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Abstract. In spite of the abundant research that promotiésreint methods for

software development, and the current method wadsiragile and disciplined

methods, little research is done to actually figotg whether real projects,
carried out in industrial environments, benefit emfnom either approach. This
paper analyses a real project team’'s opinions awlinfjs about project

management techniques, software development methmatisultural difference

in a multi-site project where traveling and comnuation are made difficult by

restrictions and low-quality infrastructure. Thdfelient sites also worked in
different time zones and with different working Wwematterns. The project team
members almost unanimously indicated that the poesef a local team leader
with authority and flexibility to cover a role tha not exactly as assigned in
the beginning, is key factor for the success of #art of projects. While there
was no consensus on whether the project was agiltisciplined, evidence

seems to hint towards a more disciplined approaieihably as a compensation
for the higher degree of uncertainty that derivesmf the distributed setup.
While the findings of the case study cannot bereded to other organizations
without caution, we do infer a number of conclusiam cultural differences,

project management tools and techniques.

Key words: Agile, Distributed development, Project managetntechniques
evaluation, Human factors

1 Introduction

Current research on software development methapdary produces a large amount
of material, such as proposals for new softwargeptananagement methodologies,
variations to existing software development methodshancements to tools,
suggestions for improvement of good practices,sandn.

However, surprisingly little effort is spent on itng to apply research findings to
practical case studies and document the feedbackhi obtained for the use of the
community. This is probably for either of two reasothe industrial world does not
apply the latest findings of research, or othervdees not have the time or occasion
to report on the findings, which are mainly usddfiall) inside the company where
the researchers work.
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Agile software development methodologies (like $tmr Extreme Programming)
promised to improve the way we develop softwareindustry. By enhancing
communication and putting individuals, rather thprocesses or tools, in the
headlight, agile methods have brought us closerth® fulcrum of software
development: the human being, with his talents,ectsf inconsistencies and
creativity.

However, agile methodologies work best in smalhtedhat are co-located, or at
least they can communicate easily and without baried. Whether they can be
applied to distributed project teams is still ajsabof research. It is also not clear
whether agile methodologies can be applied as tefédg in teams where cultural
differences are vast, and where the working dayveeek do not overlap completely.

From common sense, it is not without a reason ahatimber of methodologists
advocate usage of more structured and disciplinethadologies [2] in situations
such as the one we take into consideration in dpep

We present the results of a research that is facose practical application of
software project management and software developbeehniques in a distributed
team setup. The team was distributed across tlite ia two different cities, each
located in a different country. Traveling betweba tountries was made difficult by
strict visa regulations, and the quality of intéioaal telephone lines was generally
low. The customer and the project manager werdddda one of the cities, while the
main development centre was located in the othgr alongside with some 70% of
the members of the development team.

In order to analyze the impact of the team distidruon the performance of the
members of the team, as well as their opinion enrefifectiveness of certain software
development and project management methodologi$emhniques, we carried out a
series of interviews with all the individuals thedrked on the team for more than two
months.

We present a number of findings from our reseamid make statements on
validity threats, as well as on applicability oktfindings to similar organizational
environments.

We do not claim that our research is completeattn, fwe believe that it poses the
basis for a family of experiments, as advocated4}y aimed to characterize with
greater detail the phenomenon under study.

2 Research Background

2.1 Motivations

The issues that originate the need for this rebeane the following:

» The lack of rigorous experimental data on the indghisvalidity of certain project
management and software development methodologiels techniques: what
techniques do real software developers value raostwhy?
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» The uncertainty regarding the applicability of afythe known methods and tools
to a fully distributed team, which works on tigheadllines and with limited
possibilities to interact: will agile methods be nma@ffective than structured ones
in this sort of case?

 The absence of definitive findings from existingsgarch on whether an agile
approach to project management produces bettditg€and is better appreciated)
than a structured, disciplined approach, espedialtite case of distributed project
team that works in a deadline-driven business enuient.

» The insufficient number of studies that aim to wstend how the usage of certain
project management techniques and methods afféetseffectiveness of the
software developers (as perceived by them) anbdeoéntire distributed team.

Most of these issues could be restated without tiligni the scope to the
organization where the research work was carrigd aueven to the entire telecom
software development domain as a whole.

However, the scope of this study will be limited ttee organization where the
project team under study operates. We believe ahsinall study such as this one
cannot be generalized without exercising a lotasEcand that the conclusions of this
research should in general only be deemed valithiwithe specific environment
under consideration. Additional remarks on thedmliof the study are made towards
the end of this paper.

