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DEAR READER,

You've probably noticed right away.
Something is different.

Welcome to the relaunch of our magazine!

We've been working hard behind the
scenes over the past few weeks. We have
a fresh, new layout. But that's not all. The
magazine is now published in English and
French in addition to German. That's why
SQ-Magazin is becoming SQmag. This
gives us the opportunity to pool our ener-
gy and further develop the magazine un-
der the umbrella of the Alliance for Qual-
ification (A4Q), expand our reach, and
maintain our proven quality. I'm delight-
ed to be able to present this change to
you today for the first time.

And that brings us right to the topic of
this issue: agility. Twenty-five years ago,
software developers in a ski resort in
Utah wrote down something that has
shaped our industry ever since: the Agile
Manifesto. Four values, twelve principles.
Since then, it has been celebrated, de-
monized, misunderstood, certified, and
rediscovered time and again. What re-
mains is the actually simple question: Do
we truly live by agility, or does it merely
serve as a fig leaf?

In 2026, this question takes on new ur-
gency: artificial intelligence, Europe-
an regulation, growing security require-
ments, and agentic systems that test,
plan, and write code on their own. The
environment for agile teams has shift-
ed so fundamentally in such a short time
that some of the principles from 2001
sound very different today than they did
back then. Some have proven more sta-
ble than expected. Others are no longer
sufficient. And the topic of quality, which
remained rather implicit in the Manifes-
to, is today the subject of the loudest de-
bates. And rightly so.

This issue uses the anniversary as an op-

portunity to take stock. Not a nostalgic
look back, but a practical examination.
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Andreas Neumeister and Marcus Sahl go
where agility comes under pressure: into
the day-to-day reality of DevOps. Speed
and quality are not a natural pair, and
the two show how teams manage this in
practice. Anyone who harbored the illu-
sion that fast deployment cycles guaran-
tee good software will find a sobering re-
ality check here.

Willem Keesman takes one of the man-
ifesto’s core promises literally — “Re-
sponding to change over following a
plan” - and applies it to his own career.
At a time when Al-driven test automation
is redefining entire job roles, the ability to
adapt is no longer just a soft skill formal-
ity, but a prerequisite. Lilia Gargouri ex-
amines what agentic coding does to the
software development lifecycle. Faster
code does not automatically mean bet-
ter software. What this means for quality
assurance when the first commit already
comes from an agent is a question we are
only beginning to answer.

Tihana Horvat Milkovic and Valentina Bi-
ankini share how a team found its way
to exploratory testing - through exper-
imentation, setbacks, and real-world
learning experiences. It is precisely this
kind of honest, hands-on account that
is often missing from the technical liter-
ature. It serves as a reminder that agili-
ty happens within the team, not within
frameworks.

In the tech sector, 25 years is an eternity.
It is no coincidence that the Agile Mani-
festo still serves as a point of reference.
It describes not a method, but an atti-
tude. And attitudes have a longer half-
life than tools. The question is wheth-
er we are willing to live by this attitude
even when it becomes uncomfortable.
This issue provides compelling argu-
ments for doing so.

I'hope you find this an inspiring read and
that it provides valuable insights for your
daily work.

EDITORIAL

© Karoline Wolf

Warm regards,

(el

Erika Goericke

What is your opinion or experience?
Please share your thoughts with me!

Ilook forward to

hearing from you and having
a stimulating exchange

on a wide range of topics.

erika.goericke@isqi.org
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THE NEW SDLC IN THE AGE
OF AGENTIC CODING

by Lilia Gargouri

Why professional software
development for enterprise,
regulated, and critical systems
must be rethought

Agentic Coding is no longer a future sce-
nario but operational reality in modern
development organisations. With agen-
tic engineering systems such as Anthrop-
ic Claude Code and comparable Artificial
Intelligence (AI) engineering platforms,
the software industry has reached a lev-
el of maturity at which substantial parts
of classical implementation work can be
massively accelerated. In professional
development environments, it is already
realistic today to produce the techni-
cal implementation scope of a tradition-
al two-week sprint within a few hours,
including significant portions of the asso-
ciated test artefacts.

In many organisations, this new speed
leads to a consequential misinterpreta-
tion: higher development speed does
not automatically mean higher software
quality. Experienced software engineers,
architects, and quality engineers know
that speed correlates neither with main-
tainability nor with scalability, robust-
ness, or long-term evolvability. On the
contrary: without structural adaptation
of the Software Development Lifecycle
(SDLC), Agentic Coding can not only ex-
pose quality problems but also massive-
ly amplify them.

Many organisations are already observ-
ing typical symptoms of this develop-
ment. Quality assurance is increasingly
perceived as a bottleneck, merge con-
flicts and integration problems are grow-
ing, architectural decisions drift apart
faster, technical debt grows despite high-
er development speed, and functional in-
consistencies are accumulating. The pre-
mature diagnosis is often that quality

assurance can no longer keep pace with
development speed. In reality, however,
the cause lies deeper: existing delivery,
governance, and quality processes are
not designed for the new speed of agen-
tic development.

Anyone who wants to use Agentic Cod-
ing professionally and sustainably must
therefore accept this: not only implemen-
tation is changing. The entire SDLC must
be rethought.

Agentic Coding transforms

the engineering model,

not justimplementation

A central misconception in the current
discussion is to reduce Agentic Coding
to mere code generation. Profession-
al Agentic Coding in an enterprise con-
text is neither “Vibe Coding” nor uncon-
trolled prompt-based code production.
Rather, it is a structured engineering
approach in which Al systems oper-
ate within deterministic, traceable, and
quality-assured engineering processes.

