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ABSTRACT 

While experience from practice provides evidence for the success of agile development, research lacks behind in explaining 

and understanding the theoretical enablers of this success. To address this gap, we present a theoretically grounded research 

model that highlights the role of communication within the project team as a critical success factor. We develop measurement 

instruments and present findings of a pilot test that we distributed in a medium-sized software development company. The 

goal of the pilot test is to validate our measurement instruments and to gain first indications of construct validity. We present 

the results of a confirmatory factor analysis and, in consequence, we reflect on our findings and highlight the implications for 

future research. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The increased adoption and acceptance of agile methods for information systems development (ISD) such as Extreme 

Programming (XP) (Beck, 1999) or Scrum (Schwaber and Beedle, 2002) entails a growing interest of the research 

community in these methods. The key characteristics of agility in the ISD context are summarized in the Agile Manifesto 

(Beck, Beedle, van Bennekum, Cockburn, Cunningham et al., 2001), which builds on many lessons learned by practitioners 

about ISD, for example, the importance of human and social factors (Cao, Mohan, Peng and Ramesh, 2009; Dybå and 

Dingsøyr, 2008; Vidgen and Wang, 2009). Research-based definitions of agile ISD emphasize that agile methods enable the 

capability to react, embrace, and learn from change that is induced, for example, by changing customer requirements 

(Conboy, 2009). 

Many practice reports indicate the success of agile ISD (Erickson, Lyytinen and Keng, 2005; Lee and Xia, 2010). However, 

research lacks behind practice because empirical evidence of agile ISD success is inconclusive and contradictory (Iivari and 

Iivari, 2011). One reason for this is that the underlying theoretical foundations of agile ISD are not well understood, which 

has been coined as the “missing theoretical glue” (Conboy, 2009, p. 330). For this reason, researchers call for more theory-

based approaches in studies on agile ISD (Dingsøyr, Nerur, Balijepally and Moe, 2012). 

In this paper, we argue that communication is one of the constituting factors of agile methods, enabling ISD success. Our 

conjecture is based on the critical role of communication for agile ISD, which is mentioned by practitioner literature (Beck et 

al., 2001) as well as by previous exploratory studies (Sarker, Munson, Sarker and Chakraborty, 2009; Sarker and Sarker, 

2009; Wang, Conboy and Pikkarainen, 2012). In consequence, we focus on the following research question: “What is the 

impact of agile ISD practices on the communication mechanisms of ISD project teams and, in turn, on the development 

outcome?” Specifically, we develop a research model and propose that specific, communication-related agile practices have a 

positive effect on the communication behavior in agile ISD teams, which in turn positively affects ISD success. 

We present the results of a pilot study in a medium-sized software development company. We carry out a confirmatory factor 

analysis that is based on 21 returned questionnaires collected from project team members in order to gain first indications on 

construct validity. Due to the small sample size, we only investigate the measurement model and not the structural model, so 

this paper is an important first step towards answering our research question by providing validated measurement 

instruments. 

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. We first discuss related work on agile ISD and communication. Next, we 

present our research model. This is followed by the evaluation of the pilot test, including descriptions of the setting, the 
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measurement scales, as well as the statistical results. Finally, we highlight the implications of our results and give an outlook 

on future research based on this work. 

RELATED WORK 

Although the importance of communication in agile ISD is widely recognized in research as well as in practice (Beck et al., 

2001; Korkala, Abrahamsson and Kyllonen, 2006; Melnik and Maurer, 2004), empirical investigations are scarce 

(Pikkarainen, Haikara, Salo, Abrahamsson and Still, 2008). Furthermore, existing studies provide contradictory results. For 

example, some studies find that communication is not contributing to agile ISD success (e.g., Abbas, Gravell and Wills, 

2010; Misra, Kumar and Kumar, 2009), whereas the majority of studies emphasize that communication is one of the key 

success factors (e.g., Koskela and Abrahamsson, 2004; Mishra and Mishra, 2009). 