2.2 Research Goal

This research work aims to answer the followinghHigvel research questions.

What software development methods and tools armeédo be most effective in a
distributed software development team?

What project management techniques and personéitigsiaf the project manager
are most useful in the environment where the ptojeam under study had to
operate?

How did cultural differences influence the projéeam’s life, and how can project
management methodologies maximize the positive njorimize the negative)
impact of cultural differences?

How agile or disciplined is this sort of projectetieed to be, and how is this judged
by the project team members?

2.3 Research Philosophy and Approach

Orlikowski and Baroudi provided an excellent cléisation of philosophies and

approaches for information technology research [5].

Following their reasoning, we may list the follogirfiacts as characterizing our
research work.

» Ontologically, we do not make any assumption onlibbavior of project team
members, nor on the reflections of project manag¢roe software development
methodologies on the project organization. We asstimat such knowledge is
unknown, and try to deduce it from appropriate gsialof collected data.
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e Socially, we do not assume any predefined regylaatrule the social reality
where the project team members work (and thus.lid&lyone who has been
involved in software development for a telecom ®tdy can confirm that this
assumption is true in most cases!

» Epistemologically, we believe that the phenomenantdrest (for instance, the
relationship between team members, the consequericesioption of certain
project management techniques and methods, andnthiesic agility of the
project) can be understood by in-depth enquirieslenaith the development
teams.

From such facts, our research work can be cladsiféeinterpretive.

The following sections outline the organization tife project team (research

environment), the empirical study design, and thethod of collection of the

information. We also present our initial answette research problems stated before.

2.4 Project Team Environment

The project team operates in a real, industrialirenment within Nokia Siemens
Networks, a major provider of telecommunicatiorrastructure and services, within
a single project. The purpose of the project isrplement and deliver a charging and
mediation solution for a customer located in theddlé East. The majority of the
project tasks consist in implementing custom adsl-onnew features on top of an
off-the-shelf product platform.

Normally, in the charging and mediation domainsitdifficult to reuse software
from other, similar projects that have been carpatin the past. This is due to the
fact that charging business models (and thus thbnteal requirements for the
software solution) vary substantially from customer customer, and it is often
cheaper and more convenient to implement such riesatitom scratch rather than
reusing work done before. We believe that the adHamous NIH (Not Invented
Here) syndrome has not played a substantial raledgse decisions.

The project under study is part of a larger progrenthat delivers a series of value
added service (VAS) solutions to the same custoTtes.project team environment is
typical of a large company that delivers criticaftesare solutions to a customer that
operates in emerging markets: largely driven bydtiees that are so tight to seem
unrealistic, and in a generally unstable environmérere requirements change often,
access to common resources is limited due to tled&infrastructure, and pressure
on the project team members is applied by seveadlebolders (both within and
without the organization that employs them), antl alwvays with the knowledge or
approval of the project manager.

From the technical point of view, the purpose @&f thediation solution is to collect
Call Data Records (CDR) from different network etarts (like mobile switches,
GPRS nodes, MMS center. etc.), process their corgecording to the customer
requirements and send them in a format that isatdadby the customer’s billing
system. The solution is based on a certain Noléan8ns Networks product, on top of
which our team implemented software that enablestgssing CDRs as per the
customer requirements.
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At the time when the research work was carried tnt,project had lasted around
12 months, and around 1300 man working days had §gent on it. It employed 12
people, out of whom 9 were interviewed for thiseaash.

The team consists of one project manager, one @teahnical architect (who own
the technical solution and had decision power am tédchnical architecture) and
software engineers numbering between three anderlehe number of software
engineers has varied over time according to thel wé¢he project and according to
the number of tasks that have had to be carrie¢anuturrently. The project manager
can allocate and release technical resources elatavely short notice.

Most engineers, who have been assigned tasksahge rfrom implementation to
testing and from documentation to deployment at, ditelong to two contractor
companies that were based in the same city (budiffierent buildings) in the
European Union. One of the technical architectoitocated with the engineers. The
project manager is based in the same city in thddMi East as the customer.
Depending on need, a number of engineers have lbesed in the Middle East as
well. On average, approximately the project staffwased in Europe at a given point
in time, with the remaining half being based in ktieldle East.

