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Unified Modeling Language™ (UML) is an international standard for systems
modeling. UML is used for modeling requirements, architecture, detailed
design, and software code generation. UML modeling tools offer graphical
editors for UML model development, generating software from UML models,
creating UML models from the software, and supporting collaborative model
development. This thesis offers new knowledge about UML modeling tool use,
evaluation, and training. The main research question is: How can a globally
distributed product company where UML modeling activities are scattered
across different locations and countries implement a UML modeling tool? Five
studies comprise the research process. The first study provided new
information concerning how UML and UML modeling tools can be used in the
context of product requirements and release management process. In the
second study, version management capabilities of the UML modeling tool were
evaluated. The main contribution of this study was the creation and evaluation
a set of evaluation criteria. A virtual meeting tool (VMT)-based training method
for teaching UML and the features of a UML modeling tool was designed and
evaluated in the third study. According to the study, the VMT-based training
positively impacted learners’ skills, knowledge, and motivation and they were
satisfied with the training. The training cost decreased in the case company by
88% compared to traditional classroom training. In the fourth study, a new
instrument was developed for measuring users’ satisfaction with the UML
modeling tool and service. A longitudinal case study was conducted to evaluate
several classes of e-teaching tools supporting the teaching of UML and the UML
modeling tool during the fifth study. E-teaching tools facilitate learning both
asynchronously (e.g., Wikis) and synchronously (e.g., video-conferencing).
According to this study intranet and virtual meeting tool (VMT) were used to
support UML and UML modeling tool training in terms of application
knowledge covering commands and tools embedded in the information system;
business context knowledge covering the use of information systems to
effectively perform business tasks; and collaborative task knowledge covering
how others use the information system in their tasks.
Keywords: UML, UML tool, training, learning, teaching, e-teaching, e-learning
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1 INTRODUCTION
Unified Modeling Language™ (UML) is an international standard for systems
modeling. UML can be used for specifying, visualizing, and documenting systems. UML was originally developed to provide a unified notation over three
object-oriented software development methodologies: the Booch method
(Booch, 1994), the object-modeling technique (OMT) developed by Rumbaugh
et al. (1991), and object-oriented software engineering (OOSE) developed by
Jacobsen et al. (1992). Since 1997, the Object Management Group (OMG) has
been developing UML as a standard language and it has gone through several
revisions. In its current version UML can be used not only for software systems
modeling but also for business process modeling, organization structures modeling, and embedded and real-time systems modeling. In 2005, the UML standard was also published by the International Organization for Standardization
(ISO).
The central terms in the UML are models and diagrams. For the purposes
of this summary, I adopt the terminology defined by ISO standard (ISO/EIC,
2012) as follows:
• A model captures a view of the physical system, with a certain purpose.
• Diagrams are graphical representations of parts of the UML model. UML
diagrams contain graphical elements that represent elements in the UML
model.
The UML diagrams represent behavioral and static views of the system.
Behavioral diagrams represent the dynamic behavior of the system by visually
representing collaboration among the objects or changes to the internal states of
the objects. Static diagrams represent structural aspects of the system such as
components. The current UML standard version is UML 2.4 and has 14 diagram
types: seven diagram types represent static application structure; three represent general types of behavior; and four represent different aspects of interactions. However, according to empirical studies, some of the diagram types are
reportedly unused by practitioners (Petre, 2013; Fitsilis et al, 2014). Additionally, practitioners have criticized UML for its complexity, lack of formal semantics, and inconsistency (e.g., Lange et al., 2006; Petre, 2013).
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Even though practitioners have raised several concerns regarding UML,
an entire industry has emerged to support UML modeling. There are several
UML modeling tools (also known as CASE tools) on the market used, according
to their vendors, in hundreds of companies for UML modeling. UML modeling
tools offer graphical editors to help architects and developers model requirements, architectures, data structures, dynamic behaviors, and other characteristics of systems with UML. Furthermore, these modeling tools can assist with
automatization tasks, thus providing opportunities that the UML as a language
cannot provide. With the aid of the modeling tools, UML can be used for software code generation and testing. The modeling tools may also be used for reverse engineering, i.e., to generate UML models based on source code. Some
modeling tools have a built-in knowledge of UML rules so they can automatically validate the correctness of UML models.
Despite the emerge of an entirely new industry for UML modeling tools
there is limited empirical research published in the academic literature regarding using and adopting UML and UML modeling tools; most published studies
on UML are individual case studies or surveys. Therefore, no sound estimation
for the total number of users using UML or UML modeling tools can be made.
The one available literature review related to UML use and adoption is by
Budgen et al. (2011) who conducted a systematic literature review to determine
how widely the UML’s notations and their usefulness had been studied empirically by the end of 2008. They found 49 papers altogether with two rounds of
snowballing, of which 11 studies were conducted in industrial settings. Of these
11 studies, only two were related to adopting UML or UML modeling tools.
Budgen et al. (2011) concluded there are few field studies and identified UML
adoption as a topic needing further investigation.
Despite its 20-year existence, UML adoption is still a relevant research topic. According to a recent study by Fitsilis et al. (2014) about UML usage among
IT practitioners in Greece, it was used in nearly half of the projects included in
the study. In addition, users declared that they will use UML again in their future projects, and they expect UML usage will increase further during the next
several years.