Many previous works have focused on the effects of communication stemming from differences in team distribution or team 

size. For example, agile ISD methods were originally proposed for small, co-located teams that are able to communicate 

efficiently due to high physical proximity (Beck, 1999; Mishra, Mishra and Ostrovska, 2012). If the team is distributed across 

several time zones and countries, communication tools such as videoconferencing and instant messaging have to be 

employed in order to ensure frequent communication among team members (Paasivaara, Durasiewicz and Lassenius, 2009). 

More formal communication such as documentation is also playing a more important role in distributed and large contexts 

(Hansson, Dittrich, Gustafsson and Zarnak, 2006), although relying extensively on formal documentation is contradictory to 

the concept of agility (Beck et al., 2001). 

Furthermore, most of these findings are based on exploratory studies, whereas confirmatory studies are in the minority (e.g., 

Nevo and Chengalur-Smith (2011) who find that there is a positive effect of agile methods on communication convergence 

and on virtual team performance). 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

The common reasoning line of our research model is provided by the Unified Model of ISD Success (Siau, Long and Ling, 

2010) that includes several individual, team, and organizational factors that affect the ISD process. For agile ISD, important 

input factors that influence the ISD process and ISD success are “team distribution”, “team size”, and “project domain” 

(Ågerfalk, Fitzgerald and Slaughter, 2009). We therefore consider these factors as control variables. More importantly for our 

study, the employed ISD methodology also affects the ISD process, which is in our context agile ISD. The output of the 

process is ISD success. In previous research, the ISD process itself is often neglected, which is summarized as the “black 

box” (Siau et al., 2010, p. 92) of the ISD process. Figure 1 summarizes the previous discussion and presents our conceptual 

model. 

Input ISD Process

Methodology

Control Variables

Output

ISD Success

Agile ISD 

Methods

 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model (adapted from Siau et al., 2010) 

Specifically, we aim to uncover the black box of the ISD process by focusing on the communication mechanisms of project 

teams employing agile ISD methods. For doing this, we deliberately focus on a subset of agile practices that have been found 

to have a strong impact on communication, collaboration, and interaction among team members (Maruping, Venkatesh and 

Agarwal, 2009; So and Scholl, 2009; Wang et al., 2012). We differentiate those practices from more technical agile practices 

such as refactoring that are not directly connected to the communication mechanisms of agile ISD teams. Consequently, what 

we call social agile practices are a subset of agile practices, which are connected to interactions, collaboration, cooperation, 

and communication of team members. Table 1 presents a short description of these five social agile practices. 
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Social Agile Practice Description 

Co-Located Office Space / 

On-Site Customer 

Close proximity of the team members and the customer entails positive effects on the 

collaboration among team members (Cao et al., 2009; Dorairaj, Noble and Malik, 2012). 

Daily Scrum Team members meet up every day for 15 minutes in order to talk about the current status of 

the project (Schwaber and Beedle, 2002). Communication is the glue that links all the team 

members together (Moe, Dingsøyr and Dybå, 2010; Ramesh, Cao and Baskerville, 2010). 

Pair Programming Programming in pairs promotes social interactions because it forces the developers to talk 

about the current tasks (Beck, 1999; Pedrycz, Russo and Succi, 2011). 

Sprint Planning During sprint planning meetings, the team and the customer(s) decide which user stories will 

be implemented in the next sprint (Schwaber and Beedle, 2002). 

Sprint Review / 

Retrospective 

Sprint reviews / retrospectives are used to talk about the results and lessons learned of the last 

sprint (Schwaber and Beedle, 2002). 

Table 1. Social Agile Practices 

The importance of communication for agile ISD has been widely recognized (Beck et al., 2001; Pikkarainen et al., 2008), 

which is supported by qualitative findings that show a positive effect of agile practices on communication within the 

development team (McHugh, Conboy and Lang, 2011; Wang et al., 2012). Based on those insights, we propose that there is a 

positive impact of social agile practices on communication informality, which is characterized by spontaneous, unstructured 

communication media, preferable face-to-face conversations (Katz and Kahn, 1978; Kock, 2004; Smith, Smith, Olian, Sims, 

O'Bannon et al., 1994). We also expect that the employment of social agile practices changes both the way people 

communicate as well as the amount of communication among team members, that is, communication frequency (Katz and 

Kahn, 1978; Smith et al., 1994). 