Travel between the two locations has been encodrbgé¢he project manager, and
sufficient budget has been allocated for the ptojeam to travel between the two
sites. However, visa restrictions and tight projdetivery deadlines have advised
against excessive travel.

The quality of the telephone network between the tmuntries that host the
project staff is generally low, which discourages tisage of phone calls as a frequent
communication means. In the Middle Eastern locatiba quality of internet service
is also somewhat low.

The project team included people of four differewttionalities. However, the
majority of the technical staff (architects, engir®) shared the same nationality and
mother tongue. The customer team and other intstakéholders belonged to a large
number of cultures and nationalities. The Englishguage was normally used for
communication between the team members and with profect stakeholders.

Customer and Nokia had to build new organizatisamfscratch. Although Nokia
was already present on the market it was only tbkile phone market and the Nokia
Networks (part of Nokia dealing with core networlsince April 2007 it became part
of the Nokia Siemens Networks) was absent in tistocoer country.

Setting up the companies it is always a big chghern this case it was extremely
hard because of tight schedules and lack of reesuf@oth companies had to attract
employees not only from customer’s country butudtty from all over the world.

Organizational structure was well defined at higel in both cases and borders of
responsibility were clearly marked. However whencéme to step down into
organizational chart it turned out that there werany communications problems.
Due to high pressure coming from tight schedulexpfgewere overloaded with work
and sometimes it was impossible to get the needfedmation immediately. This
lead to delays and in the end in giving up somehef project cycle phases (e.g.
performance tests) in order to meet the deadlités Situation applies not only to
relation Nokia Siemens Networks — customer but dlgernally. For example
customer’s IT department had problems with propenmunication with customer’s
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marketing, in Nokia Siemens Networks happeneddhatteam has changed network
device settings without notifying other teams ttedied upon those configuration.

All of this forced the project team subconsciouslyadjust to the major principle
of Agile Manifesto — embrace the change [1]. Altgbuhat project was following the
certain process (classical approach: requirememtthegng, solution proposal,
implementation, testing, deployment) the team waara that despite the fact that
requirements was signed off the customer can changfeany moment. Obviously
project manager was trying to avoid that situatim teach customer that it should
follow the certain rules (by change request prof@sexample) but sometimes it was
really inevitable — in the end it was our custorard project team should make any
effort to fulfill its needs.

3 Survey Characterization

This research work is carried out by means of &eguthat involved the majority of
the team members who had technical roles (e.gwaddtdeveloper, testing engineer,
requirement engineer, technical architect). Thevesuris articulated into nine
guestions, grouped in three categories:

1. Method and tools, including two questions thater generic aspects of the applied
software development method.

2. Project management techniques, including fouestions that cover specific
aspects of project management.

3. Cultural differences, including three questiahat focused on the impact of
cultural differences (mostly, the difference betwé&airopean and Middle Eastern
culture).

When designing the survey, we put particular emigh@s structuring questions so
that respondents would be encouraged to give aofotdetails, and limited
interruptions even when the interviewer felt tHa tesponse was drifting out of the
original scope.

Questions were structured in an open way, whighpieal of interpretive research.
We made every effort to avoid guiding the respohdewards a specific answer, or
towards a yes/no answer. When the answer was (erigf when someone replied in
the lines of “everything worked well”) we tried &sk further questions, trying to dig
out a more detailed opinion.

Most of the respondents were interviewed face ¢e favith the exception of two
respondents who were interviewed remotely by mesnsmail. Interviews lasted
around one hour each, and were conducted by bthiorswf this paper.

4 Reaults

Below the result of the survey are presented. Titerview was conducted with nine
team members that were involved into project aidiwifor two months at least.
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4.1 Methodsand Tools

This part of the survey was dealing with technigaied means that team found useful
for development and information sharing in the reatyomanaged project setup.

Most of the team members were contractors so therg wriginally employed by
the external companies (there were two externalpamies involved in this project)
and then indirectly hired by Nokia Siemens Netwoibkge to transition period (Nokia
Networks was transforming into Nokia Siemens Nekspit was sometimes hard to
create the Nokia Siemens Networks accounts (e-natilanet access) for those
external employees. This was one of the major fadtwat people felt prevented them
from being fully productive during the project. Pé® did not have access to
documentation and other resources like softwaratgsdand patches which ended up
in problems with keeping project deadlines.

