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ABSTRACT

While the importance of human factors in agile software development is widely acknowledged, the
measurement of an individual’s "agile agreement" remains an ill-defined and challenging area. A
key limitation in existing research is the failure to distinguish between agreement with the abstract,
high-level values of the Agile Manifesto and agreement with the concrete, day-to-day practices
derived from the 12 Principles. This paper addresses this methodological gap by presenting the
design and validation of two distinct instruments: the novel Manifesto Agreement Scale (MAS), and
the Principle Agreement Scale (PAS), which is a systematic adaptation and refinement of a prior
instrument.
We detail the systematic process of item creation and selection, survey design, and validation. The
results demonstrate that both scales possess important internal consistency and construct validity.
A convergence and divergence analysis, including Proportional Odds Logistic Regression, a Bland-
Altman plot, and an Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC), reveals that while the two scales
are moderately correlated, they are not interchangeable and capture distinct dimensions of agile
agreement. The primary contribution of this work is a pair of publicly available instruments, validated
within a specific demographic of Belgian IT professionals. These scales represent a critical initial step
toward facilitating a more nuanced measurement of agile agreement, distinguishing agile agreement
across various levels of perception and aiding in a more refined interpretation of person-agile fit.

Keywords Agile Agreement · Agile Values vs. Practices · Agile Software Development · Human Factors

1 Introduction

The sustained adoption of agile methodologies in software development underscores the critical role of human factors
in project success [Daraojimba et al., 2024, Gandomani et al., 2014]. While the Agile Manifesto famously prioritizes
"Individuals and interactions over processes and tools" [Fowler and Highsmith, 2001], the ability to rigorously measure
an individual’s alignment with this approach remains a significant challenge. The concept of "agile agreement" is
frequently invoked, but it often remains an ill-defined and poorly measured construct, hindering evidence-based research
and practice.

A fundamental ambiguity pervades existing literature: the distinction between an individual’s alignment with abstract
values versus their agreement with concrete, daily practices. This distinction is not merely semantic; it is crucial for
understanding how agile is truly adopted and enacted. While numerous instruments assess related constructs like team
climate [Dutra et al., 2022], global maturity [Gren et al., 2015], or the perceived implementation [So and Scholl, 2009]
and relevance [Vishnubhotla et al., 2021] of practices, they do not capture this specific individual-level dichotomy.
This critical gap forces reliance on proxy [Coelho et al., 2020] or aggregated [Stettina and Heijstek, 2011] measures,
fundamentally limiting the validity and comparability of research on agile adoption.
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This paper addresses this critical methodological gap by presenting the development of a novel instrument, the Manifesto
Agreement Scale (MAS), and the systematic adaptation and validation of the Principle Agreement Scale (PAS), which is
derived from the work of [Bishop and Deokar, 2014]. We detail the process of item creation and selection, survey design,
and rigorous psychometric validation analyses for both scales. Furthermore, we present a convergence and divergence
analysis to empirically demonstrate that while the two scales are moderately correlated, they are not interchangeable
and capture distinct dimensions of agile agreement.

The primary contribution of this work is a pair of publicly available instruments that have undergone a rigorous initial
validation. By providing a reliable means to differentiate between agreement with agile values and practice, the
MAS and PAS offer a foundation for a deeper understanding of agile team dynamics, the effectiveness of coaching
interventions, and the multifaceted nature of the "person-agile fit." This study represents a critical first step, establishing
a baseline for the cross-cultural and cross-sector validation required to develop a truly generalizable toolkit.

2 Research Background

2.1 Conceptualizing Agile Agreement: Values vs. Practices

The development of agile methodologies was motivated by the necessity to effectively manage complex, rapidly
changing projects [Papadopoulos, 2015]. From traditional approaches, this represents a fundamental shift in perspective
that emphasizes collaboration, flexibility, and continuous improvement [Almeida, 2017]. This paradigm was formalized
with the publication of the Agile Manifesto in 2001, which aimed to "restore credibility to the word method" by
delineating a novel framework for software engineering[Fowler and Highsmith, 2001, Conboy and Fitzgerald, 2004].
The Manifesto establishes four core values that prioritize individuals, working software, customer collaboration, and
responsiveness to change over rigid processes, documentation, contracts, and plans. A key nuance is that while the
items on the right are acknowledged as having value, the items on the left are valued more [Fowler and Highsmith,
2001]. These values represent a high-level, abstract philosophy concerning the ideal state of software development.