The central proposition of Media Naturalness Theory (Kock, 2004) is that informal face-to-face communication is the most 

efficient form of communication because more or less transmitted information increases the cognitive effort for developing 

mutual understanding. The Cognitive-affective Model of Organizational Communication (Te'eni, 2001) also refers to mutual 

understanding as an essential part of the communication impact. Mutual understanding is defined as “the degree of cognitive 

overlap and commonality in beliefs, expectations, and perceptions about a given target” (Cohen and Gibson, 2003, p. 8). In 

consequence, we expect that communication frequency as well as communication informality have a positive impact on 

mutual understanding among the team members. In addition, we include the relationships of the team members in our model 

because relationships are the second important component (the affective part) of the communication impact (Te'eni, 2001). 

Three essential characteristics constitute good relationships (Guinan, Cooprider and Faraj, 1998): (1) team members share 

positive feelings for each other, (2) there is a sense of loyalty and responsibility, and (3) there is a common goal. Following 

this, we propose that communication informality and communication frequency positively impact on the relationships of 

team members. We also expect that relationships are positively influenced by mutual understanding, because having a 

cognitive overlap with team members eases the establishment of good relationships (Garrod and Doherty, 1994). 

We conceptualize ISD success in terms of process performance (Wallace, Keil and Rai, 2004) and user satisfaction 

(Bhattacherjee, 2001). We expect that good relationships have a positive impact on ISD success, as already indicated by 

earlier studies (Guinan et al., 1998; Iivari and Iivari, 2011). The same proposition holds for mutual understanding because a 

cognitive overlap within the team as well as with the customer is expected to contribute towards ISD success. 
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Figure 2 presents the derived research model. 
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Figure 2. Research Model 

RESEARCH METHOD 

We conducted a pilot test in order to obtain first indications of construct validity for our measurement items before testing the 

survey in larger contexts (e.g., a cross-sectional study or a cohort study with multiple teams). The setting for our pilot test is a 

medium-sized software development company that uses Scrum. The company mainly develops an e-mail and collaboration 

software suite for enterprise customers. We focus on two project groups that are working at different locations. Members 

from different teams in both groups participated in the pilot test, including developers, product owners, and Scrum masters. 

Since product owners and customer representatives are actively involved in the development process, customer satisfaction 

may also be judged by all team members including developers. The questionnaire was anonymous and distributed to all 

members of both groups using an online survey. In total, 23 complete questionnaires were returned.  

Measurement 

We conducted a content validity assessment in order to generate the items for our constructs (Moore and Benbasat, 1991; 

O'Leary-Kelly and Vokurka, 1998). All our items are based on existing scales, except for the construct “social agile 

practices”. Following established guidelines (Jarvis, Mackenzie, Podsakoff, Mick and Bearden, 2003; Petter, Straub and Rai, 

2007), we concluded that this construct should be measured with a formative scale because the different agile practices 

comprise the construct. Table 2 presents the scales. 

Construct Item References 

Social agile 

practices  

(formative) 

SAP1 We followed the agile practice “Daily Stand-Up Meetings” by meeting up every 

day. 

Newly  

developed 

SAP2 We followed the agile practice “Co-Located Office Space” by locating team 

members close-by. 

SAP3 We followed the agile practice “Iteration Planning Meetings” by meeting up at 

the beginning of an iteration for deciding which requirements will be 

implemented within the iteration. 

SAP4 We followed the agile practice “Pair Programming” by doing our software 

development using pairs of developers. 

SAP5 We followed the agile practice “Sprint Review / Retrospective Meetings” by 

meeting up at the end of an iteration for discussing the results of the last 

iteration and lessons learned. 

Communication 

informality 

(reflective) 

CIF1 Team meetings tended to be very informal in nature. Smith et al. 

(1994), Kock 

(2004), Te’eni 

(2001) 

CIF2 Meetings between team members were very informal. 