Professional Agentic Coding is char-
acterised by structured specification
chains, controlled context handovers,
quality-assured artefact production,
and systematic validation across all en-
gineering levels. As a result, the cen-
tral bottleneck in software development
shifts fundamentally: implementation
no longer dominates the time and cost
structure. The quality of upstream engi-
neering does.

The central question in the future will
no longer be how quickly code can be
generated, but how it can be ensured
that machine-generated artefacts re-
main functionally correct, architectural-
ly compliant, maintainable, and evolva-
ble in the long term.

Why classical agile delivery
models reach their limits
under Agentic Coding

Many agile teams today effectively work
withanincremental interpretation of clas-
sical development models. Even in Scrum
or Kanban organisations, teams implicitly
run through recurring engineering phas-
es within a sprint: requirements analysis,
specification, architecture and design de-
cisions, implementation, reviews, as well
as verification and validation.

Reviews in particular represent an inde-
pendent engineering step, since they do
not primarily check functional correct-
ness but safeguard quality at higher lev-
els, for example regarding architectural
compliance, maintainability, security re-
quirements, comprehensibility, and tech-
nical standards.

With Agentic Coding it becomes apparent
that these phases must in future be mod-
elled more explicitly, more formally, and
in a quality-controlled manner. As soon
as implementation loses significant ef-
fort, the decisive quality lever shifts en-
tirely to the upstream phases of specifica-
tion, architecture, and validation.

Against this background, a model long re-
garded as heavyweight gains surprising
new relevance: the V-model.

Why the V-model regains
relevance in the agentic age
The classical V-model structures soft-
ware development in logically interlinked
specification and verification levels, from
business requirements through technical
specifications to implementation. Histor-
ically, it has often been criticised as bu-
reaucratic and not very agile. Under the
conditions of agentic development, how-
ever, a new perspective is emerging.

SQ.mag



Agentic systems deliver their best results
precisely when inputs are precise, con-
sistent, structured, and formalised. The
higher the quality and granularity of up-
stream specifications, the more deter-
ministic and high-quality the generated
result becomes. Thus the V-model does
not become a relic of past process worlds,
but rather a highly relevant structuring
foundation for agentic development: it
enables deterministic Al control, phase-
based Quality Gates, formalised context
handovers, measurable specification
quality, and reproducible development
processes.

Source code is nolonger a
sufficient Source of Truth

One of the most important insights of
agentic software development is that
source code alone can no longer be re-
garded as a sufficient knowledge base
for sustainable software development.
While human developers can compensate
for implicit context knowledge, experien-
tial knowledge, and organisation-specific
conventions, Al systems require explicitly
structured, consistent, and machine-pro-
cessable context artefacts.

These include, first of all, system land-
scape and context artefacts that describe
system boundaries, business domains,
integration partners, responsibilities,
and overarching system contexts. With-
out this information, an agentic system
can produce local optimisations without
correctly classifying systemic effects.

Equally indispensable are architecture ar-
tefacts that document architectural prin-
ciples, Architecture Decision Records
(ADRs), pattern guidelines, layering con-
cepts, quality attributes, and technical
constraints. They ensure that generat-
ed solutions remain not only functionally
correct but also architecturally consistent
and maintainable in the long term.

Interface artefacts such as Application
Programming Interface (API) specifica-
tions, event contracts, message schemas,
and consumer/provider agreements are
necessary so that Al systems correctly
understand integration boundaries and
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can extend interfaces consistently and in
a backwards-compatible manner.

Data artefacts describe domain models,
data flows, schemas, validation rules,
and ownership structures. They prevent
semantic inconsistencies, redundant
modelling, and faulty data processing.

Runtime and deployment artefacts fi-
nally document deployment models, in-
frastructure topologies, security con-
straints, runtime requirements, and
observability requirements. Without this
perspective, functionally correct but op-
erationally non-viable solutions arise.

These artefact classes are therefore no
longer supplementary documentation,
but rather essential control foundations
for professional agentic development.

The agentic V-model: quality
through Al-supported Quality
Gates

In the agentic SDLC, every phase of the
V-model becomes a quality-assured
handover point. As early as the business
requirements phase, raw requirements
are automatically checked for function-
al gaps, inconsistencies, contradictions,
terminology violations, unclear formula-
tions, and structural deficiencies. Only af-
ter iterative validation do requirements
pass the first Quality Gate.

Based on validated requirements and ex-
isting functional process documentation,
the agentic system then generates struc-
tured impact analyses, identifies affect-
ed processes, boundary conditions, risks,
and side effects, and from these derives
consistent business specifications. These
typically include use cases, user journeys,
Business Process Model and Notation
(BPMN) models, business rules, function-
al scenarios, as well as precisely formulat-
ed user stories and acceptance criteria.

A key feature of this model is early test
derivation: as early as the business lev-
el, acceptance test scenarios, test condi-
tions, and risk-based test cases are sys-
tematically derived from specifications.
Testability thus becomes a property of
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the specification, not a downstream ac-
tivity after implementation.

Traceability becomes

an operational control
mechanism

With increasing automation of the SDLC,
traceability evolves from a governance
and compliance requirement into a cen-
tral operational control mechanism for
agentic development. It forms the basis
for deterministic Al orchestration, pre-
cise impact analyses, controlled arte-
fact generation, and consistent change
propagation.

