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» Goldenson DR, Herbsleb JD(1995) : Survey, 138 individuals
v" Senior management monitoring of SPI, Resource (success factor)
v" Organizational politics, recommendations too ambitious(barriers)

» Stezer and Werner(1999) : 10 success factors, Case study

Change agents and opinion leaders, Encouraging communication and collaboration
Management commitment and support, Managing the improvement project
Providing enhanced understanding, Setting relevant and realistic objectives
Stabilizing changed processes, Staff involvement

Tailoring improvement initiatives, Unfreezing the organization

DN N NI NN

» Rainer A, Hall T (2002a) : 7 success factors
v' executive support, experienced staff, internal process ownership,
v' metrics, procedures, reviews, and training

» Rainer A, Hall T (2002b) : 8 success factors

v’ reviews, standards and procedures, training and mentoring, and experienced staff (practitioner)

v internal leadership, inspections, executive support and internal process ownership (mature com.)
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De-motivators

Time pressuref/constraints

Inertia

Lack of resources

Commercial pressures

Lack of owverall support

Budget constraints

Cumbersome processes

Lack of evidence of direct benefits
MNegative/bad experience
Inadeguate communication
Imposition

Inexperienced staff

Lack of mgt direction/commitment
Lack of SPI management skills
Low process priority

Personality clashes

Workload

Lack of feedback

Lack of standards

Staff turmowver

Customers

Fire fighting

Inadeguate metrics

Irrelevant objectives/deliverables
Isolated best practice

Large-scale programmes
Organisational changes

PM"s lack of technical knowledge
Reduced creatiwvity

SPI demotivators

Definition

Budget constraints

Cumbersome processes
Commercial pressures

Customers

Fire fighting

Imposition

Inadequale communication
Inadequate metrics

Inertia

Inexperienced staff

Irrelevant objectives /deliverables
Isolated best practices

Lack of evidence of direct benefits
Lack of feedback

Lack of management direction/commitment
Lack of resources

Lack of SPI management skills
Lack of standards

Lack of overall support
Large-scale programs

Low process priority
Negative/bad experience
Organisational changes
Personality clashes

Project manager’s lack of technical knowledge
Reduced creativity

Staff turnover

Time pressure/constraints
Workload

Limited budget for SPI activities

Difficult and bureaucratic processes

Pressure to satisfy commercial objectives of organisation
Interference from customers

Short term policies for tackling problems

Imposing SPI without consultation with practitioners

Lack of communication between practitioners

Inadequate metrics for SPI

Resistance to 5P

Staff with limited SPI knowledge

SPI objectives are not tailored to real organisational needs

Best practices are not shared within the organisation

Practitioners are not provided with the evidence of the success of SPI
Practitioners are not given feedback of the SPI outcomes

No commitment for SPI from higher management

The organisation does not have the resources for SPI

Insufficient personnel with the appropriate skills for SPI

There are no overall standards to software development

SPLis not overwhelmingly supported by the practitioners

The SPI initiative is too big for the organisation

SPLis given low priority as compared to other project activities
Previous negative experiences of SP1

Organisational changes impact negatively on ongoing SPI programs
Personal politics frustrates the SPI effort

Project managers do not possess technical knowledge of software production
SPI takes away individual creativity

High staff turnover undermine SPl initiatives

Pressure to deliver product on time

Practitioners have too much work and have insufficient time for SP1

ZX: Demotivators for software process improvement_

an analysis of practitioners' view(Baddoo, Hall , 2003,
X o1L)

ZEX : Demotivators of Software Process Improvement: An Empirical Investigation

(Niazi, Babar, 2008, X 2/-&)
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