj and Matejas, 2015). Agile principles have been applied
in manufacturing and supply chain management to improve adaptability and competitiveness
by promoting flexibility and rapid response to market changes (Berthot, 2023). Agile supply
chain practices enhance responsiveness to disruptions, optimizing inventory and delivery
times (Shpak et al.,2023; Alzoubi et al., 2022). Agile BPM emphasizes continuous
improvement, flexibility, and rapid iteration, allowing businesses to adapt processes swiftly
to new information or environmental changes. This synergy between BPM and agility
ensures that organizations remain resilient, competitive, and capable of sustaining long-term
growth in dynamic environments (Badakhshan et al., 2019).

Agile methodologies are more flexible and responsive to change than traditional

methodologies. Key components include Adaptive Planning (Wang et al., 2010), Iterative
Processes (Larson, 2019), Collaboration and Communication (Papadopoulos, 2015),
Flexibility and Responsiveness (Imgrund and Janiesch, 2019), and a focus on Value and
Innovation (Diego et al., 2020). In business management, finding the golden mean between
traditional and agile methodologies (Perides et al., 2021; Milenkovi¢ et al., 2019). This
integration allows organizations to benefit from structured planning and risk management
while leveraging the flexibility and iterative nature of agile methodologies.
Agility is vital for enterprises as it enhances their ability to respond to market fluctuations,
seize emerging opportunities, and mitigate uncertain risks. Agility enables firms to sense and
respond quickly to market changes and positively affects profitability, speed to market, and
customer satisfaction (DeGroote and Marx, 2013). It fosters innovation by creating an
environment where processes and strategies can be adjusted to meet evolving demands.
Firms with strong agility capabilities are better at leveraging innovation for competitive
advantage (Ashrafi et al., 2019). Furthermore, agility drives operational efficiency by
streamlining workflows, reducing redundancies, and enabling quicker decision-making
(Kock and Gemiinden, 2016).

Agility in resource integration allows companies to be more responsive to customer
needs, thereby improving customer satisfaction and loyalty (Findsrud, 2020). Agile practices
prioritize customer collaboration, ensuring that development aligns with user needs, which
helps deliver market-driven products (Chakravarty and Singh, 2024).

Nowadays, business agility is considered a key success factor in the dynamic business
sphere. Agility assessment is the starting point in the journey toward gaining a competitive
advantage and ensuring a company's success. Following this initial step, overall agility can
be analyzed, leading to developing an action plan and implementing necessary changes
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(Mahapatra and Shenoy, 2021). Assessing agility can reveal inefficient processes, leading
to reduced time to market (Kumar and Dhas, 2023), faster decision-making (Leroux and
Wright, 2010), and increased overall operational efficiency. Identifying key agile categories,
such as agility factors and dimensions, provides a coherent view of an organization's current
state (Walter, 2020).

Various assessment methods have been developed to better understand and measure
agility within organizations (Looks et al., 2021; Gren et al., 2015; Ganguly et al., 2009).
Looks et al. (2021) developed a questionnaire measuring team agility, encompassing six
dimensions: communication, openness to change, iterativity, self-organization, focus on
products, and continuous improvement. Their approach involved professional reviews and a
case study for validation. Rdiouat et al. (2021) proposed a three-level structure for each
perspective, consisting of a mission, critical success factors, and criteria for agility
assessment. Chacko and Suresh (2021) employed a multi-grade fuzzy approach, classifying
attributes using Importance Performance Analysis (IPA). Their model assists startups in
assessing their agility index, focusing on identifying weaknesses and implementing
improvements. Shafiabady et al. (2023) developed an Al model that facilitates proactive
adjustments to enhance agility and identifies both obstacles and benefits associated with
improving agility to predict the future level of organizational agility. Yu and Heng (2006)
developed an index system for measuring agility, identifying three levels of agility: low,
medium, and high. When combined with methods like the Analytical Hierarchy Process
(AHP) and Bayesian Belief Networks (BBN), managers can make informed decisions
supported by comprehensive data analysis.