CIF3 Communication between team members was always face-to-face. 
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Communication 

frequency 

(formative) 

CF1 The frequency of formal face-to-face meetings between you and other team 

members in your last project. 

Smith et al. 

(1994), Katz 

& Kahn 

(1978), Te’eni 

(2001) 

CF2 The frequency of informal face-to-face meetings between you and other team 

members in your last project. 

CF3 The frequency of formal written communication between you and other team 

members in your last project. 

CF4 The frequency of informal written communication; personal notes, etc., between 

you and other team members in your last project. 

CF5 The frequency of telephone conversations between you and other team members 

in your last project. 

CF6 The frequency of e-mail conversations between you and other team members 

during the last project that you were involved. 

Mutual 

understanding  

(reflective) 

MU1 My opinions were clear to other team members. Biocca et al. 

(2001), Kock 

(2004), Cohen 

& Gibson 

(2003) 

MU2 The opinions of other team members were clear to me. 

MU3 My thoughts were clear to other team members. 

MU4 The other team members’ thoughts were clear to me. 

MU5 Other team members understood what I meant. 

MU6 I understood what other team members meant. 

Relationships  

(reflective) 

R1 I had friendly relations with the other team members. Guinan et al. 

(1998), Te’eni 

(2001) 
R2 The other team members often got on my nerves. 

R3 I was often disappointed with other team members. 

ISD success  

(reflective) 

IS1 Our last project was completed within budget. Wallace et al. 

(2004), Lee & 

Xia (2010),   

Bhattacherjee 

(2001) 

IS2 Our last project was completed within schedule. 

IS3 How did the customers feel about the software that the team had developed? 

Very dissatisfied…Very satisfied. 

IS4 How did the customers feel about the software that the team had developed? 

Very displeased…Very pleased. 

IS5 How did the customers feel about the software that the team had developed? 

Very frustrated…Very contented. 

IS6 How did the customers feel about the software that the team had developed? 

Absolutely terrible...Absolutely delighted. 

Table 2. Measurement Scales 

All items refer to the last project that the participant was involved in. Most scales are based on 7-point Likert scales and the 

scale labels are typically ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”, except the scales for “communication 

frequency” and “ISD success”. The items for “communication frequency” are open-ended, whereas the items IS3-6 for “ISD 

success” are based on semantic differential scales (cf. Table 2).  

Results 

We evaluated construct validity of the reflective constructs by conducting a confirmatory factor analysis using PLS (cf. Table 

3). The accepted threshold for the item loadings is 0.7 (Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2011). The results show that most items are 

well above this threshold. Only two items (CIF3 and R2) are below the 0.7 threshold. The reliability of the scales, indicated 

by Cronbach’s alpha, show good values because all values are higher than the recommended threshold of 0.7 (Gefen, Straub 

and Boudreau, 2000; Straub, Boudreau and Gefen, 2004), except “relationships”. A value of 0.55 indicates weak reliability. 

Finally, all reflective constructs show acceptable values for composite reliability (> 0.7) and average variance extracted (> 

0.5) (Hair et al., 2011). 
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Construct Item 
Standardized 

Loading 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

Communication 

Informality 

CIF1 0.92 

0.71 0.82 0.62 CIF2 0.86 

CIF3 0.53 

Mutual 

Understanding 

MU1 0.85 

0.94 0.95 0.77 

MU2 0.85 

MU3 0.93 

MU4 0.85 

MU5 0.90 

MU6 0.90 

Relationships 

R1 0.82 

0.55 0.76 0.52 R2 0.58 

R3 0.75 

ISD Success 

IS1 0.80 

0.95 0.96 0.80 

IS2 0.81 

IS3 0.92 

IS4 0.93 

IS5 0.95 

IS6 0.93 

Table 3. Item Loadings and Reliability of Reflective Scales 

Table 4 illustrates the loadings and cross-loadings of the items of the reflective constructs. In terms of the cross-loadings, 

established guidelines suggest that the item load should be considerably higher than any cross-loading (Gefen et al., 2000; 

Hair et al., 2011), which is supported in our results. 