1.1 Research questions
The research objective is providing new knowledge concerning how UML
modeling tools are used and evaluated as well as how people are trained to use
them. The main research question is: How can a globally distributed product
company where UML modeling activities are scattered across different locations and countries implement a UML modeling tool? The answer to the research question was constructed from the five studies.
This thesis’ contribution is new knowledge in the IS research community.
In particular, the contribution of this summary is the provision of novel insight
into: 1) the study process and how the studies related to each other; and 2) the
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ways in which new knowledge gained through the studies was used in both the
case company and by the IS research community.
All studies were conducted in a global high-technology corporation in the
business of developing products in multiple sites with multiple partners. Business units in the company develop one or more products for customers in specific market segments. Thus, product development processes were running simultaneously for several products. A product development process is the process
whereby products are developed. It consists of four phases: concept development, system-level design, detailed design, and product testing and refinement
(Ulrich, 1995) (Figure 1). Concept development phase activities include selecting
technological working principles and choosing functional elements, features, and
performance targets to best meet the customer’s needs. The system design phase
includes developing the product architecture and assigning component development teams to the overall product development team. The detailed design
phase is concerned with component design, testing, and production process
planning. The product testing and refinement phase involves testing prototypes
and implementing any required changes to the component designs.

FIGURE 1

Product development process (Ulrich, 1995).

The detailed research questions are described in the following. "Case
company" is the term used to reflect that all studies were conducted in the context of one company, and it does not refer to any research approach or method.
1.1.1 Research questions for requirements and release management system
(RRMS) (Article I)
In the case company, a new platform organization was established which was
responsible for developing common components utilized by different business
units in the products they develop. To enhance communication during the requirement and release management process, a new information system was
developed. It served all product development phases from concept development (needs, analysis of needs), system level design (features, assignment to
teams), detailed design (component and component level release planning) and
product test and refinement (releasing of components, test results). The new
information system was developed in-house.
Over the years, development of the system has resulted in a complicated
information model containing more than twenty different information elements. This study was initiated to better understand which parts of the information system are critical for the success of the system and to develop it further. In sum, the case company’s business need was to understand the existing
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system’s most important properties. The business need was relevant because
the product development process was heavily dependent on this information
system. The case company considered any system downtime as problematic
because it would directly impact sales since no new products could be released
without this system. Thus, the information system was considered a critical
need by the company. It was used by more than 6000 people in the case company and updated by more than 2000 people in 2008 (Käkölä et al., 2010). By the
end of 2008, it contained more than 100 000 active data entities (Käkölä et al.,
2010).
The main research question was: “What are the necessary and sufficient
properties for an information system which supports an integrated requirement
and release management process in a globally distributed product development
organization?”
The research sub-questions were:
1) What are the requirements for an integrated requirements and release management system?
2) What is the design for an integrated requirements and release management system?
3) How does the design fulfil the requirements for an integrated requirements and release management system?
The answer to the first research question consists of requirements developed based on the literature and empirical research conducted in the case company. Requirements consist of detailed requirements related to communication,
control, change, platform development, and process integration. The answer to
the second research question consists of the information model and attributes
for the elements presented in the information model. The design was developed
based on the empirical research conducted in the case company. The answer to
the third research question consists of the results obtained while evaluating the
design against the requirements. The design was evaluated against these requirements by analyzing how each requirement was supported by the design.
This study contributed to the main research question by providing new
knowledge regarding how UML models were used. According to the study,
UML modeling was conducted only when necessary by different tools and diagrams imported or linked to the RRMS. The priorities, schedules, and other information stored in the RRMS were used to focus UML modeling efforts. Thus,
this study provided new information about the UML and UML modeling tool
usage in the context of the requirement and release management process. Later
in the study, it was decided to implement one UML modeling tool globally in
the case organization. The UML modeling tool implementation was further
studied in Articles II, III, IV, and V.
1.1.2