One notable example is the method developed by Gergin et al. (2022), which utilizes
a comprehensive questionnaire composed of 51 questions. These questions are grouped into
eight categories that define agility: Technology & Innovation; Collaboration & Involvement;
Responsiveness & Reactivity; Connectivity & Integration; Adaptability & Quick
Changeover; Efficiency; Continuous Improvement & Versatility; and Time. This structured
approach allows for a detailed evaluation of an organization's agility across multiple
dimensions, providing valuable insights for balancing traditional and agile methodologies.
Agility Maturity Models (AMMs) are designed to evaluate an organization's current agility
level, identify areas for improvement, and provide a structured pathway for enhancing agility
across various dimensions, making them a critical tool in agility assessment (Wendler, R.,
2014). Schmitt et al. (2019) analyzed 14 Agile Maturity Models (AMMs), defined criteria
for their comparison, and highlighted the pros and cons of each model. In conclusion, they
recommended the AMM model by Patel and Ramachandran as it meets most of the defined
criteria and is based on the Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI). In the study by
Carvalho et al. (2019), a model based on CMMI was developed to create a unique approach
for determining organizational agility through specific maturity levels. In this model, the
traditional first level is subdivided into individual levels to provide a more precise
characterization of the initial phases of agility implementation. A scoring method was
employed, with the Zeroth level corresponding to 0%, the first level ranging from 1% to
20%, the second level from 21% to 40%, the third level from 41% to 60%, the fourth level
from 61% to 80%, and the fifth level from 81% to 100%.

After agility assessments, key areas for resource optimization can be identified,
leading to better allocation and utilization (Vasanthan and Suresh, 2021).

After the resource analysis, it could be stated that many approaches to agility
evaluation are excessively complex and theoretical, and it is difficult to apply them to the
market environment. Many publications focus on organizational agility assessment, but most
tend to concentrate on theoretical model creation, which can be challenging to apply in
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practical conditions. While having a comprehensive theoretical background is essential,
there remains a gap in the future development of agility assessment.

Even though agility enhancement is essential for every market competitor, there is a
lack of comprehensive studies focusing on the Slovak woodworking industry. This gap in
the literature presents a significant opportunity to explore how companies in this sector adapt
to changes and manage agility. The woodworking industry, characterized by its reliance on
traditional practices and modern technological advancements, faces unique challenges
requiring agile responses. Therefore, exploring how companies in this sector adapt to
changes and manage agility is essential. In comparing recent research publications and the
focus of our study, we identified a gap in the understanding of agile methods by large
corporations versus small enterprises. Most papers concentrate on large corporations or
technological giants (Edison et al., 2022; Moe and Mikalsen, 2020; Alqudah and Razali,
2016), but the real competition primarily consists of many small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs). More than 99.7% of companies in the Slovak woodworking industry are
classified as SMEs.

To address the gaps mentioned above, our study focuses on a set of key research
questions aimed at deepening our understanding of agility within a specific Slovak
woodworking enterprise:

» How does the selected woodworking enterprise perceive its current level of agility, and
what challenges does it face in enhancing its agility?

» Which specific agility factors and dimensions are most critical to the selected enterprise?

» How effective are the current change management practices within the selected enterprise
in addressing market challenges?