Construct Item 1 2 3 4 

1. Communication 

Informality 

CIF1 0.92 0.06 -0.06 0.15 

CIF2 0.86 0.11 -0.02 0.01 

CIF3 0.53 0.27 0.05 0.30 

2. Mutual 

Understanding 

MU1 -0.12 0.85 0.34 0.39 

MU2 -0.08 0.85 0.26 0.37 

MU3 0.16 0.93 0.35 0.61 

MU4 0.15 0.85 0.41 0.65 

MU5 0.32 0.90 0.23 0.50 

MU6 0.15 0.90 0.19 0.51 

3. Relationships 

R1 0.08 0.47 0.82 0.47 

R2 -0.12 -0.03 0.58 0.41 

R3 -0.08 0.20 0.75 0.55 

4. ISD Success 

IS1 0.26 0.62 0.48 0.80 

IS2 0.28 0.68 0.44 0.81 

IS3 0.12 0.40 0.66 0.92 

IS4 -0.01 0.47 0.62 0.93 

IS5 0.01 0.53 0.62 0.95 

IS6 0.07 0.47 0.68 0.93 

Table 4. Loadings and Cross-Loadings of Reflective Items 
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For the formative constructs, we checked the variance inflation factors (VIF) (cf. Table 5). Established guidelines suggest 

that the VIF values should be below 3.3 in order to ensure that the formative items are not correlated (Diamantopoulos and 

Siguaw, 2006; Petter et al., 2007). The values of all formative items are well below this threshold. We did not evaluate the 

weights due to the low sample size of the pilot test. 

Construct Items VIF 

Social Agile Practices 

SAP1 1.530 

SAP2 1.134 

SAP3 1.029 

SAP4 1.136 

SAP5 1.550 

Communication 

Frequency 

CF1 2.122 

CF2 2.415 

CF3 2.261 

CF4 2.197 

CF5 1.139 

CF6 1.535 

Table 5. Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) of Formative Scales 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

We developed a theoretically grounded research model that opens up the “black box” of the ISD process. We conducted a 

content validity assessment in order to develop measurement scales and obtained first indications of construct validity by 

carrying out a pilot test in a medium-sized software development company. The confirmatory factor analysis revealed that the 

reflective constructs “mutual understanding” as well as “ISD success” load appropriately, whereas the items for the 

“communication informality” and “relationships” construct have to be revised due to partially weak loadings. In terms of the 

formative constructs, the VIF values show that there is no correlation among the items, which is desirable for formative 

constructs (Petter et al., 2007). 

Due to the small sample size and the previously discussed problems with the measurement model, we did not conduct a 

regression analysis of the relationships among the constructs. This entails that we are not able to answer our research question 

in this pilot study. The main contribution of this paper is the analysis of the measurement scales. In our future research, we 

will finalize the measurement model by revising the two scales that showed weak loadings. We will conduct an in depth 

literature search in order to find existing scales that may be employed for improving the measurement model in our setting. 

During the literature search, we will also look for additional mediators and moderators of communication and ISD success. In 

addition, we will check whether constructs such as social agile practices or ISD success should be modeled as 

multidimensional constructs. After fully establishing content and construct validity, we will conduct a large-scale survey in 

order to ensure nomological validity, in other words, hypothesis testing (O'Leary-Kelly and Vokurka, 1998). The results will 

help both researchers and practitioners to understand the underlying mechanisms of agile ISD methods. 

Again, we would like to stress the fact that the analysis of this study is based on a very small sample size. This means that our 

results are only indications of construct validity. To fully establish construct validity as well as nomological validity, we need 

a larger sample size and more controls (e.g., a cohort study). A sample size of at least 60 individuals is needed for testing our 

measurement model (Chin, 1998). Nevertheless, by conducting a pilot study, we have taken important steps towards 

establishing construct validity and providing first insights on a possible explanation for the success of agile ISD. 