An agentically orchestrated SDLC re-
mains controllable only when continu-
ous, machine-processable traceability
relationships exist between all engineer-
ing artefacts. Only in this way does it re-
main comprehensible on which validated

CODE GENERATIgy

</> =

requirements  implementations  are
based, how technical decisions are func-
tionally justified, which testing activi-
ties are systematically derived, and how
changes are propagated consistently
across all artefacts.

Particularly in regulated or highly com-
plex enterprise domains, traceability is
therefore no longer optional documenta-
tion, but a fundamental prerequisite for
controllable and auditable agentic soft-
ware development.

When the SDLC is agentically
orchestrated, delivery shrinks
from weeks to hours

Once an agentic V-model has been ful-
ly operationalised organisationally and
technically, the lead time of clearly delin-
eated sprintincrements can be drastically
reduced. Activities that today are typically

ARCHITECTURE

distributed over days or weeks can be
condensed into a few hours.

An exemplary sequence:

* Business Requirement
& Business Specification:
30 minutes

+ System Requirement: 10 minutes

* Technical Requirement: 15 minutes

* Technical Specification: 10 minutes

» Component Specification: 10 minutes
* Implementation: 5 minutes

* Testing/Reporting/Evaluation:
30 minutes

Buffer for bug fixing/synchronisation
with the team/retrospective preparation:
10 minutes

Organisational consequences

for delivery models

With increasing agentisation, the optimal
cut of delivery units also changes. Work
packages must become smaller, more
precisely delineated, and more strongly
modularised. Otherwise, uncoordinated
parallel agentic code production signif-
icantly increases the risk of merge con-
flicts, architecture violations, integration
instability, and contradictory specifica-
tion interpretations.

Larger initiatives should therefore in-
creasingly be decomposed into clearly
defined module sprints with downstream
dedicated integration phases. Integra-
tion thus becomes again an explicit engi-
neering discipline rather than an implicit
sprint side effect.

The new professional profile:
the Al-Augmented Systems
Engineer

Agentic Coding fundamentally shifts the
value contribution within development
teams. The classical functional separation
between business analyst, developer,
tester, and architect is beginning to blur.

SQ.mag



Instead, a new target profile is emerging:
the AI-Augmented Systems Engineer.

Their value contribution lies not primar-
ily in manual implementation, but in the
ability to formulate high-quality specifi-
cations, evaluate architectural implica-
tions, validate machine-generated arte-
facts, orchestrate complex AI workflows,
and ensure systemic quality across the
entire SDLC.

This role profile combines competencies
from requirements engineering, soft-
ware architecture, quality engineering,
test design, systems thinking, and Al
orchestration.

Limits and prerequisites

of agentic development

Agentic Coding does not realize its ben-
efits solely through the introduction of
tools. Its potential is realised only where
a high level of maturity in engineering ar-
tefacts, disciplined architecture and doc-
umentation maintenance, standardised
delivery processes, suitable governance
mechanisms, and experienced steering
engineers are already in place.

Where these prerequisites are missing,
Agentic Coding does not compensate for
existing deficits. It scales them.

Conclusion

Agentic Coding is not merely an accelera-
tion of classical development, but a para-
digm shift for the entire field of software
engineering. Organisations that simply
place agentic development on top of ex-
isting delivery models will achieve high-
er output in the short term but, in the
medium term, will multiply quality, inte-
gration, and governance problems.

Organisations that, on the other hand,
consistently rethink their SDLC, establish
Quality Gates, and understand engineer-
ing as an orchestrated specification, val-
idation, and control process can for the
first time combine drastically higher de-
livery speed with consistent or even in-
creasing quality.

In the age of agentic development, sus-
tainable competitive advantage no
longer arises primarily from individual
implementation speed, but from the ma-
turity, controllability, and scalability of
the underlying engineering system.

“The competitive
advantage of tomorrow
is no longer development
speed. Itis engineering

quality.”
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The Author

Lilia Gargouri holds a degree in
computer science, is an experienced
software developer, and serves as
Head of Quality Assurance at mgm
technology partners. With deep ex-
pertise in test automation, a flair for
innovation, and strategic foresight,
she designs scalable, efficient QA pro-
cesses—even for complex and long-
lived enterprise software. As a mem-
ber of the German Testing Board,
she contributes her methodological

knowledge and practical experience
to the further development of inter-
national standards.




REINFORCED AGILITY:

RELEVANT NOW

EVEN MORE THAN EVER

by Michael Pilaeten

The last 25 years, teams adopting Agile approaches aimed for
faster delivery, closer stakeholder collaboration, and better
alignment with changing customer needs. Today, it no longer
represents an alternative approach: it is the default mode of
software development for most organizations. Agile methods
dominate product development in both start-ups and large en-
terprises, largely because they support rapid learning and con-
tinuous value delivery.

Yet, as Agile has matured, so too has the understanding that
speed or velocity alone is not the major competitive advantage.
Quality - defined not only as the absence of defects, but as fit-
ness for use, sustainability, and value realization - has surfaced
as a decisive factor. Agile teams achieve higher software quality
primarily when testing is integrated into everyday work, rather
than treated as a separate phase or role.

ISTQB & Agile

Against this backdrop, the release of the ISTQB® Certified Test-
er Advanced Level Agile Tester (CTAL-AT) Syllabus v2.0 is more
than a certification update. It is a reflection of how Agile testing
itself has evolved - from a set of practices to a mature profes-
sional discipline.

The success of agile links back to feedback frequency, cross-func-
tional collaboration, and early validation of assumptions.