These questions will guide the research methodology, focusing on structured
interviews and questionnaires to gather in-depth insights into the agility practices of the
Slovak woodworking enterprise. This approach helps identify the company’s strengths in
agility and areas for potential improvement, allowing us to recommend adjustments that
balance traditional and agile methodologies. The study aims to comprehensively assess the
overall agility and provide actionable recommendations for enhancing agility and achieving
a competitive edge in the analyzed company.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study evaluated the approach to agility in a woodworking company by employing
a multi-faceted data collection process, including structured interviews, an analysis of agility
practices via a questionnaire, and a diagnostic test of agility evaluated in the study. These
methods were chosen to comprehensively assess the company's agility across multiple
dimensions, ensuring a holistic understanding of its practices and challenges. The
methodology aligns with the proposed assessment framework, which combines established
theoretical models of agility with practical evaluation tools. This approach addresses the
research questions, focusing on identifying the company's agility level, key factors
influencing it, and strategies for improvement. The chosen company, asmall-sized
enterprise with up to 50 employees, has been producing construction and carpentry products
for 25 years. Its size and long-term operations make it a suitable case study to validate the
proposed methodology, as it provides a clear context for examining the interplay between
traditional practices and agility requirements. Data sources included direct insights from the

158



owners and information from the company's annual reports, ensuring the relevance and
accuracy of the analysis.

Assessment framework

The Agility Maturity Model (AMM) used in this study was developed by integrating
insights from established frameworks and models discussed in the literature. Heng (2006)
provided foundational ideas with an index system for measuring agility. This approach
inspired the inclusion of structured levels in our model to evaluate agility comprehensively.
Building on Heng's concept, Schmitt et al. (2019) reviewed 14 Agile Maturity Models
(AMMSs) and emphasized the value of frameworks that balance theoretical rigor with
practical applicability. Their recommendation of the AMM model by Patel and
Ramachandran, based on Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI), reinforced the
importance of incorporating detailed maturity levels to capture nuanced agility stages. We
adopted this principle by structuring our model into five levels, ensuring precision and
flexibility in assessing organizational adaptability. Carvalho et al. (2019) contributed
additional inspiration with a modified CMMI-based model, introducing finer subdivisions
within early maturity levels to provide a granular understanding of initial agility adoption.
This directly influenced our decision to break down the "Agility Awakening" stage into
lower and middle ranges, enabling a more detailed evaluation of early-stage agility.

By synthesizing these inspirations, our custom-designed Agility Maturity Model
bridges theoretical foundations with practical needs, ensuring its relevance for small
enterprises like the woodworking company examined in this study. The dimensions assessed
include:

1. Organization: focuses on the company's ability to create flexible structures, leadership
and decision-making that support agility.

2. Strategy: evaluates how strategic planning, goals and strategy encourages agile
practices.

3. Processes and systems: analyses the efficiency and adaptability of core operational
processes.

4. Customer engagement and responsiveness: Measures the company’s ability to respond
to changing customer needs and preferences.

5. Products and services: assesses the company’s commitment to innovation and ongoing
improvement in products and services.

6. Culture of change: evaluates how the company is ready and open to changes, its ability
and willingness to take risks.

7. Employee Development and Collaboration: focuses on the ability of employees to
collaborate and develop skills that contribute to organizational agility.

Each dimension is broken down into five maturity levels, ranging from Zeroth to

Fourth Level, providing a detailed framework for assessing the company’s agility

0. Agility Ignorance (0%): No agile principles are applied, and processes are unsystematic.

1. Agility Awakening — low agility (1% to 25%): Awareness of agile principles begins, but
decision-making is slow, and structures are rigid.

2. Agility Understanding — middle agility (26% to 50%): Basic agile practices are
implemented with some adaptability, but not fully integrated across the company.

3. Agility Integration — high agility (51% to 84%): Agile principles are integrated
throughout the organization, enabling fast decision-making and effective adaptation to
change.
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4. Agility Excellence (85% to 100%): The company continuously optimizes agile
practices using data and proactively anticipates market trends.

Methods of data collection

Structured interviews are a systematic method for collecting consistent and detailed
data, often used to explore organizational dynamics (Kallio et al., 2016). In this study,
interviews with the company’s owners focused on their agility challenges and strategies.
Inspired by Srivastava et al. (2023), who explored digital agility in higher education, this
method was adapted to the business context, aligning questions with the research objectives
to gather insights into key agility dimensions. The aim was to understand how the company
handled challenges arising from the COVID-19 crisis and subsequent economic disruptions.
The interview comprised 14 questions organized into three main areas:
- Obstacles and Challenges: identify key barriers faced during the crisis.
- Realized Solutions: explore measures implemented to overcome these challenges.
- Reached results: the impact of the solutions on core business processes and financial

results.