The most difficult and challenging part of everyoject phase was the scope
definition because of the communication problemantineed above. During the
implementation the main stress was put on the propefiguration of the mediation
device and testing. There was not much pure soéwawelopment — mostly simple
C++ and shell script development tasks. For thasoe, the first question (asking
which software development techniques helped mnostiremote setting) was
answered in an insufficient manner. Either thers wa answer or the question was
misunderstood by the survey respondents. However,06 the team members found
the Extreme Programming technique (pair programiniag useful during the
deployment and functional testing..

The second question in this section was referrmmdhe tools that were found
useful in the information and knowledge sharingth@ps not surprisingly, the most
efficient way of communication was deemed to be facface meetings. Despite the
fact that so-called modern channels of communioatidixed and mobile telephony,
internet) were at every team member's disposa$ thassical way of exchanging
information was found as the most reliable andaotiffe.

Unfortunately, this way of communication could m&t used very often from the
obvious reasons (distance, difficulty in travelsjpso people have used email and
chat for their daily communication.

In particular, email was recognized to be a morenfd way of communication.
Typical cases when email was mentioned to be éffecre getting approval on
documents or requirements from the customer (waeremail message constitutes a
sort of contract), and broadcasting of informatferg. meeting minutes) to the entire
project team. Some respondents questioned thetigéfieess of the usage of email for
person-to-person communication.

Chat, instead, was deemed more effective and uskful daily, informal
information exchange. A typical use case is whemloan questions must be asked to
a certain expert about certain software functiayali

Version control systems (which the project used documentation and source
codes) were also deemed helpful in informationisigatUnfortunately, most of them
required access to our company’s intranet accoumhich, as explained in the first
paragraph of this chapter, often meant that acmessach resources could not easily
be achieved by some of the team members.
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Finally, we prepared a Wiki website [3], to be usgdthe entire project, where the
project phases were briefly described and the tlalesumentation (requirement
specifications, solution descriptions, test cagmmject management plan) was
available for download. Wiki was listed also as afehe tools that contributed to
better knowledge sharing within the team, althoitgtvas mostly perceived as a
placeholder where to find project documentatiord ant so much as a place where
people can actively (by editing the Wiki pages éoample) influence the way the
knowledge is shared.

4.2 Project Management Techniques

The second part of the survey tries to understaodt the project management
techniques and method that have been used innbjiscp were perceived by the team
members.

The first question in this section is about thejgeb management techniques that
did succeed in the interaction between the tearsfomer and project manager
located in different areas. It turned out thatsitektremely important for most team
members to have a delegated person that wouldsactaral team leader in every site
where the team operates. That person should reprédse project manager locally
and should be able to take proper actions oncesitli@tion requires them (e.g.
tensions with customer during project manager afiseand is accountable for their
consequences. Additionally he or she should allil fu role of the communication
gateway to the project manager but need of this nedisas strongly desired as the
local leadership role.

Another question asked about the general charatiteof the project, focusing on
whether people thought it was disciplined or adgitather surprisingly, there was no
common ground in that matter between the team memB®me engineers claimed
that project was agile and some were claimingithahs very (too) disciplined. There
was also no pattern in the answers with distinctithe assigned role in the project.
The conclusion that we make out of this is thahpps the concept of agility (and,
correspondingly, that of discipline) is not pereshin the same way by people.

The third question asked the team which of the gmtojmanagement phases
(distinguished according to the PMI model) was miaaieler than usual in this project
by the distributed team setup. It was pointed chat tespecially the scope
management phase was more difficult to accomplisiis phase needed traveling as
it required meetings with customer in order to wefthe requirements for the given
project phase. Due to restriction mentioned eaflieya, different time zones, shifted
weekends) this task was performed very often utider pressure. Team members
felt that efficient scope and requirement manageémenld not be carried out at a
distance, especially during the requirement elicitephase and during the inevitable
project phases when the customer points towards@escreep.

The last question of this section asked which pekqualities of the project team
members were most helpful in a remote project selgi surprisingly, trust and
commitment were listed most often in this case. pRedfound it extremely
comfortable to work in an environment where evedypoould count on other team
members to help in case of issues. Also, the fattgome of the team members (e.g.
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technical architect) acted as a local project mandgr the team was deemed
important: this allowed people to have clarity abtask assignments, and it was
possible to make important decisions quickly. Sqgreeple pointed out that having a
competent substitute person (when one of the kesopefor the project was on leave
— e.g. project manager) is crucial.

