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A Study on the Values and Practices of the Extreme
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Abstract

The choice of appropriate methodologies has always been a challenge. It is time to find obstacles when
Extreme programming(XP) is adopted. In this paper, we invest status of adoption of XP methodology
which is more popularized. We survey how the Values and the Practices of XP can be adopted to developer
in terms of the usefulness and the easy of use of XP. As a result, it is regarded as a successful one in
improving quality and timeliness through software development process. The Values and Practices, a basis
of XP philosophy and its adoption, could be easily accomplished, but other elements - communication,
feedback, collective ownership, pair programming, simple design and customer participation - which do
not depend on technology could not be accomplished easily. To introduce XP easily in the creative and
labor intensive software development fields, the managers and the educators have to make efforts to apply
these Values and Practices based on humane characteristics as well as technical elements.
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Table 1 Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test of XP Experience

Category |Observed Pro-lp;f)sr:ion Expected Cocnr:irig:tlijc;?eto
ok 19 0.25 20.5 0.1098
=l 45 0.25 20.5 29.2805
7|et 5 0.25 20.5 11.7195
A 13 0.25 20.5 2.7439

N DF Chi-Square P-Value
82 3 43.8537 0.000
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Table 2 Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Test of XP Application

Scale
Test Contribution
Category |Observed Proportion Expected . to
Chi-Square
ZISE 53 0.17 335 11.3507
TR /B 28 0.17 335 0.9030
Erz/HREA 31 0.17 335 0.1866
A2 50 0.17 33.5 8.1269
AT /R 26 0.17 33.5 1.6791
2ETE 13 0.17 335 12.5448
N DF Chi-Square P-Value
201 5 34.791 0.000
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Table 3 Principal Component Factor Analysis of XP

Values
coro vl | s |y
MIS 0.474 0.884
=4 0.857 0.847
HEH 0.647 0.881
e 0.831 0.675
Variance : 6.1454

% Var : 0.768
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Table 4 Principal Component Factor Analysis of XP

Practices
Practices Communality of
usefulness

Collective Ownership 0.739
Coding Standards 0.801
Continuous Integration 0.758
On-site Customer 0.778
Metaphor 0.830
Pair Programming 0.807
Planning Game 0.905
Refactoring 0.782

Practices Communality of
usefulness
Simple Design 0.724
Small Release 0.871
Sustained Pace 0.837
Testing 0.763
Variance : 9.5953

% Var : 0.800
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