Research questions for a set of evaluation criteria for UML (Unified
Modeling Language) tool version management (Article II)

In the case company, several UML modeling tools were evaluated. During UML
modeling tool evaluation, I learned the UML modeling tools did have consider-
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able differences regarding version management. Thus, I became interested in
identifying the critical features of version management to serve globally distributed product development.
In globally distributed product development modeling activities are scattered across multiple sites and involve multiple teams in different countries.
Therefore, proper version management is critical for managing parallel and geographically distributed modeling activities. According to Koivulahti-Ojala and
Käkölä (2009), literature does not provide a comprehensive set of evaluation
criteria which could be applied in industrial settings to evaluate the version
management capabilities of UML modeling tools in the context of globally distributed product development.
The main research question was: “What are the necessary and sufficient
properties for version management to support UML modeling in globally distributed product development?”
The research sub-questions were:
1) What is the set of evaluation criteria for version management capabilities of UML modeling tools?
2) How can the set of evaluation criteria be used for evaluating UML
modeling tools?
The answer to the first research question is a set of evaluation criteria. The
evaluation criteria were developed based on relevant literature and the author’s
experience while evaluating and adopting a UML modeling tool in the case
company.
The answer to the second research question consists of the results of a laboratory test. During laboratory testing, two modeling tools were installed, and
features of both tools evaluated and the evaluation results were documented.
This study contributed to the main research question by providing a new
set of evaluation criteria which can be used during the evaluation of UML modeling tool version management capabilities to support UML modeling in globally distributed product development.
1.1.3

Research questions for a new training method to support training of
UML and UML modeling tool (Article III)

End-user training is complicated to implement in a globally distributed product
development company where activities are scattered across multiple sites. During UML modeling tool implementation in the case company, a survey was implemented to verify user satisfaction with the tool and the service (Article IV).
Based on the survey results, the support team decided to implement a new
training method. To be successful, the training should positively impact learners’ skills, knowledge, and motivation and learners should be satisfied with the
training. A virtual meeting tool (VMT) was chosen to support delivery of training because it was already in use for meetings.
The research question was: Can the UML and UML modeling tool training
be organized and delivered through a VMT so that learners are satisfied with
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the training and the training positively impacts their skills, knowledge, and motivation?
The research sub-questions were:
1) What is the design for a UML modeling language and UML modeling
tool training organized and delivered through a virtual meeting tool?
2) How does the design fulfil the target of learners’ satisfaction with the
training and the training positively impacting their skills, knowledge,
and motivation?
The answer to the first research sub-question is a method as described by
March and Smith (1995). The training method was described in terms of content, organization of training, training materials, and trainers’ skills and
knowledge. The training method was described based on the case study conducted in the case company.
The answer to the second research sub-question consists of case study results. According to the study, users’ skills, knowledge, and motivation were
improved and learners were satisfied with the training organized through a
VMT (Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä, 2012).
This study contributed to the main research question by providing new
knowledge regarding how UML and UML modeling tool training can be organized through a VMT.
1.1.4 Research question for a new measurement instrument (Article IV)
There was a target to routinely measure both user satisfaction and service quality for the tools utilized by users in the case company. It was most appropriate to
measure the user satisfaction and service quality variables after the UML modeling tool was adopted. There were three requirements for a new measurement
instrument: 1) it should measure both the service quality and the user satisfaction with respect to the tool; 2) there should be no more than 10 questions (including two standard questions of location and frequency of usage), 3) the instrument should be applicable to further develop the service and the tool. The
IS research community has delivered many comprehensive instruments to
measure user satisfaction and service quality (e.g., Petter et al., 2008). However,
the first and the second requirement limited the choice of instrument to an existing instrument because there was none available to cover both the service
quality and the tool related satisfaction while utilizing only eight questions.
The research question was: “Is it possible to create a new adequately reliable and valid measurement instrument with eight items to measure both user
satisfaction and service quality?”
The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation, and
evaluation of a new 8-item instrument to evaluate users’ satisfaction with the tool
and the services supporting its use. The results detained from analyzing the two
surveys conducted in the case company to measure user and service satisfaction
with a UML modeling tool indicated the instrument has adequate reliability and
validity. Furthermore, it was used successfully to improve the service. It is short,
easy to use, and appropriate for both practical and research purposes.
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During the study, two rounds of surveys were conducted amongst users
in the case company. When the results of the first survey were analyzed, it was
concluded that users are not satisfied with the existing training and the decision
was made to implement a new training method. This new training method was
the subject of the study in Article III.
This study contributed to the main research question by providing new
knowledge regarding how to evaluate users’ satisfaction with the UML tool and
the services supporting the tool.
1.1.5 Research question for a longitudinal study about UML and UML modeling tool training (Article V)
E-teaching tools facilitate asynchronous (e.g., Wikis) and synchronous (e.g.,
video-conferencing) learning. In the case company, different e-teaching tools
had been used routinely during meetings for several years. Later on, these tools
were deployed for UML and UML modeling tool training. The case company
was interested in understanding which e-teaching tools were most applicable to
UML and UML modeling tool training. It was especially unclear whether eteaching tools can be deployed to teach the following categories of knowledge:
application, business context, and collaborative task knowledge. Application
knowledge covers commands and tools embedded in the information system;
business context knowledge covers the use of information systems to effectively
perform business tasks; and, collaborative task knowledge covers how others
use the information system in their tasks.
The research question was: Which classes of e-teaching tools are most applicable for organizing and delivering technology training allowing large numbers of learners to become trained in application, business context, and collaborative task knowledge needed to master the UML and UML modeling tool?
According to this longitudinal case study, an intranet and a virtual meeting tool (VMT) were used to support UML and UML modeling tool training in
application knowledge, business context knowledge, and collaborative task
knowledge. In addition, Wikis, discussion forums and e-mail were used to support UML and UML modeling tool training but not for all three types of
knowledge.
This study contributed to the main research question by providing new
knowledge concerning which tools have been used to support delivering of
UML and UML modeling tool training in a globally distributed product company.
The five articles are interrelated (Figure 2). Article I provided insight into
how UML modeling tools were used during the product development process.
Furthermore, for the case company, it provided new information that UML diagrams are created but employees are using different UML modeling tools to do
so. Thus, it established a common need for the UML modeling tool implementation. UML modeling tool evaluation, use, and training was discussed in Articles
II, III, IV and V.
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FIGURE 2