Supporting this philosophy are the 12 Principles, which offer more concrete, actionable guidance. Principles translate
the abstract values into recommended operational behaviors and practices. This creates a hierarchical structure from
abstract values to concrete Principles, that is central to understanding agile adoption.

However, the distinction between agreement with the overarching philosophy (Values) and the day-to-day operational
guidelines (Practices) is often conflated in both research and practice [Gandomani et al., 2014, Kiv et al., 2018, Madi
et al., 2011]. Prior studies have shown a disconnect between practitioners’ understanding of agile values and Principles.
For example, [Alzahrani, 2024] found that prioritizing "Working software over comprehensive documentation" often
leads to a tension between "more productivity over quality", highlighting a failure to balance this value with Principles
like "Continuous attention to technical excellence". This amalgamation is common, as practitioners often adopt practices
without dedicating the necessary attention to the Manifesto that underpins them [Kiv et al., 2018].

This conceptual ambiguity poses a significant challenge for measurement, as an individual may philosophically agree
with a value (e.g., "Customer collaboration over contract negotiation") but disagree with the intensity of its practical
application (e.g., daily collaboration). This can lead to a superficial understanding of agile adoption, where teams may
claim to adhere to the values while struggling with the implementation of the Principles [Kiv et al., 2018].

2.2 The Challenge of Measuring Agile Agreement

Despite the acknowledged centrality of human factors in agile methodologies, the measurement of an individual’s
alignment with agile tenets remains underdeveloped. A significant portion of the literature approaches this topic from
a team-level perspective, employing instruments that assess constructs such as team climate [Dutra et al., 2023a,b,
2022], teamwork effectiveness [dos Santos et al., 2023, Junker et al., 2023] or organizational maturity [Looks et al.,
2021, Gren et al., 2015, Tuncel et al., 2021]. Other studies focus on team performance metrics rather than individual
disposition [Vishnubhotla et al., 2021, Salameh, 2018, Coelho et al., 2020]. Even when assessment occurs at the
individual level, the focus is often on the perception of practices and their implementation rather than personal
agreement with the underlying concepts. For instance, the Perceptive Agile Measurement (PAM) framework assesses
an individual’s perception of how agile a team or project is functioning, not their personal endorsement of that
functioning [So and Scholl, 2009]. Similarly, other instruments designed to measure an "agile mindset" often treat
agility as a monolithic concept. By design, these tools lack the necessary granularity to differentiate between the distinct
conceptual levels of the Agile Manifesto, such as its core values, guiding principles, and specific practices [Ozkan
et al., 2023, Eilers et al., 2021, Stettina and Heijstek, 2011, Florêncio et al., 2018] The research most proximate to
our objective is that of Bishop et al., which relates personality to a preference for the 12 agile Principles [Bishop and
Deokar, 2014, Bishop, 2013, Bishop et al., 2018]. While valuable, this work does not explicitly distinguish agreement
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with the high-level values from agreement with the more concrete principles.

This review confirms a persistent gap, noted in prior systematic reviews, for objective and validated instruments to
assess individual characteristics in agile contexts [Dybå and Dingsøyr, 2008, Gandomani et al., 2014]. Crucially, no
existing instrument is explicitly designed to differentiate between an individual’s agreement with the Manifesto’s four
abstract values and their practical agreement with its 12 concrete Principles. This distinction is fundamental, as it
would allow researchers to investigate critical questions: for instance, does values alignment necessarily translate to
practical adherence? And how might different personality traits relate independently to these two distinct levels of
agile agreement? The development of such an instrument is, therefore, a necessary precondition for advancing a more
nuanced, evidence-based understanding of the person-agile fit.

3 Instrument Design and Methodology

This section details the systematic methodology used for the construction and psychometric evaluation of the Manifesto
Agreement Scale (MAS) and the Principle Agreement Scale (PAS). The process was designed to create objective
measuring instruments capable of capturing the latent constructs associated with agile values and Principles. Adhering to
established psychometric principles [Dawis, 2000, Clark and Watson, 2019, Maiti et al., 2021, El-Den et al., 2020, Kline,
2015], the primary goal was to maximize the construct validity of the scales—the fundamental consideration ensuring
they precisely measure the theoretical constructs they were designed to capture. The methodology encompassed four
key stages: (1) instrument design and item generation, (2) survey dissemination and data collection, (3) response
filtering, and (4) a rigorous psychometric validation analysis to establish scale reliability and validity.