Agility assessment questionnaire was designed to evaluate the company’s attitude,
perception, and application of agility across its operations. It was completed by the
company’s two owners and all five managers, totaling seven respondents, ensuring
comprehensive input from key decision-makers and operational leaders. The questionnaire
consisted of two sections: General Company Information (questions A - E) and the Agile
Practices Survey (questions 1 - 15), which focused on assessing the adoption of agile
methodologies, identifying practices implemented in various departments, and evaluating
the company’s overall commitment to agility. This method draws inspiration from Looks et
al. (2021), who developed a standardized questionnaire for measuring team-level agility, and
Bottani (2009), who used case studies in two manufacturing companies to reveal the
perception of agility drivers, attributes, enablers, and their corresponding degree of
implementation. These sources guided the structure and content of the questionnaire,
ensuring a detailed and relevant evaluation aligned with theoretical frameworks.

Diagnostic test aimed to evaluate specific elements of agility within the company
by examining 35 items across seven dimensions. Each question offered two possible
responses, reflecting either agile or non-agile characteristics. The choices were designed so
that both options appeared equally valid. This approach was inspired by Salama and Said
(2023), who developed a detailed questionnaire to assess agility in modular and offsite
construction firms. Their tool covered 48 attributes across four categories, allowing
participants to identify agile and non-agile practices. Drawing on this methodology, the
diagnostic test was designed to provide a comprehensive analysis of the company's agility
level, ensuring alignment with established theoretical frameworks.

Data analysis and evaluation

Structured interview: analysis of the responses to assess how the company adapted to
the COVID-19 crisis and subsequent economic challenges and proved the ability to be agile.
The methods of content analysis and Term Frequency-Inverse Document Frequency (TF-
IDF) analysis were applied. The analysis aimed to identify the most significant terms and
themes within the text, with a focus on key areas such as the impact of the crisis, the
company's response measures, and the challenges faced. In our analysis, the selection by
excluding common words (pronouns, adverbs, and so on) was refined. The remaining
keywords were grouped and analyzed, reflecting the company's strategies and actions in
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response to the challenges posed by the pandemic. By eliminating common stopwords and
non-informative terms, the analysis was able to highlight the most relevant words that reflect
the core issues addressed by the company during this period.

Agility Assessment Questionnaire was used analyze responses to determine how the
company views its agility through their classification into "agile” and "non-agile" categories
by comparing responses to predefined agile practices. The scale-based answers to questions
enable assessing the agility level in each dimension using the scoring method and
summarizing the company's perspective on agility. These insights complement the
company's self-perception of agility.

Diagnostic test: a scoring method based on relative frequencies of agile versus non-
agile answers. Calculating the company's overall agility level, categorizing it into one of four
levels: low, medium, high, or excellence within the agility maturity model.

Cross-analysis and verification were used to compare the qualitative insights from the
structured interview with the results from the agility assessment questionnaire to identify
any discrepancies between the company's perception of agility and its actual practices during
the crisis. Cross-checking the findings from the perception analysis and qualitative
interviews with the objective results from the diagnostic test was made to ensure consistency
and accuracy in the company's agility assessment.