It is not easy to extract unique conclusions frtwis set of answers. However, there
seems to be evidence that the members of this degm a more disciplined approach
(rather than a more agile one) necessary in thig &f setup. The emphasis that was
put in scope management, and the clearly expressedi for a local team leader seem
to point in the direction of a higher amount ofaifidine. Similarly, the fact that trust
and commitment were deemed to be the most usefglopal qualities for team
members points to the fact that the very natureagife projects (based on fast
prototyping, trial and error and continuous requiedt negotiation) does not fit a
distributed team setup such as the one we implesddat this project.

4.3 Cultural Differences

In the third part of the survey, we investigated tkam members’ opinion on the
cultural differences in the multinational environmhéhat the project had to work in.

The first question concerned the cultural diffeesithat could be spotted as far as
the work approach is concerned. Shifted workingsdagre pointed here as the most
obvious difference. They are only three working sldlyat overlap in Europe and
Middle East (Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday), aedetbre activity planning
should take that into account. It happened somstithat people in both countries
have to work overtime in order to finish their taskimely manner.

The issue of mother tongue was mentioned by seteaad members is not exactly
falling into cultural difference category but is slo mentioning. It was noticed that
for none of the team members English was a mothegue. On one hand it was
found as an advantage as there was no need dfysapplying the grammar rules,
proper vocabulary which made communication proeasser. On the other hand the
knowledge level of English between team membergedaand it was pointed that
sometimes it could cause communication problenvgedis

The second question queried on how cultural diffees influenced everyday
activities. The surprising result here is that rabpdelt the need to point out any
cultural factor that would be disturbing or (evenrmsurprising) stimulating. In two
or three cases it was mentioned that a multinatitesan caused people to be more
patient and understanding to other team membel®einderstood that different
nationalities can have different approach to warkdrms of pace and quality, and
had to adjust their expectations correspondingly.

The last question asked people what they thougbtildhbe changed in current
project setup in order to benefit more from thewmall differences. One of the issues
that surfaced here was the need for careful projeghagement planning. This
involves taking into account the shifted working/slaleaving enough time for cross-
team communication and reviews, allowing peopletravel between sites when
absolutely necessary, and so on.
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The conclusion we may infer from this section iattthe fact that the team was
distributed among two different sites was judgetiéganore relevant than the fact that
the team had people coming from different cult@ed countries. There seemed to be
no tangible consequence of cultural difference aitydvork.

5 Validity

5.2 Internal Validity

Internal validity is the extent to which the survwegults can be extended to similar
projects within the organization where the casdystuas carried out.

It seems like the very specific setup of the projaakes it harder to find the general
pattern that could be applied to other cases. Skkey factors (such as different time
zones, customer organizational inefficiencies, ggbjeam divided in three sites, visa
restrictions in customer country, etc.) are chamdstic to this particular case, and
make the results of this survey hard to generaéizen inside our own organizational
environment.

However, there are some general conclusions tmabealrawn from this setup and
that we believe may apply to other similar projéntsur organization. These include
at least the following.

* Need of a local team leader in every site.

» Necessity of good information sharing tools.

» Flexibility in project task assignment (medley ofes).

When generalizing the other results that we expddiove, we believe that we should
exercise caution, even internally. Further reseasctefinitely needed before safe
statements can be made in this respect.

5.2 External Validity

External validity concerns the applicability of theurvey results to different
organizations, countries, teams and domains.

All the considerations that we have made for iraenalidity obviously hold when
considering external validity. Actually, we belietleat even better care should be
exercised when extending the validity of the redeautside the boundaries of our
organization or domain.

The environment where this project operates idyfainique, as it involves a very
aggressive customer (mostly, in terms of deadljres)organization (Nokia Siemens
Networks) that is relatively new to the country wéhéhe customer resides, a blend of
experience from different fields inside the projeeam, and a relatively young
average age.

For these reasons, we feel that further researchqisired before any claims are
made about external validity. A series of similase studies should be repeated
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across different companies, countries and domaimng,results compared before any
generic claim is made.

6 Conclusions

The analysis of the survey that was conducted amtbegteam members gives
indirect clues about what can be deemed helpfthissort of project setup. We now
try to answer the four research questions that wetlee base of carrying out this case
study.

1. What software development methods and toolsleeened to be most effective in
a distributed software development team? Our rebeaannot give a definitive
answer to this question, as there has been ligleeanent among responders. The
issue requires further research, though we carrtasseome degree of certainty
that the usage of each tool (chat, email, phondecence, web sites) has to be
disciplined in order to avoid generating conflictimessages or annoyance.