3.1 Instrument Design and Item Generation

A three-part questionnaire was developed in both English and French to capture the necessary constructs for our analysis.
The development process was guided by established psychometric principles for creating objective measurement
instruments. The primary goal was to ensure the construct validity of the scales, defined as the degree to which
an instrument measures the theoretical construct it is intended to measure [Dawis, 2000, El-Den et al., 2020]. The
concluding section of the survey gathered demographic data, as well as participants’ self-assessed expertise in agile
methodologies and their years of experience on agile teams. The first two parts, which form the core of this study, are
detailed below.

3.1.1 Manifesto Agreement Scale (MAS)

To measure agreement with the abstract values of the Agile Manifesto, we designed a novel instrument from the ground
up. This process began with a clear conceptualization of the target construct, which is the essential first step in scale
development [El-Den et al., 2020, Dawis, 2000]. The complete survey instrument is accessible in A. The Manifesto’s
four values are presented as preferential statements (e.g., "Individuals and interactions over processes and tools"). To
capture this nuance, we deconstructed each value into its two constituent components. From this conceptual model,
an initial item pool was generated. For each of the resulting eight components (four "pro-agile," four "less-agile"),
two distinct items were created to assess a respondent’s agreement with applying that concept in practice. This use
of multiple items is fundamental to covering the breadth of the construct and ensuring reliability. This resulted in a
total of 16 items for the MAS. For example, the value "Working Software over comprehensive documentation" yielded
four items: two assessing agreement with the importance of "Working Software" and two assessing agreement with the
importance of "comprehensive documentation". All items were reviewed by a panel of 3 academic and 5 practitioner
experts to ensure clarity, simple language, and lack of ambiguity [El-Den et al., 2020]. This review process involved
conducting interviews with experts regarding each item to gather their feedback. This expert review serves two critical
functions: (1) establishing face validity, or the degree to which the items appear to measure the construct, which is
important for respondent motivation and cooperation ; and (2) establishing content validity, which is the "degree to
which the items are relevant to and representative of the defined construct" as judged by content experts [Maiti et al.,
2021, Kline, 2015]. Responses were collected on a four-point Likert-type scale from "Totally Disagree" to "Completely
Agree." While 5- or 7-point scales are common, an even number of response options was chosen. This design is
psychometrically preferable for this construct as it avoids a "middle ground" or "central tendency" response bias and
compels respondents to make a choice [Dawis, 2000].
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3.1.2 Principle Agreement Scale (PAS)

To measure agreement with the concrete practices derived from the 12 Agile Principles, we adapted and refined the
instrument originally developed by [Bishop and Deokar, 2014]. Adapting an existing, relevant instrument is a common
and valid approach in scale development [El-Den et al., 2020]. Following their approach, we used the same consolidation
of the 12 Principles into eight distinct conceptual groups. To ensure a manageable survey length while retaining the
most representative items, we employed a systematic item selection process. A panel of 8 experts, 3 from academic and
5 from industrial domain, ranked the items from the original 40-item questionnaire for each of the eight principle groups
based on their representativeness. Representativeness was assessed through a survey in which participants were asked
to rank items according to their significance relative to the targeted Principle. Additionally, items that were evaluated
as very similar or duplicate were also noted by the experts. This reliance on expert judgment is a robust method for
ensuring high content validity [Dawis, 2000]. The two most representative items for each group were selected from
the initial item pool, resulting in a final 16-item scale. Each item retains the forced-choice, dichotomous format of
the original, requiring respondents to choose between a statement aligned with agile practice and an alternative. The
complete survey instrument is accessible in B.

3.2 Survey Dissemination and Participant Demographics

The survey was disseminated online through university email networks in Belgium, the internal networks of major IT
companies, and professional social media platforms such as LinkedIn. This strategy targeted active professionals in
the software development field. We received 137 complete responses. The resulting sample was highly educated and
professionally active, with 89% of respondents holding at least a bachelor’s degree and 85% being employed. The
predominant age range was 26-35 years (67%), confirming that the survey reached its intended demographic.

A total of 137 participants began the survey, of which 113 complete responses were retained for the study, resulting
in an 18% drop-out rate. This sample size is considered adequate for initial psychometric validation, exceeding the
minimal thresholds suggested for item analysis [Dawis, 2000, Kline, 2015].