Final evaluation and agility level determination were performed by combining the
results from all three questionnaires to determine the company's final agility level and
identify areas where the company excels and where improvements are needed, based on both
qualitative and quantitative data.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Analysis of the structured interview

The Term Frequency-Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF) analysis was conducted
on the responses provided by the company regarding their experiences during the
coronavirus crisis. The analysis aimed to identify the most significant terms and themes
within the text. The analysis revealed that the terms "coronavirus,” "crisis," "company,”
"measures,” and "business" were among the most significant, indicating a strong focus on
the company's operational challenges and strategic responses during the pandemic. The
inclusion of "3D printing" as a unified term underscores the importance of innovation and
adaptability in the company's strategy. The frequent mention of "employees,” "safety,” and
"health” reflects the prioritization of workforce well-being during the crisis. Overall, the
results suggest that the company successfully navigated the challenges of the pandemic by
implementing significant operational measures, emphasizing employee safety, and
leveraging new technologies to maintain business continuity.

A content analysis of responses to questions 1 through 14 was conducted. The results
were grouped into three main areas:

e Obstacles and Challenges: during the COVID-19 pandemic and the period of high
inflation, the company faced significant challenges, including supply chain disruptions
that affected operations, rising operating costs due to inflation, and pressure to raise
prices while maintaining competitiveness. The need to protect employee health and
business continuity added complexity, as the company worked to ensure both safety and
operational flow. Additionally, inflationary pressures further strained financial stability,
with sharp increases in input material, energy, and service costs.
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e Realized Solutions: the company implemented operational adjustments by
reorganizing work processes with a two-shift system and enhanced sanitation to protect
employees while ensuring production continuity. Through budget optimization, the
company improved efficiency, renegotiated supplier contracts, and adjusted pricing to
balance competitiveness with rising costs. To ensure financial resilience, the company
bolstered reserves, revised investment plans, and maintained clear communication with
employees. Lastly, digital transformation efforts enhanced digital channels and adopted
new technologies to engage customers and partners amid restricted in-person
interactions.

e Reached Results: achieved Revenue Growth, increasing from €1.57 million in 2019 to
€1.98 million in 2022. Profitability also improved, with profits rising from €29,500 to
€32,800, driven by strategic cost management and pricing. The company's Gross Margin
saw a boost, with ROS reaching 38.5%, reflecting enhanced efficiency. While Debt
Management led to a slight dip in ROE, the debt ratio was reduced to 51.5%, ensuring
financial stability. Non-financial positive outcomes include enhanced flexibility,
improved team collaboration, optimized processes, and a stronger focus on
sustainability. Overall, the company's adaptability contributed to the company’s
resilience and competitive position in the market..

Analysis of the Agility Assessment Questionnaire
Attitude and self-perception of agility

The enterprise under study perceives agility as important to keep up with competitors
and retain customers. It perceives several barriers to being agile, such as complex
bureaucracy that slows down decision-making, lack of quality staff and competition. The
level of agility achieved is rated as high by the enterprise, which means that it is usually able
to adapt in a timely manner.

Self-assessment of the agility level

Organization - agility level 1: the company primarily uses traditional management
structures and decision-making, showing low to medium organizational agility, where agile
practices are recognized but not fully implemented.

Strategy - agility level 2: the firm shows medium agility, adapting to market changes
while maintaining a structured, gradual approach. Agile strategies are present but not fully
integrated across all processes.

Change Culture - agility level 3: the company shows high agility with a positive
attitude towards change, supporting continuous improvement and experimentation, though
full agility across all dimensions hasn't been achieved yet.

Processes and Technology - agility level 0: the company exhibits the lowest agility,
with limited flexibility and slow adoption of technologies like automation and data-driven
decision-making, as traditional processes remain dominant.

Products and Services - agility level 2: the company shows a balance between
traditional product development cycles and responsiveness to market needs, suggesting some
agility in how it handles innovations and customer requirements. Medium agility, as there is
recognition of agile principles, but they are not fully integrated across all product
development phases.

Customer Orientation - agility level 2: the firm places significant emphasis on
customer feedback and adapts its processes based on customer needs, which aligns with agile
methodologies. Medium to high agility, depending on how systematically customer insights
are incorporated into decision-making.
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Human Resources and Teamwork - agility level 4: there is a strong focus on
teamwork, autonomy, and continuous learning, which are key agile principles. The company
promotes a collaborative environment with decision-making autonomy at team levels.
Agility Excellence, indicating a well-integrated agile approach to human resource
management.