Relationships between the articles.

In Article II the evaluation criteria for UML modeling tool version management in the context of globally distributed product development were introduced. According to my experience, UML modeling tools did differ in terms
of features’ capability of supporting globally distributed product development.
According to Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä (2009), literature does not provide a
comprehensive set of evaluation criteria which could be applied in industrial
settings to evaluate the version management capabilities of UML modeling
tools in the context of globally distributed product development. Thus, both
research and practice were triggers for this study.
When a new UML modeling tool was implemented in the case company, it
was relevant to measure users’ satisfaction with the tool and the service (Article
IV). This article provided new information for the research community related
to how users’ satisfaction with the tool and service can be measured. Moreover,
when the first survey’s results were analyzed in the case company, it was concluded the users were not satisfied with the training and a new training method
using a virtual meeting tool (VMT) was implemented. This new training method was the subject of Article III’s study. Finally, Article V provided new information as a longitudinal study on how the new training method through VMT
among other training methods evolved over time. Thus, Article V extended the
study in Article III in two respects: several e-teaching tools were studied instead
of one and the study was longitudinal.
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1.2 Authors’ contribution to the included articles
This thesis consists of one journal article and four conference articles presented
in the following:
I
Käkölä, T., Koivulahti-Ojala, M. & Liimatainen, J. 2011. An Information
Systems Design Product Theory for the Class of Integrated Requirements
and Release Management Systems
II

Koivulahti-Ojala, M. & Käkölä, T. 2009. Framework for Evaluating the
Version Management Capabilities of a Class of UML Modeling Tools from
the Viewpoint of Multi-site, Multi-partner Product Line Organizations

III

Koivulahti-Ojala, M. & Käkölä, T. 2012. Design, implementation, and
evaluation of a Virtual Meeting Tool-based innovation for UML technology training in global organizations

IV

Islam, A. K. M. N., Koivulahti-Ojala, M. & Käkölä, T. 2010. A light-weight,
industrially-validated instrument to measure user satisfaction and service
quality experienced by the users of a UML modeling tool

