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Abstract

Project management in software development hasrslingh rates of failure since the beginning of camagon. Over
the last years, several studies have sought amqmbged solutions for this problem by focusing, festance, on success
critical aspects and evaluation criteria. Althouphse efforts have provided a significant evolutiorhow the work is
done, project management success rates are istithatell below the desirable values. This papegsents a work-in-
progress based on an integrated approach to progeagement success and proposes a model thadeangintly the
set of success influencers, project characteriaficsevaluation criteria of success, from theatiitin of a project until its
closure.
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1. Introduction

Software development projects continue to be makikesignificant rates of failure [1, 2]. This raglhas
attracted the attention of many researchers andnarations around the world which, in recent yehesie
reported project results in terms of success (8]g[4], [5]). The Standish Group Chaos Report T§,is a
paradigmatic example of this kind of study.

While attempting to contribute to solve this prableseveral studies have identified possible cao$es
failure and proposed solutions to overcome themexXamples, the following studies can be mentiortdd:
Eman and Koru [1] identify the most common causeproblems raised in projects management that may
lead to its cancellation; Chow and Cao [8] desctie critical success factors in agile softwarejquts;
Belassi and Tukel [9], to ensure project successpgse a framework to identify critical successtdes;
Reyes et al. [10] propose the use of genetic dlgos in software project for probability success
optimization; Dekkers and Forselius [11] advocateirdormation technology projects success rateease
with a more precise management scope.

Despite all these efforts contributed to a sigaificevolution in the way the work is performed uits of
project management are still, in too many case#,beow what is desirable [1]. This paper presentsork-
in-progress that is based on an integrated apprmagtoject management success and proposes a indue|
considered at all stages of the project managelifiertycle, aiming to become a contribution to amane the
aforementioned issues.

The remainder of the paper is structured as folldwsSection 2, a brief literature review of stuglignat
have focused on the success of projects is prekenten, a preliminary version of a model that idais
jointly influencing aspects, characteristics andleation criteria of projects is presented in Sec8. Finally,
conclusions are drawn in Section 4.

2. Background

As previously mentioned, several studies, in regeats, have focused on studying the success tiwaef
development projects, as well as in other areasytiiying aspects that somewhat influence or cairstits
achievement. Some examples are the studies ofe&CJag§, Verner et al. [13], Khang and Moe [14], R&a
and O’Connor [15], Drew et al. [16], Lim and Mohaand 7], Agarwal and Rathod [18], Shenhar et al][19
Mdiller and Turner [20], Davis [21], McLeod et a22], Savolainen et al. [23] and Muller et al. [24].

Clarke [12] focused on the critical success fagtatentifying: communication throughout the project
clear objectives and scope; breaking the projdot 'iite sized chunks'; and using project plansvasking
documents.

Verner et al. [13] presented factors that leadripggt failure. After analyzing several failed grois, they
figured out that factors that may lead a projedatbare very diverse. Notwithstanding, among thiéen four
most common have been identified: delivery date aictpd the development process; project was
underestimated; risks were not re-assessed, cleatror managed through the project; and staffearded
for working long hours. The guidelines which cotrée failure factors were also presented by thbas.

Khang and Moe [14] have identified criteria and cass factors in international projects and have
developed a framework based on critical successorfacadapting them to international projects’
characteristics and context.

Clarke and O’Connor [15] referred situational fastthat affect the software development process.

Drew et al. [16] have identified factors for preiimarily predicting the software development success

Lim and Mohamed [17] analyzed the considered ¢aitehen evaluating the success of a project and hav
differentiated the “criteria” and “factors” concep(Criteria are the set of principles and standasdsrhich
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judgment is made, whereas factors are the setrafmstances, facts or influences contributing tecess.
The authors proposed two categories to classifyogeqt’s success: the micro viewpoint and the macro
viewpoint.

Agarwal and Rathod [18] provided a definition ofu€sess” in software projects. They studied the
standpoint of internal stakeholders (programmegtiper, project managers and customer account
managers) in relation to the project success etratuariteria. They concluded that the "scope"h& project
is the main success criteria, which comprisestetfonality and the quality of the final project.