Overall Agility Assessment: Considering the varying levels across dimensions, the
company's overall agility can be classified as medium (Level 2 — Agile Understanding). The
company has adopted several agile practices and principles but is still in the process of fully
integrating them across all departments and processes. The next steps towards higher agility
would involve more systemic adoption of agile methodologies in their organizational
structure, decision-making, and processes.

Analysis of the Diagnostic Test

Each question in the diagnostic test has either an agile or a non-agile (traditional)
answer. We assigned a score of 1 for agile answers and O for non-agile ones. After calculating
the total score for each area, we computed the relative frequency (RF) by dividing the
number of agile answers by the total number of questions for each dimension. This RF gives
us a percentage of agile practices implemented in each dimension and the agility level can
be detected. The results are shown in Table 1.

Tab. 1 Agility assessment by diagnostic test.

Agility Dimension Total questions | Agile answers RF Agility level
Organization 6 5 83.33% 3 - high
Strategy 8 2 25.00% 1-low
Culture Change 4 3 75.00% 3 - high
Processes / Technologies 5 0 0.00% 0 - none

Products + Services 4 2 50.00% 2 - medium
Customers 4 1 25.00% 1-low

Human Resources 6 6 100.00% 4 - excellent
Overall Agility 37 19 51.35% 3 - high

The results in Table 1 show that the biggest space to building agility is in the
dimensions of process/technology, strategy and customer orientation, especially in meeting
the changed requirements for the company's products and services.

Cross — analysis

Organization: the previous self-assessment indicated low agility, reflecting the
company's view of itself as still developing. However, the diagnostic test results reveal
agility integration, highlighting a gap between self-perception and actual practices. This
suggests a modest initial self-assessment.

Strategy: a low agility score in the diagnostic test contrasts with the self-assessed
medium level, indicating that the company's strategic agility may be more traditional than
initially perceived.

Culture Change: a high agility score is consistent in both evaluations regarding
embracing change and innovation.

Processes / Technologies: both assessments confirmed a zero score, which indicates
no agility in processes and technology adoption.

Products + Services: a medium agility score aligns with both evaluations of balancing
traditional and agile practices.

163



Customers: a low agility score in diagnostic tests contrasts with a medium-to-high
self-assessment, revealing that agility in customer-facing processes may be more limited
than previously thought.

Human Resources: the company's highly agile human resource practices are confirmed
by an excellent agility score consistent in both assessments.

As for overall agility, the company perceives it at a high level, which was confirmed
in diagnostic test. However, a self-assessment through questionnaire showed a lower,
medium level as the integration of agile principles across all dimensions is not completed.

The comparison of the agility level self-assessed and tested is depicted in Fig. 1.

Agility level in the company

e Agility level self-assessed e Agility level tested

Organization
4.3

Human Resourcés Strategy
2

Customers' 2 0 3 Culture Change

2

. Processes /
Products + Services

Technologies

Fig. 1 Comparison of agility assessments in the company.