V

Koivulahti-Ojala, M. & Käkölä, T. 2014. Training people to master complex technologies through e-Learning: Case of UML technology training
in a global organization

I was the main author of Articles II, III, and V. I was responsible for research
planning, writing the article, conducting the literature review, creating the
evaluation framework, and analyzing the modeling tools for Article II. The second author contributed to writing and evaluation framework creation. I was
responsible for research planning, writing the article, conducting the literature
review, and conducting and analyzing interviews for Article III. The second
author contributed to writing and analyzing interviews. I was responsible for
research planning, writing the article, and collecting and analyzing data for Article V. The second author contributed to writing and analyzing research results. I contributed to research planning, writing, requirements and design creation and evaluation, and analyzing interviews in Article I. I contributed to research planning and writing, as well as implementing and developing the instrument and interpreting the statistical analysis results in Article IV.

1.3 Structure of the thesis
This thesis is organized as follows. In Chapter 1, I present the research objective
and the research questions. In Chapter 2, I describe the five articles included in
this thesis, related research methods, the case company and my role in the case
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company. In Chapter 3, I evaluate the relevance and rigor of each study in three
respects. First, I evaluate the relevance of each study from the perspective of the
case company after the study was conducted. Then, I evaluate the relevance of
each study based on how results were used in IS research. Finally, I evaluate the
rigor of each study. In Chapter 4, I summarize contribution of each study towards answering the main research question. In Chapter 5, I summarize theoretical and practical contributions, limitations, and the implications for further
research.



2 SUMMARY OF ARTICLES
In this chapter, I present the five articles, the research approach, research methods applied in these articles, and the case company, as well as describe my role
in the case company. The term "case company" is used to reflect all studies were
conducted in the context of one company. The term "case company" does not
refer to any research approach or method. The description of each article contains the research problem of the article, the research approach and process, the
results that I emphasize in the article, limitations of the research, and contribution to this thesis.
Each study’s research question originated from work experience and their
research approaches and methods were chosen prior to beginning the research
process for each study. Therefore, the research approach and methods are described in the context of each article. My studies represent a mathematical research approach, research approach where is studied what is reality, and research stressing utility of innovations (Järvinen, 2012, p. 10). Järvinen (2012, p.
10) introduced a taxonomy to help select the most suitable research approach
for a research problem (Figure 3). He first differentiates research stressing what
is reality from mathematical research approaches. In mathematical studies, a
certain theorem, lemma, or assertion is proved. He further distinguishes research stressing what is reality and research approaches stressing utility of innovations. Research approaches studying utility of innovations he further distinguishes into innovation building approaches and innovation evaluation approaches. He divides the research approaches studying what is reality into conceptual analytical approaches (i.e. research methods for theoretical development) and empirical research approaches.
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FIGURE 3 Research approaches (Järvinen, 2012, p. 10).

Järvinen (2012) distinguishes research approach and research methods.
Research methods may support different research approaches. Theory-creating
research approaches include case studies (Yin, 1989). Additionally, Lee (1989)
presented a specific version of the case study which should be classified as a
theory-testing approach. Thus, case research methods may be applied in the
context of different research approaches. In conceptual-analytical research,
basic assumptions behind constructs are analyzed; theories, models and
frameworks used in previous studies are identified, and logical reasoning is
thereafter applied; then, a new tentative theory, model or framework describing
a certain part of the reality is developed. Theory-testing research methods include laboratory experiments, surveys, field studies, and field tests.
My studies represent different research approaches (Table 1). Article I represents a research approach where the utility of innovation is studied, i.e., the
utility of a requirements and release management system (RRMS) is analyzed.
We followed a design method developed by Walls et al. (1992). In Article II,
new evaluation criteria are conceptual-theoretically derived from identified user needs in the context of globally distributed product development and measured in natural settings. Article III describes the design and re-design of training arrangements, and therefore represents a longitudinal design project. In
Article IV, a new measurement instrument was created for a reflective construct
that could not be measured as such, following instructions presented by
Churchill (1979). This study represents a mathematical research approach. In
Article V, a tentative list of the e-learning tools most suitable for UML modeling
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and UML modeling tool training is created, thereby representing a theory creation approach. This study is a longitudinal case study.
TABLE 1

Article

Article
I

Article
II

Article
III

Article
IV

Article
V

Research approaches and research methods applied in each study.