2. What project management techniques and persoiadities of the project manager
are most useful in the environment where the ptojeam under study had to
operate? From the results of our research, we e that in such environment
having a team leader in every site, and being &bteust other team members are
by far the most valued aspects. A blend of usageaifiérent tools (email,
teleconference, chat, etc.) for different purposas also solve most of the
information sharing issues. The team’s emphasis &l on scope management,
which may be an indication that in distributed athdhamic environments where
many variables are subject to sudden change, agdssibility to control people
is low, effective management of scope is regardebet the balancing power that
makes projects successful.

3. How did cultural differences influence the patjeeam’s life, and how can project
management methodologies maximize the positive nforimize the negative)
impact of cultural differences? From the resultstto§ research, it appears that
cultural differences do not play a major role instlsort of environment, save
perhaps for the mother tongue. Actually, evidenomts towards the conclusion
that cultural differences can even be stimulatiangg increasing the productivity
and creativity of the people that are involved e tproject. This definitely
advocates the need for further research in this, angolving experts in sociology
and psychology.

4. How agile or disciplined is this sort of projeeind how is it perceived by the
project team members? From the answer to one gpegiéstion we infer that
there is no agreement on whether the project wige agdisciplined, which could
point out to different interpretation of the contemf agility and discipline.
However, there seems to be evidence that pointarttsva more disciplined
approach, as this guarantees better scope managenwe effective assignment
of management roles to different sites and emphadizst and commitment.

What made this project successful? It is hard sovdan itemized list of success
factors in this case. Undoubtedly, it was a mixtfr@roject management techniques,
tools and the unique personalities of the peoplelired in project activities.
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First of all, the role of the team leader cannotubeerestimated. In every team
there should be a person who should act as ateaal leader, sometimes taking the
responsibilities of the project manager for theksabke work assignment. Due to
limited direct contact with the customer (visa resibns) it was important that the
person who was in charge of defining the scopehefgroject phase (requirements
gathering and documentation) was able to work iefiity under time pressure. As it
was described above, face-to-face contact wasrpeefevay of communication, and
the requirement gathering phase was found the &iatdeperform as it was done
remotely.

Another important factor was information sharingoeim team members and tools
that were used for it. Team members were up tow#kethe current project activities
as well as with the future plans for the projettwhs done by setting up weekly
teleconferences gathering all the people involvedthe project and allowing to
discuss current issues and actions. It was alsortet to grant access for everybody
to necessary resources like corporation intrarmegile product documentation etc..
Lack of these facilities can lead to frustrationl dower motivation of the team.

Finally, the most important success factor was wmiget of people. It was not
mentioned accidentally in the survey that one efdhalities that helped to overcome
the distance was trust and commitment. When peogtecount and rely on each
other they can perform very well despite the obdstac
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Appendix 1. Survey Structure

This appendix reports the questions that compdsedurvey in the exact form as the
survey respondents heard them during the intervigtws questions were divided into
three categories.

M ethod and Tools

1. What methods and techniques (in terms of soéwawvelopment method) that you
used in the project were particularly useful iremote development setting?
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Which tools you felt contributed to the inforioat sharing (e.g teleconferences,
emails, chat, wiki, configuration management, etmil which did not? Please
motivate your answer.

Project Management Techniques

3.

What project management techniques (e.g. scommagement, resource
management, task and assignment management, defegatstomer relationship

management) facilitated the interaction betweerptiogect manager and customer
(located in the Middle East) and the team (locateflurope)? what instead did not
work?

. Was this project more agile or more disciplin&dRy? How would you improve

the approach?

. Which phase of project management (scope maregenime management,

resource management, communication management, mekagement, quality
management, etc.) was made harder by the distasteeedn you and the project
manager and what instead was not influenced?

. What personal qualities of the project managechitect and developers helped

most overcome the distance? To what extent didrdless deviate from the job
description? For instance, did the architect samediact as project manager?

Cultural Differences

7.

8.

What cultural differences did you notice (asdarwork approach is concerned) in
your multi-national team (please take into accdbatcustomer team as well)?
Which of the differences did you find stimulatiand having good influence on
project performance? Which not? Why?

. Having the current experience in place would yhange anything in project

management approach, used tools or methodologiesrdar to diminish the
negative / strengthen the positive influence ofdhkural difference?