Identification of agility weak areas and recommendations
One area where an agile approach is absent in the surveyed enterprise is in processes
and technology, which includes elements such as process management, automation,
flexibility, the time required for changes and optimization, and the integration of information
systems. Additionally, significant gaps were found in the strategy dimension, encompassing
managing continuity and change simultaneously, building relationships with external
stakeholders, resource mobility, engagement, responsiveness to environmental changes
through goals and strategies, and the scope of planning. Weaknesses also appeared in the
customer focus dimension, including elements such as monitoring feedback, tracking
customer needs and requirements, measuring customer satisfaction, and prioritizing
customer value orientation.
To enhance agility and achieve a competitive edge, the enterprise should consider the
following actionable recommendations:
Continuous process improvement: Adopt lean and six sigma practices to eliminate waste
and inefficiencies. Implement Kaizen to encourage small, incremental improvements
involving all employees. Specific Impact:
e Shortened production cycles and lower operational costs through streamlined
workflows.
o Improved employee productivity and morale, as workers actively contribute to
continuous improvement.
o Faster adaptability to process disruptions or inefficiencies, reducing downtime by
20-30%.
Continuous improvement processes (CIP) significantly enhance efficiency and reduce
operational costs. Schuh et al. (2019) demonstrated that CIP shortens production cycles and
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reduces operational costs by using predictive models to optimize workflows, while
empowering employees to innovate increases productivity. Wongsomboon et al. (2023)
showed a 14% reduction in production cycle times and cost savings through waste
elimination and production line balancing. Furthermore, Beraldin et al. (2020) emphasized
that involving employees in continuous improvement initiatives improves product quality,
cost efficiency, and responsiveness, while enhancing morale and organizational outcomes.
Technology Integration: Invest in digital tools like cloud computing, big data analytics, and
Al-driven decision-making. Utilize agile project management tools for adaptive and efficient
execution. Specific Impact:
» Real-time data processing leads to faster (up to 50%) decision-making.
e Increased production accuracy and reduced errors due to Al-driven insights and
automation.
« Scalable operations allow the company to handle a 15-20% increase in customer
demand without additional overhead costs.
The integration of advanced technologies enhances real-time responses to market dynamics
and operational efficiency. Schuh et al. (2019) highlighted how predictive analytics
optimizes workflows, providing actionable insights for decision-making and streamlining
processes. Azizi (2015) demonstrated that technological upgrades, such as SPC, enhance
productivity by reducing errors and machine downtime. Digital tools like agile project
management software ensure adaptive planning and execution, while automation improves
scalability and responsiveness to customer needs.
Strategic Agility: Develop flexible strategic plans to respond to future scenarios and
diversify supply chains to minimize dependency on single sources. Specific Impact:
e Enhanced resilience to supply chain disruptions, potentially reducing material
shortages by 40-50%.
« Greater strategic alignment with market trends, leading to sustained market presence
during volatile periods.
« Improved profitability through better resource allocation and minimized operational
risks.
Strategic agility enhances resilience by enabling businesses to adapt to changes rapidly and
effectively. Wongsomboon et al. (2023) illustrated the benefits of strategic flexibility in
reducing inefficiencies and minimizing disruptions in production cycles. Schuh et al. (2019)
emphasized how prescriptive analytics can align strategic plans with dynamic market
demands, ensuring agile and informed decision-making. Diversifying supply chains and
reducing reliance on single sources further mitigate risks and enhance continuity during
crises.
Customer-Centric Innovation: Engage customers in the innovation process via feedback
loops, beta testing, and pilot programs. Use agile methodologies to rapidly develop and test
products. Specific Impact:
e A 25-30% improvement in customer satisfaction due to more tailored
products/services.
« Faster time-to-market for new offerings (by up to 40%), ensuring a competitive
advantage.
e Increased revenue streams from co-created products, with higher customer
retention rates.
A focus on customer-centric innovation strengthens product-market alignment and customer
satisfaction. Beraldin et al. (2020) highlighted that engaging customer in continuous
improvement processes enhances quality and responsiveness, directly benefiting
organizational outcomes. Schuh et al. (2019) reinforced the value of feedback-driven
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innovation, which ensures products and services remain relevant to evolving customer
needs. Agile methodologies, such as rapid prototyping, allow for quick testing and
refinement, reducing time-to-market and improving competitiveness.
Agility Metrics and Assessment: Regularly assess agility to identify gaps and track
progress. Use key performance indicators (KPIs) such as time-to-market, customer
satisfaction, and innovation rates. Specific Impact:
« Improved alignment of processes with strategic objectives, increasing overall
efficiency by 15-20%.
e Measurable improvements in agility-related outcomes, enabling data-driven
decision-making.
« Enhanced competitiveness by maintaining a consistent focus on operational and
strategic agility.
Regular evaluation of agility provides actionable insights for organizational improvement.
Schuh et al. (2019) demonstrated how prescriptive analytics can track key performance
indicators (KPIs), such as time-to-market and customer satisfaction, ensuring alignment with
strategic goals. Beraldin et al. (2020) emphasized that monitoring progress fosters a culture
of continuous improvement, enhancing both organizational responsiveness and employee
morale. Metrics-driven assessments also support resource optimization and long-term
growth by identifying and addressing agility gaps.