Research question

Research approaches
mapped according to
taxonomy by Järvinen
(2012, p. 10)
What are the meta-requirements Innovation building
and meta-design of Information and innovation evaluSystem Design Theory for the ation
class of integrated requirements
and release management system
(RRMS) in a globally distributed
product
development
organization?
What are the necessary and suf- Innovation evaluation
ficient properties for UML modeling tool version management
to support UML modeling in
globally distributed product development?
Can the UML and UML model- Innovation building
ing tool training be organized and innovation evaluand delivered through a VMT so ation
that learners are satisfied with
the training and the training positively impacts their skills,
knowledge, and motivation?
Is it possible to create a new ad- Mathematical
apequately reliable and valid meas- proach
urement instrument with eight
items to measure both user satisfaction and service quality?
Which classes of e-teaching Theory creating
tools are most applicable for
organizing and delivering technology training allowing large
numbers of learners to become
trained in application, business
context, and collaborative task
knowledge needed to master the
UML modeling language and
UML modeling tool?

Research
method
Design method
developed by
Walls et al.
(1992)

A controlled
test to evaluate
the set of evaluation criteria
in a laboratory
test
Design method
developed by
Peffers et al.
(2007)

Churchill
(1979)

Case
study
Yin, 2003
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2.1 An Information Systems Design Product Theory for the Class
of Integrated Requirements and Release Management Systems (Article I)
2.1.1

Research problem and research strategy

Distributed product development organizations need to collect, analyze, and
utilize requirements. Well-defined requirements are prerequisites for assigning
appropriately scoped projects to internal units and service providers for implementation (Carmel and Agarwal, 2002; Adelson and Soloway, 1985). Release
management is concerned with the identification, packaging, and delivery of
product’s elements (ISO/IEC TR 19759, 2010). Salo and Käkölä (2005) developed an Information System Design Theory (ISDT) for the class of Requirements Management Systems (RMS) to help IT practitioners build RMS for creating, prioritizing, and storing requirements. Methodologically, their work was
based on Walls et al. (1992) who articulated how to construct and test an ISDT
capable of guiding the design of a specific class of information systems. They
argue that the information systems "field has now matured to the point where
there is a need for theory development based on paradigms endogenous to the
area itself" and call for Information System Design Theories to fill this need. An
ISDT is "a prescriptive theory based on theoretical underpinnings which says
how a design process can be carried out in a way which is both effective and
feasible". According to Salo and Käkölä (2005), the RMS’s benefits were limited
when the instances were not integrated with the systems used in the downstream phases to provide transparent end-to-end support throughout the product development. For example, customer representatives responsible for entering requirements were not able to use the RMS instances to follow-up concerning when the requirements would be implemented. The Information System
Design Theory’s scope should thus be broadened to design systems supporting
the whole life cycle more comprehensively.
In this study, knowledge in the case company and existing research
knowledge were used to create a new Information System Design Theory. According to Walls et al. (1992) ISDT prescribes both the design product and process aspects of a class of IS, that is, what are (1) the value propositions to be fulfilled by implementing an instance of the class, (2) meta-requirements describing the problem(s) to be solved by the class, (3) the meta-design prescribing the
solution for the problem(s), and (4) applicable kernel theories from social and
natural sciences for understanding and/or solving the problem(s) shared across
all products within the class, and how the products should be built. In this
study, the research focused on meta-requirements and meta-design. Therefore,
in terms of Information System Design Theory, the research question was as
follows:
• What are the meta-requirements and meta-design of Information
System Design Theory for the class of an integrated requirements
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and release management system (RRMS) in a globally distributed
product development organization?
And the research sub-questions were:
1) What are the meta-requirements for the class of integrated requirements and release management system (RRMS)?
2) What is the meta-design for the class of integrated requirements and
release management system (RRMS)?
3) How does the meta-design fulfil the meta-requirements for the class of
an integrated requirements and release management system (RRMS)?
2.1.2 Research process
The research began by conducting a literature review to develop preliminary
meta-requirements. Afterwards, interviews and other data gathering methods
were used to gain a comprehensive understanding of RRMS features and usage
in the case company. Two of the paper’s authors had access to all relevant information and could interact with people who were involved with the RRMS
design. We observed use of the RRMS, analyzed documentation, held informal
discussions with various stakeholders, and conducted six semi-structured interviews with middle-level managers who were involved with the design and
use of the RRMS for process improvement. Based on the interviews, metarequirements were modified and the information model and attributes for the
elements created. Finally, the design was evaluated against the metarequirements by analyzing how each meta-requirement is supported by the meta-design. The evaluation was documented as part of the paper.
I contributed to this study through research planning, writing, metarequirements and meta-design creation and evaluation, and planning and analyzing interviews. Because I was working as a System Specialist in the case
company and responsible for this information system, we decided interviews
should be conducted by another research team member.
2.1.3 Research results and contribution to this thesis
The main contributions of the article were the meta-requirements of the Information System Design Theory and a meta-design that meets the metarequirements. Meta-requirements were developed based on the literature and
empirical research conducted in the case company. Meta-requirements consist
of fifteen requirements related to communication, control, change, platform development, and process integration. Meta-design consists of an information
model and attributes for the elements presented in the information model. In
their work, Salo and Käkölä (2005) did not propose an information model. Their
approach was based on a two-level document structure. In our work, a new
information model was proposed (Figure 4). The meta-design was validated
against meta-requirements by analyzing how each meta-requirement was supported by the meta-design.
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FIGURE 4