3.3 Psychometric Validation Methods

A comprehensive psychometric evaluation was performed to establish the validity and reliability of the two newly
developed scales, beginning with an assessment of reliability (the instrument’s consistency) as an essential prerequisite
for validity.

3.3.1 Internal Consistency Analysis

We assessed the internal consistency of each scale to ensure its items cohesively measure a single underlying construct.
For the MAS, which uses a multi-point Likert scale, we calculated Cronbach’s alpha. This coefficient is generally con-
sidered the most suitable and significant index for assessing the internal consistency reliability of rating scales [Mokkink
et al., 2010]. For the PAS, which uses a dichotomous scale, we used the Kuder-Richardson 20 (KR-20) formula. The
KR-20 is the mathematically equivalent "special case of coefficient alpha" specifically designed for dichotomously
scored items [Feldt, 1965].

3.3.2 Split-Half Reliability Analysis

To further assess reliability, we conducted a split-half analysis for both scales. This method also estimates internal
consistency by correlating scores from two halves of the instrument. For the MAS, the 16 items were split into two
halves based on the paired-item design, and the correlation between the two halves was calculated and adjusted using
the Spearman-Brown correction. For the PAS, a similar split was performed.

3.3.3 Construct Validity Analysis

As part of establishing construct validity, we tested hypotheses about the scale’s internal structure [Dawis, 2000, Clark
and Watson, 2019]. For the MAS, we assessed its structural construct validity by performing a specific split-half
analysis that separated the eight "pro-agile" items from the eight "less-agile" items. A moderate negative correlation
was hypothesized, as respondents who endorse pro-agile statements should logically tend to reject less-agile ones. This
analysis tests the theoretical foundation upon which the items were generated.
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3.3.4 Convergence and Divergence Analysis

To determine whether the MAS and PAS measure related but distinct constructs (as hypothesized), we conducted an
analysis of convergent and discriminant validity. This involved three analyses:

• Proportional Odds Logistic Regression: To rigorously model the relationship between the Principle score
and the Manifest score, a ordinal logistic model (also known as proportional odds logistic regression) is used.
This approach is employed as our results derive from the combination of a sum of Likert scores and binary
responses, resulting in ordinal, discrete outcomes. The implemented model of the polr function from the
MASS package in R [Venables and Ripley, 2013] was used. Odds Ratios can be extracted from the model
to quantify the effect size of the relationship between the Principle score and Manifest score categories. A
fundamental prerequisite of the model is the proportional odds assumption. This assumption posits that
the effect of the independent variable (Principle score) is uniform across all cumulative splits of the ordinal
dependent variable. We will formally test this assumption using the Brant test [Brant, 1990], implemented via
the brant package. A non-significant omnibus p-value (p > 0.05) from the Brant test is required to confirm
that this assumption is met, thereby validating the model’s appropriateness.

• Bland-Altman Plot: To visually assess the agreement between the two scales. This graphical method plots
the difference between the two scores on the y-axis against the mean of the two scores on the x-axis for
each subject [Altman and Bland, 1983]. The resulting plot is used to evaluate two specific types of bias. (1)
Systematic Bias: A mean difference that significantly diverges from 0, indicating that one scale systematically
scores higher or lower than the other across all levels. (2) Proportional Bias: A difference between scores
showing a trend as the mean score increases, suggesting that the agreement between the scales depends on the
magnitude of the score [Giavarina, 2015].

• Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC): To provide a single, quantitative measure of reliability between
the two scales. We will use the specific form ICC(3,1), which corresponds to a two-way mixed-effects model
assessing consistency. The resulting ICC coefficient, which ranges from 0 to 1, will be interpreted based
on established guidelines (e.g., < 0.50 = poor; 0.50 − 0.75 = moderate; 0.75 − 0.90 = good; > 0.90 =
excellent) [Koo and Li, 2016].

4 Results

This section presents the results of the psychometric validation of the Manifesto Agreement Scale (MAS) and the
Principle Agreement Scale (PAS). We first report the reliability and validity analyses for each scale individually and
then present the convergence analysis that assesses their relationship.

4.1 Psychometric Properties of the Scales

4.1.1 Manifesto Agreement Scale (MAS)

The MAS demonstrated good internal consistency, achieving a Cronbach’s alpha of α = 0.73, which exceeds the
standard threshold of 0.70 for acceptable reliability. This indicates that the items designed to measure agreement with
the Manifesto’s values form a cohesive scale. The split-half reliability analysis further supported this finding, yielding a
Spearman-Brown corrected coefficient of ρxx′ = 0.80, which indicates strong reliability.