Discussion

The methods and tools we employed to assess agility, such as the structured questionnaire
divided into general company information and agile practices, align closely with approaches
documented in prior studies. For example, Looks et al. (2021) developed a standardized
questionnaire to measure team-level agility, focusing on dimensions like communication,
iteration, and adaptability. Our approach also incorporates similarly structured
questionnaires, emphasizing agile and non-agile traits, ensuring consistency with established
tools in the field. Additionally, the diagnostic framework we applied shares similarities with
Wendler's (2014) Organizational Agility Maturity Model, which systematically evaluates
agility across multiple dimensions to identify improvement areas.

Our findings highlight a strong link between agile practices applied to Human Resources
and the firm’s ability to adapt to unexpected changes, such as COVID-19, corroborating the
outcomes of similar research. Agile HR strategies focusing on remote work, employee well-
being, and flexible management practices played a crucial role in enabling organizations to
navigate the unpredictable challenges of the pandemic (Plater et al., 2022). Tseng and Lin
(2011), for instance, identified key drivers of agility: responsiveness, competency,
flexibility, and quickness and demonstrated their importance in enhancing organizational
adaptability.

The alignment of our approach with these studies underscores its validity and applicability.
By comparing our methods and findings, it becomes evident that our study not only confirms
existing knowledge but also offers unique insights into agility assessment in the
woodworking industry. This comparison highlights the robustness and transferability of our
methodology.

CONCLUSION

The study confirmed that using an agile approach helped the surveyed company
achieve financial stability and survival during the pandemic crisis. By implementing flexible
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work models, workforce agility has increased, ensuring continuity during the pandemic and
future adaptability. Leadership and culture play key roles, with swift decision-making,
transparent communication, and high morale. At the same time, stable financial performance
and operational continuity suggest agility metrics and assessment, indicating mechanisms to
evaluate agility.

Our aim was to evaluate the agility level achieved in the chosen woodworking
company. The diagnostic test offered an objective perspective of the company's agility
compared to the self-assessment methods, which included the structured interview and
agility assessment questionnaire. While the Organization has progressed to agility
integration, the Strategy has revealed a lower agility score than previously perceived. Culture
Change retains high agility, but Processes/Technologies confirm minimal agility. Products
and Services align with medium agility, though Customers score lower than expected.
Human Resources remains consistently excellent in agility. Overall, the results point to both
progress and areas for improvement.

The company's financial results (2019-2022) showed revenue growth of €0.41 million
and a €3,300 profit increase, driven by agility improvements in organizational structure and
human resources. A 38.5% ROS and improved gross margin reflect strong performance.
However, lower agility in Strategy and customer focus suggests room for further growth to
stay competitive and financially stable. The detected non-agile dimension of processes and
technology requires the most attention and implementation of agile principles. Adaptive,
continually improved processes, digitization, and intelligent technologies are the path to
increased agility.

Overall, the company has successfully addressed many areas of agility enhancement,
contributing to its resilience and ability to navigate the challenges posed by the COVID-19
pandemic and subsequent economic disruptions. By implementing the suggested
recommendations, the woodworking enterprise can enhance its agility, better navigate
market complexities, and gain a competitive advantage in its respective industries.
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