REFERENCES 

1. Abbas, N., Gravell, A. M., and Wills, G. B. (2010) Using Factor Analysis to Generate Clusters of Agile Practices (A 

Guide for Agile Process Improvement), in Sallyann Freudenberg and Joseph Chao (Eds.) AGILE 2010, August 9-13, 

Orlando, FL, USA, IEEE, 11-20. 

2. Ågerfalk, P. J., Fitzgerald, B., and Slaughter, S. A. (2009) Flexible and Distributed Information Systems Development: 

State of the Art and Research Challenges, Information Systems Research, 20, 3, 317-328. 

3. Beck, K. (1999) Extreme Programming Explained: Embrace Change, Addison-Wesley, Boston, MA, USA. 



Hummel et al.  A Pilot Test on Agile ISD and Communication 

Proceedings of the Nineteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Chicago, Illinois, August 15-17, 2013. 8 

4. Beck, K., Beedle, M., van Bennekum, A., Cockburn, A., Cunningham, W., Fowler, M., Grenning, J., Highsmith, J., 

Hunt, A., Jeffries, R., Kern, J., Marick, B., Martin, R. C., Mellor, S., Schwaber, K., Sutherland, J., and Thomas, D. 

(2001) Agile Manifesto,  Retrieved 28th of March, 2013, from http://www.agilemanifesto.org/ 

5. Bhattacherjee, A. (2001) Understanding Information Systems Continuance: An Expectation-Confirmation Model, MIS 

Quarterly, 25, 3, 351-370. 

6. Biocca, F., Harms, C., and Gregg, J. (2001) The Networked Minds Measure of Social Presence: Pilot Test of the Factor 

Structure and Concurrent Validity, from http://www.soc.napier.ac.uk/~cs181/Modules/CM/Biocca.pdf 

7. Cao, L., Mohan, K., Peng, X., and Ramesh, B. (2009) A framework for adapting agile development methodologies, 

European Journal of Information Systems, 18, 4, 332-343. 

8. Chin, W. W. (1998) The partial least squares approach for structural equation modeling, in George A. Marcoulides (Ed.) 

Modern methods for business research, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers, Mahwah, NJ, USA, 295-336. 

9. Cohen, S. G., and Gibson, C. B. (2003) In the Beginning: Introduction and Framework, in Cristina B. Gibson and Susan 

G. Cohen (Eds.) Virtual teams that work: creating conditions for virtual team effectiveness, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, 

CA, USA, 1-14. 

10. Conboy, K. (2009) Agility from First Principles: Reconstructing the Concept of Agility in Information Systems 

Development, Information Systems Research, 20, 3, 329-354. 

11. Diamantopoulos, A., and Siguaw, J. A. (2006) Formative Versus Reflective Indicators in Organizational Measure 

Development: A Comparison and Empirical Illustration, British Journal of Management, 17, 4, 263-282. 

12. Dingsøyr, T., Nerur, S., Balijepally, V., and Moe, N. B. (2012) A decade of agile methodologies: Towards explaining 

agile software development, Journal of Systems and Software, 85, 6, 1213-1221. 

13. Dorairaj, S., Noble, J., and Malik, P. (2012) Knowledge Management in Distributed Agile Software Development, in 

AGILE 2012, Dallas, TX, USA, IEEE, 64-73. 

14. Dybå, T., and Dingsøyr, T. (2008) Empirical studies of agile software development: A systematic review, Information 

and Software Technology, 50, 9-10, 833-859. 

15. Erickson, J., Lyytinen, K., and Keng, S. (2005) Agile Modeling, Agile Software Development, and Extreme 

Programming: The State of Research, Journal of Database Management, 16, 4, 88-100. 

16. Garrod, S., and Doherty, G. (1994) Conversation, co-ordination and convention: An empirical investigation of how 

groups establish linguistic conventions, Cognition, 53,  181-215. 

17. Gefen, D., Straub, D., and Boudreau, M. (2000) Structural equation modeling and regression: Guidelines for research 

practice, Communications of the AIS, 1, 7, 1-78. 