Information model of the meta-design of the design product theory for the
class of RRMS (Käkölä et al., 2011).

Research results are relevant for IS researchers whose research interests
are related to requirement or release management process development, information systems supporting the requirement or release management process,
process integration, or integration of information systems. Information System
Design Theory for the class of RRMS facilitates theory development in the context of RRMS. This may include, but is not limited to, theory development in the
context of 1) requirements management systems, 2) release management systems, 3) integrated requirements and release management systems (RRMS), and
4) integration of requirements and release managements processes.
Research results are relevant for R&D managers who can take advantage
of the results when planning, evaluating, implementing, or deploying information systems to support requirement and release management. IT practitioners benefit from the results when planning, implementing, or evaluating such
systems.
This study contributes to this thesis by providing information about UML
and UML modeling tool usage in the context of the requirement and release
management process. According to the study, if requirements in the RRMS
needed specific product UML models to make them understandable to executives, managers, service providers, or other critical stakeholders, the models
were crafted in appropriate modeling environments as necessary and hyperlinked or, sometimes, imported into the RRMS. The priorities, schedules, and
other information stored in RRMS were used to focus UML modeling efforts.
UML models where thus created but they did not cover the whole system. This
result complements Nugroho and Chaudron’s (2008) work. According to their
survey of 80 software professionals who use UML, they found that most of the
UML models were not complete, meaning they did not cover all elements of the
system. Results of our study are thus in line with their study.
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2.1.4 Limitations and future research
The main limitation of this research is the theory’s design product effectiveness
hypotheses (clarifying the expected organizational benefits from using an
RRMS instance derived from the class of RRMS) are missing. The hypotheses
are needed for the empirical validation and possible revision of the theory in
future research. From a methodical perspective, the Information System Design
Theory is applied here regarding Walls et al.’s (2004) “level 2 use” where Information System Design Theory is used as a common language and framework for determining the meta-requirements. Walls et al. (2004) propose the
application of Information System Design Theory is more advanced when kernel theories are used to create new insights or even further to propose advancements for Information System Design Theory.
One limitation of this study is the meta-requirements and meta-design
were created in the context of one company and therefore may not be suitable
for other companies’ use. Because the case company has successfully used the
application for several years with different products, inter-organizational setups, and partners, and due to substantial effort made during the research process to study the literature we were, however, confident RRMS is also suitable
for purposes other than in the case company.
In the original paper, the research method was described as a case study.
Case study in the original paper reflected the data gathering methods.

2.2 A Framework for Evaluating the Version Management Capabilities of a Class of UML Modeling Tools from the Viewpoint of Multi-site, Multi-partner Product Line Organizations
(Article II)
2.2.1

Research problem and research strategy

Unified Modeling Language™ (UML) is used in globally distributed product
development organizations for modeling the architecture, detailed design, and
automation of software code generation and testing. In such organizations,
modeling activities are typically scattered across multiple sites and involve
multiple teams in different countries. UML modeling tools utilizing version
management are critical for managing parallel and geographically distributed
modeling activities. According to (Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä, 2010), the literature does not provide a comprehensive set of evaluation criteria which could
be applied in industrial settings to evaluate the version management capabilities of UML modeling tools.
In the second research paper we built and evaluated a framework for
evaluating the version management capabilities of UML modeling tools. The
research problem of the second research paper was:
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•