Shenhar et al. [19] referred that "success" mayehaifferent meanings depending on people,
circumstances and project. Their analysis idemtifieur key dimensions of success: project efficienc
customer impact; direct impact on business suceeskfuture adequacy.

Muller and Turner [20] studied the project managgluence in success criteria definition. The study
revealed that the imputed importance to projectasg criteria and the success rates differ depgmatirthe
industry, project complexity, and age and natiapalf the project manager.

Davis [21] stated that different stakeholder groomsy have a different perception of the projectcess.
The proposed study divided the stakeholders inteetlyroups (senior management, project core teamn an
project container), and concluded that there &ck bf agreement on the perception of the suceesars.

McLeod et al. [22] also presented “success” basedifferent perspectives and developed a framework
that can be used by project managers to recognideiaderstand that the project evaluation is anrgeme,
multidimensional and subjective process. The pdigitof multiple perspectives, and therefore vaiso
evaluative judgments, could be usefully appliedobyject managers for planning, managing and coimuyct
formal project evaluations.

Savolainen et al. [23] presented a success peigpeattsoftware development projects from the sigpjsl
point of view. The authors found three main cradvased on an exhaustive search of scientific papéated
to the success of software development: custontesfaztion; customer business short-term succasd; a
long-term success.

Muller et al. [24] identified a relationship betweproject success and leadership.

The set of studies referred above illustrates tieatgnterest that the theme "success" has gededratbe
scientific community and reveals the actual impactaof this area in project management practicestuy.

3. Project Management Success | -C-E (Influencer s-Char acteristics-Evaluation) model

Although other criteria may and should be considg®b], the three main criteria that have been deed
success evaluation since the beginning of softwdareelopment projects are: budget compliance; mgetin
deadlines; and meeting scope. These criteria haga btrengthened by the debatable vision over [@inef
the Standish Group Chaos Report [6, 7]. NevertBeless important to note that, for example, if ttee end
of a project, the customer is completely satisfigth the results, even if the deadline or the badgee not
been met, the project’s success will be higherampgarison to a project which has met all the trad#l
criteria (scope, time and budget), but the custamansatisfied with the results. This idea is f@iced by the
fact that the relative success achieved in theeptajay be intrinsically linked to the various sth&lders
perspective [21].

To enhance the overall success of project managererange of factors that influence success, the
project characteristics, as well as the criteriedus the success evaluation, must be considenettlyjor hus,
in this (work-in-progress) study, it is proposedi@tegrative model to support project managemetivites,
which, in a combined and explicit way, cover theimas complementary aspects that contribute totkezall
success of a project. A preliminary version of thisdel is depicted in Fig 1.
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Fig. 1. Project Management Success I-C-E (Influene€haracteristics - Evaluation) model

In the proposed model, all project and managemsmects that can affect the success are designsited b
influencers, whereas characteristics are projepedas that can facilitate or constrain their execut
Regarding the evaluation criteria, they are theeetspused to assess the project management suSoess.
examples of key influencers which determine suceessclearly defined project objectives; top maragnt
support; user involvement; proper planning; and pet®nt project managers. Examples of project’s
characteristics are: the project objectives; thgeeted deliverables; the existing constraints; tardavailable
resources. Finally, regarding the project evalumtibe criteria typically used are meeting the diaadthe
budget and the scope. However, other criteria agatustomer and user satisfaction are also imgortan

These various aspects should therefore be condidera holistic and integrative perspective through
the different stages of the project management difele: initiation; planning; execution; control can
monitoring; and closure.

Since this is a work-in-progress, aimed at detgithe preliminary model presented, there are ssuakéng
made on each of its dimensions and constituentsgli®s on the correlations that may exist betwtbem.

4. Conclusion

Software development projects have been markeditgess rates well below what would be desirable and
failure continues to persist even with the mangistsl that have attempted to come up with soluttorthis
problem. In this paper, the preliminary ideas aatspectives of an ongoing research were presenttdra
integrated approach, regarding various relevaneaspin the context of success project managemay,
introduced. This is reflected in the draft modetgented, where influencer’'s aspects, project cteaistics
and criteria for project management success evalyare considered together throughout all thiviéiess in
the project management life cycle. In the fututedies on the different dimensions of the model @sad
empirical corroboration will be developed.
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