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Abstract. In recent years, the shift towards agile project management methodologies has sparked
significant interest in the domain of management science. This study conducts a comparative
analysis of agile frameworks versus traditional management approaches, focusing on their efficacy
in fostering adaptability and efficiency in organizational environments during uncertain economic
conditions from 2024 to 2026. Utilizing a mixed-methods approach, this research synthesizes
quantitative performance metrics with qualitative case studies across multiple industries. The
findings reveal that while agile methodologies enhance team collaboration and responsiveness,
traditional approaches maintain superiority in risk management and resource allocation. Hence, this
paper underscores the need for a hybrid model that integrates the strengths of both methodologies.
These insights provide valuable contributions to academic discourse and practical applications in
management science.
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Introduction

The global landscape of project management is undergoing a transformative shift,
particularly driven by rapid technological advancements and changing organizational
dynamics. As we navigate through 2024-2026, businesses face unprecedented challenges,
including global market volatility, evolving consumer behaviors, and the urgent need for
innovative solutions to maintain competitive advantage. The relevance of project
management methodologies has intensified, raising critical questions about their
effectiveness in addressing contemporary organizational challenges. Agile project



management, characterized by its iterative processes and flexibility, has gained traction as
organizations seek to enhance adaptability in fast-paced environments. In contrast,
traditional project management methodologies, often synonymous with predictability and
control, continue to hold significance in sectors where thorough planning and risk
mitigation are paramount. This paper aims to explore the dichotomy between agile and
traditional project management methodologies, examining their applicability and
performance within varied organizational contexts. It begins by defining the pivotal traits of
each methodology and their implications for project success in today's economy. Following
this overview, the methodology section elucidates the research design, detailing the mixed-
methods approach employed to capture both quantitative and qualitative data. The
subsequent analysis chapter presents empirical findings derived from comparative case
studies, focusing on key performance indicators across multiple industries. Finally, the
conclusion synthesizes insights drawn from the analysis, offering recommendations for
practitioners and highlighting avenues for future research. This structured approach ensures
a comprehensive understanding of how these methodologies interact and contribute to
project outcomes.

This is a preliminary version. To read the full version of the article, please purchase a
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