Construct validity was assessed by correlating the eight "pro-agile" items with the eight "less-agile" items. This analysis
yielded a moderate negative correlation (ρ = −0.62), confirming the hypothesis that respondents who endorse pro-agile
values tend to reject the less-agile counterparts. This provides evidence that the scale is measuring the intended
underlying construct.

4.1.2 Principle Agreement Scale (PAS)

Given the dichotomous nature of its items, the internal consistency of the PAS was evaluated using the Kuder-Richardson
20 formula. The scale achieved a reliability coefficient of KR-20 = 0.71, indicating satisfactory internal consistency.
The split-half analysis confirmed this result with a Spearman-Brown corrected coefficient of ρxx′ = 0.83, demonstrating
excellent reliability.

4.2 Convergence and Divergence of the MAS and PAS

To evaluate whether the two scales measure related but distinct constructs, a convergence analysis was performed.
Given the ordinal nature of the outcomes, a proportional odds logistic regression was implemented.The analysis yielded
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a statistically significant odds ratio of 1.66 (p < 0.05). This result indicates that for a one-unit increase in the PAS
score, the odds of a respondent being in a higher MAS score category (versus a lower one) increase by approximately
66%. While this confirms a positive association between the two scales, the magnitude of the effect suggests that the
constructs are related but not strongly linked or interchangeable. Furthermore, the model’s validity was confirmed, as
the proportional odds assumption was met according to a non-significant Brant test (Omnibus p = 0.73). This result
ensures the odds increase is stable and consistent across all categories of the MAS score.

A Bland-Altman plot was constructed to visualize the agreement between the two scales (see Figure 1A). The plot
revealed a significant proportional bias: the difference between the two scores increased as the average score increased.
This indicates that while the scales show some agreement for individuals with low-to-moderate agile agreement,
they diverge unilaterally for individuals with high agile agreement. This divergence is also visible in the scatter plot
(Figure 1B), which shows greater variance at higher score levels. The scatter plots further elucidate the proportional
bias indicated in the Bland-Altman plot. While the dotted blue line represents a perfect alignment between the PAS and
the MAS, the area below this line corresponds to individuals who align more closely with the MAS than with the PAS,
whereas the area above the line indicates the opposite.
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Figure 1: (A) Bland-Altman plot showing the difference between MAS and PAS scores against their average. The
dashed lines represent the mean difference and the 95% limits of agreement respectively. (B) Scatter plot of MAS vs.
PAS scores, illustrating the relationship and variance at different score levels.

Finally, the Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) was calculated to provide a single measure of agreement. The
analysis yielded a coefficient of ICC(3, 1) = 0.54. According to established guidelines [Koo and Li, 2016], this value
indicates only "moderate" agreement between the two scales.

These statistical findings directly address the conceptual framework established in section 2.1, which posited that abstract
Values and concrete Practices are distinct facets of agile agreement, each measured by MAS and PAS respectively.
Taken together, these results provide empirical evidence that the MAS and PAS, while related, are not interchangeable,
successfully capturing these two distinct facets: one related to abstract values and the other to a concrete practice.

5 Discussion

The primary contribution of this paper is the development and validation of two distinct instruments for measuring agile
agreement: the novel Manifesto Agreement Scale (MAS) and the adapted Principle Agreement Scale (PAS). Our results
demonstrate that both scales are reliable and valid measures. More importantly, the convergence analysis reveals that
while the scales are moderately correlated, they are not interchangeable, providing empirical support for the conceptual
distinction between agreeing with agile’s abstract philosophy and its concrete practices.
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5.1 Interpreting the Methodological Findings

The central finding of our validation is that measuring agreement with abstract values is different from measuring
agreement with concrete practices. The moderate odds-ration (1.66) and moderate ICC value (0.54) indicate that the
two constructs are related, as would be expected. However, the proportional bias revealed in the Bland-Altman plot is
particularly insightful (figure 1). It suggests that the distinction between values and practices becomes more pronounced
for individuals with higher levels of agile agreement. This observation is particularly interesting for expert practitioners,
such as agile experts and coaches, who depend on a nuanced understanding of these constructs.