18. Guinan, P. J., Cooprider, J. G., and Faraj, S. (1998) Enabling Software Development Team Performance During 

Requirements Definition: A Behavioral versus Technical Approach, Information Systems Research, 9, 2, 101-125. 

19. Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., and Sarstedt, M. (2011) PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet, The Journal of Marketing Theory 

and Practice, 19, 2, 139-152. 

20. Hansson, C., Dittrich, Y., Gustafsson, B., and Zarnak, S. (2006) How agile are industrial software development 

practices?, Journal of Systems and Software, 79, 9, 1295-1311. 

21. Iivari, J., and Iivari, N. (2011) The relationship between organizational culture and the deployment of agile methods, 

Information & Software Technology, 53, 5, 509-520. 

22. Jarvis, C. B., Mackenzie, S. B., Podsakoff, P. M., Mick, D. G., and Bearden, W. O. (2003) A Critical Review of 

Construct Indicators and Measurement Model Misspecification in Marketing and Consumer Research, Journal of 

Consumer Research, 30, 2, 199-218. 

23. Katz, D., and Kahn, R. L. (1978) The social psychology of organizations, 2nd ed, Wiley, New York, NY, USA. 

24. Kock, N. (2004) The Psychobiological Model: Towards a New Theory of Computer-Mediated Communication Based 

on Darwinian Evolution, Organization Science, 15, 3, 327-348. 

25. Korkala, M., Abrahamsson, P., and Kyllonen, P. (2006) A Case Study on the Impact of Customer Communication on 

Defects in Agile Software Development, in Joseph Chao, Mike Cohn, Frank Maurer, Helen Sharp and James Shore 

(Eds.) AGILE 2006, July 23-28, Minneapolis, MN, USA, IEEE, 76-88. 

http://www.agilemanifesto.org/
http://www.soc.napier.ac.uk/~cs181/Modules/CM/Biocca.pdf


Hummel et al.  A Pilot Test on Agile ISD and Communication 

Proceedings of the Nineteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Chicago, Illinois, August 15-17, 2013. 9 

26. Koskela, J., and Abrahamsson, P. (2004) On-Site Customer in an XP Project: Empirical Results from a Case Study, in 

Torgeir Dingsøyr (Ed.) Software Process Improvement, Springer, Berlin Heidelberg, 1-11. 

27. Lee, G., and Xia, W. (2010) Toward Agile: An Integrated Analysis of Quantitative and Qualitative Field Data, MIS 

Quarterly, 34, 1, 87-114. 

28. Maruping, L. M., Venkatesh, V., and Agarwal, R. (2009) A Control Theory Perspective on Agile Methodology Use and 

Changing User Requirements, Information Systems Research, 20, 3, 377-399. 

29. McHugh, O., Conboy, K., and Lang, M. (2011) Using Agile Practices to Influence Motivation within IT Project Teams, 

Scandinavian Journal of Information Systems, 23, 2. 

30. Melnik, G., and Maurer, F. (2004) Direct Verbal Communication as a Catalyst of Agile Knowledge Sharing, in AGILE 

2004, Los Alamitos, CA, USA, IEEE, 21-31. 

31. Mishra, D., and Mishra, A. (2009) Effective communication, collaboration, and coordination in eXtreme Programming: 

Human-centric perspective in a small organization, Human Factors and Ergonomics in Manufacturing & Service 

Industries, 19, 5, 438-456. 

32. Mishra, D., Mishra, A., and Ostrovska, S. (2012) Impact of physical ambiance on communication, collaboration and 

coordination in agile software development: An empirical evaluation, Information and Software Technology, 54, 10, 

1067-1078. 

33. Misra, S. C., Kumar, V., and Kumar, U. (2009) Identifying some important success factors in adopting agile software 

development practices, Journal of Systems and Software, 82, 11, 1869-1890. 

34. Moe, N. B., Dingsøyr, T., and Dybå, T. (2010) A teamwork model for understanding an agile team: A case study of a 

Scrum project, Information & Software Technology, 52, 5, 480-491. 

35. Moore, G. C., and Benbasat, I. (1991) Development of an Instrument to Measure the Perceptions of Adopting an 

Information Technology Innovation, Information Systems Research, 2, 3, 192-222. 

