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What are Gradients of Agreement? 

 

When considering team dynamics, it is important to recognize that agreement is not a simple 

yes/no process. Rather than a simple binary outcome, agreement exists along a spectrum or 

gradient. Many teams implicitly assume that everyone must be 100% aligned before a decision can 

move forward. As a result, even relatively small concerns can become roadblocks to progress, 

slowing productivity (Community At Work, 1987). 

 

This expectation of full agreement is especially common in collaborative scientific teams, where 

norms of collegiality and consensus are often conflated with unanimity. In practice, requiring total 

agreement can unintentionally elevate minor objections, create veto dynamics, and discourage 

teams from distinguishing between deal-breakers and items that the team can live with (Kaner et 

al., 2014). 

 

To address this challenge, teams often use agreement scales, sometimes referred to as “gradients of 

agreement,” to make levels of agreement explicit. There are many different versions of agreement 

gradients, but regardless of the type used (i.e., “loathe it-love it,” “endorse-veto,” etc.) the 

underlying principle is the same: the goal is not complete agreement, but an intentional 

commitment by the team to live with a mostly appropriate solution. In many cases, a decision is 

considered successful when members feel they can genuinely “live with” the outcome. 

 

Crucially, this approach does not promote passive compliance, “agreeing to disagree,” or 

resignation by individual group members. Instead, it encourages teams to surface reservations 

openly while still allowing forward motion. Explicitly naming where individuals fall on a decision 

gradient helps teams understand the quality of agreement and determine whether additional 

discussion is necessary (Edmondson, 2018). A great question to ask any group member who is low 

on the scale, is “what would move you to a four (i.e., live with it)?” 

 

Example: A Simple Gradient of Agreement 

 

Teams may use a five-point scale such as the following: 

1. Totally opposed – I have major reservations or strongly object (“I loathe it”, “Veto”). 

2. Serious reservations – I have several significant concerns 

3. Some reservations – I have one or two concerns I want addressed 

4. Can live with it (the sweet spot) – I may not love it, but I can support moving forward 

5. Full agreement – I strongly support the decision (“I love it”, “Fully endorse”). 
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The “sweet spot” for many team decisions is Level 4. When most team members are at this level or 

higher, the group has enough alignment to proceed while still respecting honest differences in 

perspective. Importantly, documenting reservations (e.g., team members who were at a level 1, 2 or 

3 prior), can improve implementation by flagging areas that may require monitoring or adjustment 

later. 

 

Using gradients of agreement can help teams avoid false consensus and reinforces the idea that 

productive collaboration does not require complete agreement. Instead, using agreement gradients 

reinforces that team decisions must rely on clarity and shared commitment to move forward 

together. 
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Note 

 

You can learn more about Community At Work, by visiting their website at 

https://communityatwork.com/  
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