This divergence may occur because it is relatively easy for anyone to agree with the high-level, abstract values of the
Manifesto as they represent an idealized in a rather fuzzy level. In contrast, the Principles demand agreement with
specific, and sometimes challenging, day-to-day behaviors. An individual might strongly endorse "Customer collabo-
ration over contract negotiation" (a value) but find the idea of daily, intensive interaction with business stakeholders
(a practice) to be impractical or undesirable (represented by the area below the line in the scatter plot, as shown in
figure 1B). Our instruments provide a means to capture this critical distinction, which has been overlooked by previous
ad-hoc measurement approaches.

5.2 Utility of the Instruments for Future Research

The MAS and PAS provide a valuable toolkit for the empirical software engineering community, enabling more rigorous
and nuanced research into the human factors of agile development. These instruments open several avenues for future
research. For instance, the scales can be utilized to quantitatively assess the effectiveness of agile coaching and training
interventions. Researchers could investigate whether a specific training program successfully enhances agreement on
concrete practices, as measured by the PAS, even when abstract value agreement, measured by the MAS, was already
high. Furthermore, these instruments facilitate more granular research into team composition and dynamics, particularly
the concept of "person-agile fit". By distinguishing between value and practice agreement, researchers can explore
more precise hypotheses, such as how specific personality traits correlate with each dimension of agreement, thereby
contributing to a deeper understanding of team assembly. Finally, in an organizational context, the scales could serve
as a diagnostic tool to identify challenges in agile adoption. A team exhibiting high MAS scores but low PAS scores
would indicate that the primary challenge is not a lack of belief in the agile philosophy but rather friction with specific,
mandated practices. Such a diagnosis would allow for more targeted and effective organizational interventions.

5.3 Limitations

It is important to acknowledge the limitations of this study. First, the scales were developed and validated using a
sample drawn primarily from the Belgian IT sector. While the demographics are appropriate for this initial investigation,
this single-country, relatively modest sample is insufficient to establish broad generalizability. Cultural contexts can
significantly influence attitudes towards work practices and abstract values, representing a major confounding variable
that has not been addressed in this study. Further validation with more diverse, international samples is an essential
next step to establish the instruments as general-purpose tools. Second, the MAS is an entirely novel instrument. As
with any new instrument, ongoing research may identify opportunities to refine the wording of certain items to further
improve clarity and reduce measurement noise. While the PAS is based on prior work, our specific adaptation and
item selection also warrant further validation across different contexts. Finally, this paper focused exclusively on the
psychometric properties of the scales. The equally important question of how these measures relate to external criteria,
such as individual performance or team effectiveness, remains a critical avenue for future research.

6 Conclusion

This study addressed a critical gap in empirical software engineering: the lack of validated instruments for measuring an
individual’s agreement with agile methodologies. We presented the development and validation of the novel Manifesto
Agreement Scale (MAS) and the systematic adaptation of the Principle Agreement Scale (PAS).

Our analysis provides evidence that both instruments are reliable and valid. The central contribution of this work lies
in the empirical demonstration that the MAS and PAS measure related but distinct constructs. This finding validates
the conceptual distinction between agreement with agile’s high-level, abstract values and its concrete, day-to-day
practices—a nuance previously unaccounted for in measurement.

By providing these two publicly available instruments, validated within a specific demographic, this research offers a
new foundation for more rigorous and granular investigations into the human factors of agile software development.
The ability to differentiate between value and practice agreement will enable researchers to explore the complexities of
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the "person-agile fit," assess the effectiveness of coaching and training interventions, and diagnose adoption challenges
with greater precision. This work serves as a critical baseline for the necessary cross-cultural and cross-sector validation
studies that will ultimately advance a more evidence-based and generalizable understanding of how individuals and
teams successfully engage with and adopt agile methodologies.

Disclosure of Interests

The authors have no competing interests to declare that are relevant to the content of this article. AI tools were used for
English language proofreading and flow improvement.

A Manifesto Agreement Scale (MAS)

The MAS consists of 16 items designed to measure agreement with the four core values of the Agile Manifesto. Each
value is deconstructed into its two constituent components (one "pro-agile" (+), one "less-agile" (-)). Respondents
rate their agreement with each statement on a four-point Likert scale ranging from "Totally Disagree" to "Completely
Agree".

Table 1: Items of the Manifesto Agreement Scale (MAS).

Manifesto Value Component Item Statement

Individuals and interactions
over processes and tools

Individuals and
interactions (+)

1. Direct interactions with other team members are
important to me.
2. A high-performing team must have the autonomy
to organize its own work.