36. Nevo, S., and Chengalur-Smith, I. (2011) Enhancing the Performance of Software Development Virtual Teams through 

the Use of Agile Methods: A Pilot Study, in Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, January 4-7, IEEE, 

1-10. 

37. O'Leary-Kelly, S. W., and Vokurka, R. J. (1998) The empirical assessment of construct validity, Journal of Operations 

Management, 16, 4, 387-405. 

38. Paasivaara, M., Durasiewicz, S., and Lassenius, C. (2009) Using Scrum in Distributed Agile Development: A Multiple 

Case Study, in International Conference on Global Software Engineering, July 13-16, IEEE, 195-204. 

39. Pedrycz, W., Russo, B., and Succi, G. (2011) A model of job satisfaction for collaborative development processes, 

Journal of Systems and Software, 84, 5, 739-752. 

40. Petter, S., Straub, D., and Rai, A. (2007) SPECIFYING FORMATIVE CONSTRUCTS IN INFORMATION 

SYSTEMS RESEARCH, MIS Quarterly, 31, 4, 623-656. 

41. Pikkarainen, M., Haikara, J., Salo, O., Abrahamsson, P., and Still, J. (2008) The impact of agile practices on 

communication in software development, Empirical Software Engineering, 13, 3, 303-337. 

42. Ramesh, B., Cao, L., and Baskerville, R. (2010) Agile requirements engineering practices and challenges: an empirical 

study, Information Systems Journal, 20,  449-480. 

43. Sarker, S., Munson, C. L., Sarker, S., and Chakraborty, S. (2009) Assessing the relative contribution of the facets of 

agility to distributed systems development success: an Analytic Hierarchy Process approach, European Journal of 

Information Systems, 18, 4, 285-299. 

44. Sarker, S., and Sarker, S. (2009) Exploring Agility in Distributed Information Systems Development Teams: An 

Interpretive Study in an Offshoring Context, Information Systems Research, 20, 3, 440-461. 

45. Schwaber, K., and Beedle, M. (2002) Agile Software Development with Scrum, Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle River, NJ, 

USA. 

46. Siau, K., Long, Y., and Ling, M. (2010) Toward a Unified Model of Information Systems Development Success, 

Journal of Database Management, 21, 1, 80-101. 

47. Smith, K. G., Smith, K. A., Olian, J. D., Sims, H. P., Jr., O'Bannon, D. P., and Scully, J. A. (1994) Top Management 

Team Demography and Process: The Role of Social Integration and Communication, Administrative Science Quarterly, 

39, 3, 412-438. 



Hummel et al.  A Pilot Test on Agile ISD and Communication 

Proceedings of the Nineteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Chicago, Illinois, August 15-17, 2013. 10 

48. So, C., and Scholl, W. (2009) Perceptive Agile Measurement: New Instruments for Quantitative Studies in the Pursuit 

of the Social-Psychological Effect of Agile Practices, in Pekka Abrahamsson, Michele Marchesi and Frank Maurer 

(Eds.) Agile Processes in Software Engineering and Extreme Programming, XP 2009, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 83-

93. 

49. Straub, D., Boudreau, M. C., and Gefen, D. (2004) Validation guidelines for IS positivist research, Communications of 

the Association for Information Systems, 13, 24, 380-427. 

50. Te'eni, D. (2001) Review: A Cognitive-Affective Model of Organizational Communication for Designing IT, MIS 

Quarterly, 25, 2, 251-312. 

51. Vidgen, R., and Wang, X. (2009) Coevolving Systems and the Organization of Agile Software Development, 

Information Systems Research, 20, 3, 355-376. 

52. Wallace, L., Keil, M., and Rai, A. (2004) Understanding software project risk: a cluster analysis, Information & 

Management, 42, 1, 115-125. 

53. Wang, X., Conboy, K., and Pikkarainen, M. (2012) Assimilation of agile practices in use, Information Systems Journal, 

22, 6, 435-455. 

 

 

 