Agile practices such as iterative development, continuous in-
tegration, and collaborative user story writing improve both
external quality (validation-oriented) and internal quality
(verification-oriented).

One of the agile cornerstones is whole-team approach to qual-
ity. Modern Agile teams distribute the responsibility for qual-
ity across developers, testers, product owners, and other
stakeholders.

In practical terms, this means testers increasingly act as facili-
tators of quality conversations rather than sole owners of test
execution. Techniques like example mapping, three-amigo ses-
sions, and collaborative acceptance criteria support early align-
ment and reduce costly rework later in the lifecycle.

Another clear evolution is the emphasis on shift-left testing. Ear-
ly verification and validation of requirements and assumptions
has a disproportionately positive impact on quality and delivery
speed. There is a whole collection of practices that support this
shift, including exploratory analysis of user stories, risk-based
prioritization, and early test design. These approaches help
teams identify misunderstandings before they are embedded
in code, where they become expensive to change. Crucially,
shift-left is not framed as “testing earlier,” but as learning ear-
lier — a perspective strongly supported by Agile feedback loops.

Over the last years, increased attention is being given to explor-
atory and heuristic-based testing. Far from being informal short-
cuts, these approaches are positioned as structured practices
suited to complex and rapidly changing contexts. These explor-
atory techniques complement test automation by uncovering is-
sues rooted in usability, assumptions, and emergent behavior -
areas where manual or scripted tests are intrinsically limited.

Modern Agile rarely exists without continuous integration and
delivery pipelines. Testing should be embedded within CI/CD
workflows and the tester’s role in environments characterized
by frequent deployment and fast feedback has altered: quali-
ty improves when automated checks, exploratory testing, and
monitoring are treated as complementary elements rather than
competing approaches.




The new ISTQB CTAL-AT 2.0 syllabus covers the topics foremen-
tioned, and even extends these with new techniques and ap-
proaches, including test tours, mnemonics and a quite exhaus-
tive list of test smells. The skills relevant for testing in agile
environments have evolved, and the new syllabus reflects them.

Agile & Al assistance

The lightspeed adoption of Generative Al in software develop-
ment has introduced a brand new class of risks that Agile testing
is particularly well suited to address. Requirements, user stories,
test cases, and even source code are increasingly co-created or
fully generated by Al systems. While these artifacts may appear
syntactically correct and internally consistent, research and in-
dustry experience show that the outputs of LLMs and Al Agents
are prone to subtle defects: hallucinated requirements, hidden
assumptions, biased logic, or code that works only for the “typ-
ical” case. By applying (agile-oriented) test practices - such as
early collaborative analysis, example mapping, and risk-based
testing — teams can verify and validate not just what was pro-
duced, but whether it makes sense in its intended context. In
Agile environments where Al accelerates creation, testing be-
comes the primary safequard and guardrail against uncritical
acceptance of plausible-looking but flawed artifacts.

Agile testing techniques & approaches are also highly effec-
tive for verifying and validating Al-generated code and spec-
ifications. Exploratory testing, heuristic-based analysis, and
cognitive-bias awareness allow testers to challenge Al output
beyond predefined expectations and uncover emergent fail-
ure modes that automated tests alone cannot detect. By com-
bining shift-left practices with continuous feedback loops in CI/
CD pipelines, Agile testers can continuously probe Al-generated
materials for correctness, robustness, and alignment with busi-
ness intent. Agile testers should be prepared for a future where
software testing is both about validating human intent translat-
ed into code, and about verifying machine-assisted decisions
before they propagate at scale. Agile testing thus evolves into a
critical control mechanism for responsible and sustainable use
of Generative Al in software development.

Conclusion

It's clear that Agile has reached a maturity milestone. For organ-
izations, this evolution matters. As markets accelerate and soft-
ware products become tightly coupled with business models,
the ability to deliver fast and sustainably becomes a differenti-
ator. For test professionals, it's time to move beyond execution
and contribute strategically to quality outcomes.

Agile testing has grown up. The challenge now is to ensure our
practices, skills, and expectations grow with it.
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“Speed delivers
software. Quality
delivers value.”

The author

Breaking the system, helping to re-
build it, and providing advice and
guidance on how to avoid prob-
lems. That's me in a nutshell. With
over 20 years of experience in soft-
ware consultancy in a variety of envi-
ronments, I have seen the best (and
worst) in software development. I'm
chair of the ISTQB Advanced work
group, author and international key-
note speaker
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Al: AGILE INTERVENTIONS
FOR FUTURE-PROOF TESTING

by Willem Keesman

2026. A year in which a lot has happened,
and we are only halfway there. With all
the things going on geopolitically, envi-
ronmentally and technologically. It would
be fair to say that we are living in uncer-
tain times.

Our field feels the impact from the enor-
mous advances made in generative Al
Particularly the agentic kind. This will im-
pact us in a profound way. Having seen it
in action I can no longer pretend this is a

“hype”.

Like the CEO of Anthropic: Dario Amodei'
and Matt Shumer? wrote in their viral
blogposts, our work will change dramat-
ically. And this time it's not the horse be-
ing replaced by the car but the ones driv-
ing the horse or the car. You & me.

But what about automation, they said it
would replace us as well?

But there are more of us than ever before?

The difference is that automation, sup-
posedly, is a tool/framework to speed up
our work. Where agentic Al will be exe-
cuting our actual work, ironically, the au-
tomated part will most likely be the first
candidate to be replaced by agentic ai.