Processes and tools (-) 3. I work with difficulty without clearly established
and complete procedures.
4. I prefer using a task management tool over talking
directly to my colleagues to know the progress.

Working software over
comprehensive documentation

Working software (+) 5. Aiming for a working solution above all else is
essential for me.
6. The main measure of a project’s progress is the
availability of new features.

Comprehensive
documentation (-)

7. An important part of the work must focus on writing
complete and exhaustive documentation.
8. Every project must first be completely detailed
before starting any development.

Customer collaboration over
contract negotiation

Customer collaboration
(+)

9. It is crucial to continuously integrate client feedback
throughout the project.
10. Interacting regularly with the client allows me to
be sure I’m going in the right direction.

Contract negotiation (-) 11. Interactions with the client only happen before and
after the completion of a project.
12. All decisions made at the start of the project are
firm and unchangeable.

Responding to change over
following a plan

Responding to change
(+)

13. I see changes requested by the client, even late
in the project, as opportunities to improve the final
product.
14. I have no problem reworking already developed
functionalities to better meet the client’s needs.

Following a plan (-) 15. It is important for me not to deviate from the work
plan validated at the start of the project.
16. A document that clearly describes all the steps of
the project is essential for me.
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B Principle Agreement Scale (PAS)

The PAS consists of 16 item pairs designed to measure agreement with practices derived from the 12 Agile Principles.
The Principles were consolidated into eight conceptual groups. For each item, respondents must make a forced-choice
selection between two statements, one of which represents a pro-agile practice. The pro-agile choice is marked with (*)
in the table below.

Table 2: Items of the Principle Agreement Scale (PAS).

Principle
Group

Question Stem Choices

1 & 3

I believe customer satisfaction is
best achieved by...

A. Using Gantt charts to demonstrate how we meet their
requirements.
B. Delivering a new version of the product each month to
offer them new working functionalities. (*)

I enjoy... A. Working in longer phases and delivering a finished
product.
B. Frequently delivering smaller increments of the solu-
tion, even if not all functionalities are implemented. (*)

2

I believe changes to the
requirements mean...

A. that the client has a competitive advantage in the market
and that they should be welcomed favorably. (*)
B. that it involves significant extra work and should be
avoided.

I like it when... A. requirements changes occur at any time so that we get
what is needed. (*)
B. user requests are approved and finalized before working
on the product.

4
I prefer... A. Working with the users of the solution on a daily basis.

(*)
B. Working with written specifications and documents.

I like it when business users... A. engage with the entire development team. (*)
B. interact with competent analysts to define the require-
ments.

6
I prefer to get my information... A. by using documents and diagrams.

B. through face-to-face communication. (*)

Given the choice... A. I would prefer to be personally involved, get the user’s
needs in writing, and then create the product to meet their
needs.
B. I would prefer to interact daily with the people who
will use the software to ensure I know what they want. (*)

7
I like... A. to use the delivered product as a measure of progress

made. (*)
B. to complete the tasks assigned to me and use that to
measure my progress on the work plan.

The best measure of progress is... A. the percentage of tasks completed on the project sched-
ule.
B. the number of functionalities (or achievements) vali-
dated by the client. (*)

8
I’d rather... A. work in waves with waiting periods and higher-

intensity periods.
B. work at a constant pace over the long term. (*)

Given the pace of business today I
believe...

A. that it is essential for the workload to remain sustain-
able to ensure a long-term vision. (*)

9
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Table 2 – continued from previous page
Principle
Group

Question Stem Choices

B. that it is inevitable that there will be peaks in workload
to complete projects and that teams must work harder
during certain periods.

11

I believe architecture, requirements
and design should be...

A. determined by the team based on its internal coopera-
tion and self-organization. (*)
B. assigned by the project manager to the appropriate
competent people within a group.

I believe teams work better when... A. a project manager directs the work according to the
roles and missions of the project.
B. the team self-organizes by making collective decisions
on how the work should be done. (*)

12
It is important to... A. follow the project manager’s recommendations on

group effectiveness.
B. reflect together as a group on how to become more
effective. (*)

I think to become more effective... A. the team should regularly reflect on its work practices
and its behavior in the relevant areas. (*)
B. at the end of the project’s completion, the leadership
should regularly examine the team’s practices and make
suggestions for improvement.
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