So “Learn to code” might become “Learn
to test” again.

Can we turn the tide?

I am not going to sugarcoat this. We
won't be able to stop a multi-trillion-dol-
lar train, the monetization part of the Al
labs lies in replacing us. Agents won't get

1 https://www.darioamodei.com/essay/
the-adolescence-of-technology

2 https://shumer.dev/something-big-is-happening
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tired, won't call in sick, won't need a holi-
day break. When/if they operate at a lev-
el that is comparable to what we can do,
workforce disruption is a given.

Let's try “Responding to change, over fol-
lowing a plan” Remember the manifesto?

Time for some agile interventions!®

Agile interventions?

Humans are known for their versatil-
ity and testers are a kind of superhu-
mans who think and act differently in
many ways. To ensure that ‘quality’ is
still guarded and we keep adding value I
think there are at LEAST three important
things which we should do and can start
with RIGHT away.

1. Learn HOW AI works.

2. Ensure that AT has a place in your test
strategy

3. Acquire or strengthen the skills which
will distinguish you as a tester.

Learn HOW Al works

“At reqular intervals, the team reflects on
how to become more effective, then tunes
and adjusts its behavior accordingly.”

Seriously, learn how the models work.
Understand what they do and try to work
with the models that are out there. Also
keep this knowledge up to date. No one
expects you to be a senior Data scientist
or understand the inner workings in de-
tail, even the people closest to the heat
can't fully grasp it.*

3 https://agilemanifesto.org/

4 https://www.nbcnews.com/tech/tech-news/ai-
progress-surges-researchers-struggle-
explain-rcna247693

However, acquiring knowledge on the
ability’s, risks, and weaknesses of these
AT models WILL set you apart from many
others.

I would highly recommend focusing both
on the theoretical knowledge and the
practical application. For my own team I
am aiming to take the courses below in
2026. I also partake in every course that
[ offer to my team.

ISTQB-CT-GENAT®

ISTQB-CT-AI

RST & Al

Workshops regarding
agentic Al & LLM’s

I had the pleasure of reviewing the beta
of the ISTQB -CT-AI 2.0 syllabus and I look
forward to hosting the course. Also, the
facts that the ISTQB-CT-GENAI course
had a lot of hands-on exercises made it
a great mix of hands-on exercises and in-
ner workings of generative AL

As a final ingredient throw in some
hands-on courses where you test actu-
al Al applications and the models them-
selves and also attend workshops where
you build RAG's, MCP’s etc.

Ensure that Al has a place

in your test strategy

“Build projects around motivated individ-
uals. Give them the environment and sup-
port they need and trust them to get the job
done.”

5 https://isqi.org/ISTQB-Certified-Tester-Testing-with-
Generative-AI-CT-GenAI/CT-GenAL101

6 https://istgb.org/certifications/certified-tester-ai-
testing-ct-ai/
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Whether you are testing with Al or test-
ing AL Write down the HOW and created
ashared understanding in your test strat-
egy and policy. Share the best practices of
working with AT in your design & execu-
tion phase as well as in analysis. You want
to deliver working software frequently
but also maintain quality throughout the
entire SDLC.

Looking into 150230537, which describes
the non-functional quality attributes of
Al systems and incorporating this in your
lightweight strategy might be a good
thing to do.

Also acquiring knowledge about the qual-
ity attributes 0of 1S025010:20238 would be
of great benefit. Some of these quality
attributes such as usability, security and
safety will require humans in the loop for
a long time. We already witnessed when
an Al agent caused a security incident
and Meta’® and there are several warnings
about the popularized Openclaw and the
many vulnerabilities it contains.®

But what about avoiding
extensive documentation?
Remember that in an agile context,
your strategy doesn’t have to be a bulky
document (who enjoys reading these
anyway?)

Keep it short and revisit it often to incor-
porate good practices discovered and les-
sons learned. Also make sure that your
strategy is visible, easily accessible and
does not overcomplicate things.

Ensure you have a shared definition of
important terminology. In an agile TMMi
trajectory we used the ISTQB glossary™
as a reference.

Your strategy is a roadmap. Don't get lost
in the creation of it.

7 https://www.iso.org/standard/74438.html
8 https://www.iso.org/standard/78176.html

9 https://www.digitimes.com/news/a20260319VL212/
meta-security-data.html

10 https://thehackernews.com/2026/02/openclaw-
bug-enables-one-click-remote.html

11 https://glossary.istqb.org/
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Acquire or strengthen the skills
Alwon't replace for a while

“The most efficient and effective way
of conveying information is face to face
communication”

Communication, stakeholder manage-
ment and to an extent I would say even
sales will distinguish you from others.

Make sure you can communicate what Al-
agents CAN and CAN'T do for a client/em-
ployer and ensure that having humans
present is a good thing.

Soliciting requirements and the determi-
nation of risks are domains in which you
can truly make a difference. Taking a class
on conducting a PRA or requirements en-
gineering will not be a bad thing either.

Stakeholder management
Speaking with the end-user, confirming
expectations, discussing findings. Signa-
ling problems. Challenging biases. These
are the things that will make you stand
out. Have you ever seen a heated dis-
cussion with an AI? Sometimes a heated
discussion is needed for progress. And
a “Great question John, let's see what we
can find out together” response is not al-
ways what people are waiting for.

Trust & Likeability

Being a trustworthy person and being
likeable will be your assets. You can't
trust Al on its blue eyes; you can't sense
whether AT has the right intentions. Also,
the backlash against Al is increasing and
often human contact is preferred. Be-
cause humans’ kind of enjoy talking to
other humans. Who would have thought?

The future proof tester
Continuous learning is something I
strongly believe in, at this moment Al is
absorbing knowledge at a pace we can't
even comprehend. And at the risk of us-
ing cliché metaphors. This is something
which was mentioned a year ago by scien-
tists working for the top Al labs.”

12 https://futurism.com/artificial-intelligence/
ai-backlash-2025

13 https://futurism.com/top-ai-researchers-concerned
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Also, we must realize that everyday we
are actively contributing towards mak-
ing AI better by using it on a daily base
in our testing activities. I am not advo-
cating against using it. But use it only
if it adds value. By learning how these
models work, you know how to use them
correctly.

A roadmap will help us but won't be a sil-
ver bullet either. However, ignoring Al in
your test strategy will be a fatal flaw and
will backfire at a certain stage. It's better
to be prepared than to be surprised. This
doesn't mean hours of desk research.
Start by writing down a lot of questions
you have regarding Al and its impact. The
answers to these most likely will be at the
core of your strategy.

And, most importantly. In times of Al
overload, remember what it means to be
human. What makes humans amazing
and what makes testers a special breed
amongst humans. Use your strengths,
forge genuine connections, try to real-
ly understand the problems of end-users
and be courageous. Dare to speak up!

Become the future proof tester, we need
you in the years to come!

Best of Test luck,
WHIE

O

The Author

i
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QUALITY ASSURANCE
IN DEVOPS: BETWEEN ASPIRATION

AND REALITY

WHEN SPEED BECOMES THE CHALLENGE

by Andreas Neumeister and Marcus Sahl

A team ships new features on a two-week cadence. The deploy-
ment pipeline runs reliably, releases happen at the push of a
button. And yet production defects keep piling up. Hotfixes be-
come routine, trust from business units erodes.

A scenario that is anything but the exception in many DevOps
environments. The central question, therefore, is this: how can
quality be ensured when speed becomes the decisive competi-
tive factor?

Companies are under more pressure than ever to optimise IT de-
velopment, operations, and delivery speed. For many of them,
the rapid provisioning of new releases and the timely remedi-
ation of vulnerabilities is an essential success factor (source:
World Quality Report, 16th Edition). DevOps is regarded as a
promising approach, yet practical implementation shows that
speed alone does not guarantee quality.

Quality Speed

Figure 1: goal: balance between quality and speed

DevOps: more than mere automation

Microsoft defines DevOps as follows: “The term combines ‘Dev’
(development) and ‘Ops’ (operations) and brings together peo-
ple, processes, and technologies to deliver continuous value to
customers.”

At its core, the idea is to bring development and operations into
closer alignment. Competencies are bundled, responsibilities
are expanded, and the entire lifecycle of a product is considered
jointly.
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The goal: implement requirements faster, fix defects efficiently,
and at the same time reduce time-to-market.

The DevOps process is often depicted as a so-called “infinity
loop” that visualises the continuous cycle of planning, develop-
ment, testing, delivery, and operations.
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Figure 2: DevOps infinity loop

Every phase of this cycle has a direct impact on quality, and that
is exactly where modern Quality Assurance comes in.
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Figure 3: Quality Assurance along the DevOps cycle

Quality emerges along the entire process
With DevOps, the role of Quality Assurance changes fundamen-
tally. It is no longer a closing phase but a continuous principle.

The Value Stream lies at the centre, encompassing every step
from the first idea through to production. Quality Assurance ac-
companies this entire journey and influences each individual
phase.
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A useful model for placing this is the Three Ways of DevOps:

* Flow: changes should pass through the process as smoothly
as possible. Quality Assurance ensures that problems are
detected early and do notimpede the flow.

+ Feedback: rapid responses through tests, analyses, and
monitoring make it visible whether the system is evolving in
the right direction.

+ Continuous Learning: teams learn continuously from these
responses and improve both the product and the processes.

A central principle here is so-called Built-in Quality. Quality is
not “tested in” at the end. It is integrated into the development
process from the very beginning, for example through clear re-
quirements, reviews, or test-driven development.

Technically, this approach is often supported by Continuous Inte-
gration and Continuous Delivery (CI/CD) pipelines. Every change
goes through automated checks and is continuously evaluated.

For a holistic view, the CALMS model is frequently used. CALMS
stands for Culture, Automation, Lean, Measurement, and Sharing.

Culture describes the shared
responsibility for quality within the
team.

Automation stands for the
automation of tests and processes.

Lean aims at efficient, slim
workflows without unnecessary
steps.

Measurement covers the use
of metrics for steering and
improvement.

Sharing describes the open exchange
of knowledge and experience.

//_..--—...,‘_\\\ :'//..--— --.._\\\.. {//..---—---.._\\\ :'/,_,---—._---\,\_.\\. :/,'.- \
@) & ) BM 6 (355

Culture Automation Lean

Shared Responsibility  Automation of Tests Efficient and

for Quality in the and Processes Streamlined
Team Processes Without
Unnecessary Steps

Measurement

Use of Metrics for
Steering and
Improvement

Sharing
Open Exchange of
Knowledge and
Experience

Figure 4: CALMS model
This perspective is complemented by the DORA metrics, which

make quality and speed measurable, for example via deploy-
ment frequency, lead times, or failure rates.
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SPOTLIGHT

When theory meets reality
As coherent as the theoretical model is, practical implementa-
tion varies just as widely.

In many companies, DevOps structures do not emerge from a
holistic strategy but from individual, often isolated, measures.

Typical patterns are quickly recognisable:

Top-down driven initiatives. Management demands a high de-
gree of automation. CI/CD or test automation are introduced,
but without sufficient grounding in the form of the necessary
know-how or suitable tools.

Bottom-up grown solutions. Teams independently optimise
their way of working, for example by setting up a pipeline. With-
out alignment with the wider organisation, however, isolated
solutions arise that erode efficiency over the long term.

DevOps succeeds, above all, when technology, processes, and
culture are considered together, and when all those involved
share a common understanding of the goals.

Management

+ Vicion & Strategy

+ Prioritization

+ Provision of Resources

Alignment & Support | | Collaboration & Accountability

Teams

Culture
+ Process

+ Collaboration & Trust
+ Learning from Mistakes
+ Knowledge Sharing

o 1er.:hnica! Decisions

= Quality Responsibility
Figure 5: interplay of management, teams, and culture
Another critical factor is expectation management. DevOps does
not unfold its benefit immediately. It requires time, willingness
to learn, and organisational change.

At the same time, practice repeatedly shows that without clear
processes and defined responsibilities, DevOps loses its effect.

The consequences are well known:
* Unclear responsibilities

* Low quality of artefacts

* Delayed releases

Quality Assurance, in particular, suffers under these conditions,
since itis often still treated as a downstream activity.
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Conclusion: quality needs
more than speed

In closing, DevOps methods can be a
clear efficiency lever for many compa-
nies. They increase automation, and the
integration of different IT development
and IT operations activities saves time,
bundles competencies, and uses them
more efficiently.

In practice, however, many compa-
nies tend to adopt individual methods
and processes rather than building De-
vOps fundamentally and anchoring it in
the company both technologically and
culturally.

Loose ends, undefined responsibilities,
unclear processes, and a constrained de-
livery speed frequently lead to problems
in software Quality Assurance and test-
ing. Because these activities often take
place downstream of requirements, plan-
ning, and development, they cannot, un-
der such conditions, be planned and car-
ried out efficiently.

“Quality is built into the
process, not added

attheend.”
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OUR AGILE WAY
TO EXPLORATORY TESTING

by Tihana Horvat Milkovi¢ and Valentina Biankini

When navigating through the software
testing, unexpected events occur fre-
quently. You learn how to react and adapt
to each new surprise, and everything you
go through is a valuable lesson. Yes, even
if the problem is not fixed.

If we are thinking about a testing strate-
gy, you would not just copy-paste a strat-
egy to every team and every project you
are going to work on. You will need to
adapt it to each team and project’s needs,
conditions, and expectations. This is
called a strategy, and the quality and out-
come of your testing relies heavily on it.
Choosing the right strategy is important,
but sometimes it can be difficult to find.

There are no cookbooks with recipes for
a testing strategy. The only method ap-
plicable here is experimenting. It is a very
simple way of solving problems where
not solving the problem is a learning op-
portunity and input for the next possible
solution.

Experimenting is compatible with the Ag-
ile framework. You can try for one sprint
to test the outcome of one possible solu-
tion, the experimental phase. If that solu-
tion does not meet expectations, then it
is a failure. After that, you iterate through
experimental phases until the solution is
found.

Experiment1:

Traditional approach

The traditional approach in testing is
writing and executing test cases. Test cas-
es provide documented evidence of what
was tested, the ability to repeat tests,
and verification that all requirements are
covered.

We decided to use a traditional approach
as our testing strategy. The decision was
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based on previous experience. Test cases
were created prior to feature implemen-
tation, usually one or two sprints before.
This way we were able to challenge the
acceptance criteria, so some defects were
found early in the development cycle.

After the firstiteration, everything looked
very good. It seemed that the chosen test
strategy was a good fit. But looks can be
deceiving. When user acceptance testing
(UAT) started, defects kept coming to the
surface. We analysed those defects and
quickly learned that most of them could
not be discovered by our test cases. The
new findings were shared with the rest
of the testing team on the retrospective.
The goal of the retrospective was to dis-
cover the root cause of why our test cas-
es did not cover UAT reported defects.
Almost every team member pointed out
that they only knew about the features
they wrote test cases for and the ones

BEST PRACTICE

they had tested. This caused insecurity
as their knowledge about the system was
not enough to test something out of a de-
signed test case.

Conclusion was this experiment failed.

Experiment 2:

Opposites attract

Guided by analysis and retrospective
findings, we started the search for a new
strategy. Our goal was to empower test-
ers to continuously learn and broaden
their understanding of the system un-
der test. While structure and clarity of de-
signing and running test cases have their
benefits, those were not enough for our
project’s and team’s needs. We need-
ed a tool that would allow us to identify
the scenarios responsible for unexpect-
ed system behaviour. Recognizing that it
is impossible to anticipate and document
every possible scenario, we concluded

i
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that combining traditional test case de-
sign with exploratory testing would be
the most effective strategy. This strate-
gy combined two different approaches.
Exploratory testing, while it could have
some structure, is much less formal than
test cases. It is guided by the tester’s in-
stincts and gives them the freedom to
test based on the system'’s response at
the moment of testing.

Pairing test cases with exploratory test-
ing seemed like a win-win situation for
us because we added creativity to pre-
dictability. After the experimental pe-
riod, we held a retrospective with the
team, and the most valuable insight was
knowledge about the system under test
had significantly improved for each team
member. In UAT, fewer defects were re-
ported, confirming that our strategy was
a good fit.

This experiment did not result in fail-
ure, but we saw there is room for im-
provement. We started to explore ways
to make exploratory testing more struc-
tured while keeping its spontaneity.

Experiment 3:

our way

We stumbled across levels of exploratory
testing that range from freestyle to fully

scripted. At the freestyle level, testers are
given only the test object and are free to
explore the system without constraints.
A high degree of exploration introduc-
es some structure. Testers are provided
with high-level goals for the session but
can still investigate beyond them. In the
medium degree of exploration, testers
also receive high-level goals along with
additional constraints, such as priorities,
risks, tools, required functionality cover-
age, or specific methods. All these con-
straints limit their freedom. With a low
degree of exploration, testers are expect-
ed to follow defined test steps alongside
high-level goals, although they may still
choose their own test data. Finally, in ful-
ly scripted testing, both the test steps and
test data are predefined, leaving no room
for exploratory activity beyond what has
been explicitly specified.

In experiment two, we used freestyle ex-
ploratory testing along with the test cas-
es. Since we wanted to add more struc-
ture to exploratory testing, we decided
to apply levels of exploratory testing in
experiment three. Our decision was to
use test cases to test new functionalities
and add levels to exploratory testing for
complex new functionalities and parts of
the system prone to defects. In our test
plan, we added test charters for high and

Levels of Exploratory testing

No FULLY SCRIPTED
exploration

/ Test steps

B

pa

Constraints

~

P

High level goals

N

o

Test object

Y

medium levels of exploration. High de-
gree test charters were used because of
the system’'s complexity, and medium
degree test charters were used for test-
ing specific functionalities. This was our
strategy for this development period. Af-
ter monitoring the reported defects, we
concluded that the number of defects
found by exploratory testing has gone
up. Diverse testing approaches reveal
different types of defects. On the oth-
er hand, all team members said that us-
ing exploratory testing, they learned a lot
more about the system.

Finding the Agile way

A testing strategy exists to support the
team, not vice versa. When the testing
strategy does not fit the team and/or the
project, itis a signal for change. The team
evolves over time, so it cannot work ac-
cording to the same strategy for a long
period of time. The whole team should be
included in revising their current strate-
gy. Thoughts and experiences from the
team are the most valuable input in the
process of choosing a new strategy.

Sometimes, getting to the right strate-
gy will result in a few failures before the
right one comes. That is completely un-
derstandable and should not be discour-
aging. Sometimes, to tackle unexpected

LOW DEGREE

MEDIUM DEGREE

HIGH DEGREE

FREESTYLE
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events, you need to change your state of
mind and find a new perspective. Good
things can emerge from chaos.

Our failures in finding the right strategy
were learning opportunities, as Frank Si-
natra said:

Regrets, I've had a few

But then again, too few to mention
Idid what I had to do

And saw it through without redemption
Iplanned each charted course

Each careful step along the byway

And more, much more that this

Idid it my way

There comes a time when something that
worked before just does not work any-
more, and that is okay. The Agile path is
shaped by experiments, small missteps,
and continuous adjustment.
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IS IT TIME FOR “REAL"” AGILE?

Frustration is spreading. Agile today generates more
eye rolls and groans than enthusiasm or motivation. We
don't really notice, because we're all busy tinkering with
our prompts and agents. But behind that, something is
simmering. And has been for a while.

Why? We humans want simple solutions to complex chal-
lenges. And one of the biggest challenges in software
development has always been: How do we work togeth-
er with joy, motivation, and real productivity? How do we
get autonomy, belonging, and a sense of self-efficacy to
coexist well enough to create something as a group?

And simple solutions, the consulting and tooling indus-
try is happy to provide: Buy this tool, it solves your prob-
lems! Use this framework! Implement this model! So
we've thrown things like test automation, Scrum, Kan-
ban, SAFe, DevOps, New Work, etc. at our challenges,
hoping they'd disappear. They didn’t. And now we've got
Al on top: let's throw something technical and shiny at
our very human “problems.”

To be clear: there's genuinely good stuff in all of that,
and each piece has its place. But when I'look at the Ag-
ile Manifesto, I don't think that's what they had in mind.

For me, it's about communication and the
human dimension. How do we build
shared understanding? How do we
work in a way that respects each
other? And above all: How do we
become a self-learning system

“Agility is something
very, very individual.” -
Richard Seidl

that develops its own processes, rituals, and strategies?
I believe agility is something deeply individual for every
team. It's a goal. It's a process that keeps changing and
adapting to what the team needs. Rigid prescriptions
don't fit into that, things like: you must do a 15-minute
Daily, you need these exact sprint lengths, and you need
to throw story points around. Those can be inspiration.
A buffet of best practices that worked well somewhere
else. But that doesn’t mean they'll work for us.

Why does this matter particularly right now?

For the past few years, Al has been part of the picture.
We're currently very focused on something highly tech-
nical, and leaving something else out: ourselves. And
that's dangerous, because in the end, the human side
matters a lot more than the technical one.

All the love for Claude Coding and prompt engineering
aside: we need to pay attention to ourselves and to the
people around us.

And that's exactly where Agile comes in. I don't believe
Agile is dead. Quite the opposite. It's time we do it “prop-
erly.” And properly means something different for every
team. Maybe we can't even call it Agile anymore. Fine.
We'll find another name. But we won't get out of actually
living the ideas and the attitude behind it, not if we want
to work well together in the future.

Cheers,
Richie
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