What are the necessary and sufficient properties for version management to support UML modeling in globally distributed product
development?
The sub-research questions were:
1) What is the set of evaluation criteria for version management capabilities of UML modeling tools?
2) How can the set of evaluation criteria be used for evaluating UML
modeling tools?
This research represented the evaluation phase of design science research
(Peffers et al., 2007). Peffers et al. (2007) proposed a six-phase method based on
Nunamaker et al. (1990), Walls et al. (1992, 2004), Hevner et al. (2004), March
and Smith (1995), and Rossi and Sein (2003) in the design research discipline.
Their method consists of problem identification and motivation, definition of
the objectives for a solution, design and development, demonstration, evaluation, and communication. This research represents evaluation phase of the design science research, i.e., evaluation of existing UML modeling tools. The research approach was conceptual-analytical in the sense a new set of evaluation
criteria was created based on an analysis of existing research in SW version
management and documented requirements for assets needing to be managed
in product line organization based on the author’s experience during the evaluation and adoption of a UML modeling tool in the case company (research subquestion 1). However, a controlled test approach was applied when the set of
evaluation criteria was evaluated in a laboratory test (research sub-question 2).
During laboratory testing, I was responsible for installing the version management tool, two UML modeling tools (client and servers), analyzing their features against the set of evaluation criteria, and reporting of the results.
2.2.2

Research process

The set of evaluation criteria was developed based on the literature and experiences reported in the paper. Evaluation criteria were applied in laboratory tests
for testing two UML modeling tools. Laboratory tests included installing the
tools, analyzing each feature, and documenting the results. According to the
results, it was possible to differentiate these two UML modeling tools according
to their version management capabilities. The case company representatives
used and were more favorable for the version management capabilities of the
UML modeling tool that, according to laboratory testing, got better scores. This
indicated the tool receiving the highest scores is likely to be more capable of
supporting version management of UML models in a globally distributed
product development organization.
In this study, I was responsible for research planning and writing the article, as well as evaluation framework creation and analyzing the modeling tools.
The second author contributed to writing and evaluation framework creation.
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2.2.3 Research results and contribution to this thesis
The main contribution of this research was the set of validated evaluation criteria for the version management capabilities of UML modeling tools. The laboratory tests indicated the set of evaluation criteria is feasible for laboratory testing,
which means it can be applied by organizations to evaluate the version management capabilities, and the UML modeling tool receiving the highest scores is
more likely to meet the requirements of a distributed product development organization.
This study contributes to this thesis by providing new knowledge about
UML modeling tool evaluation. Research results are relevant to IS researchers
whose research interests are related to UML modeling tools. Research topics
may include, but is not limited to, theory development in the context of UML
modeling tool evaluation.
Research results are relevant to R&D management and IT practitioners
who can take advantage of the results when evaluating the UML modeling
tool’s version management capabilities. Global R&D organizations evaluating a
UML modeling tool benefit from the framework as they can use it during the
evaluation or the evaluation results of these two modeling tools. This is highly
beneficial as it requires substantial effort to install the tools as well as complete
the evaluation, especially for medium size companies. The total effort required
for both installation and evaluation was several man-months.
2.2.4

Limitations and future research

The main limitation of this study is the evaluation was conducted only in laboratory settings. More comprehensive results could possibly be obtained by extending testing from the laboratory to case organizations where, for example,
successful deployment of UML modeling tool version management capabilities
can be evaluated. Furthermore, a set of evaluation criteria can be extended to
include other features of UML modeling tools. In this article, a generic UML
modeling tool feature list was proposed and by creating a set of evaluation criteria for all features relevant to the research target group could be extended to,
for example, IT practitioners when evaluating and deploying UML modeling
tools.

2.3 Design, implementation, and evaluation of a Virtual Meeting
Tool-based innovation for UML technology training in global
organizations (Article III)
2.3.1

Research problem

End-user training is complicated to implement in globally distributed product
development organizations where its business activities are scattered across
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multiple sites. Virtual meeting tools (VMT) enable synchronous communication
globally through interactive audio, online chats, video, and sharing presentations. VMT provides a potentially cost-effective way to deliver training in even
complex topics to large numbers of people in global settings.
In this paper, a case study was conducted in a globally distributed R&D
company to describe the design, implementation, and evaluation of a method
for teaching skills and knowledge needed to use UML and UML modeling tool.
The UML was used in the case company for modeling architecture and detailed
design. The UML modeling tool was used to create and maintain models and
diagrams, the version management of models, and reverse engineering of code.
In the case company, the target was learners’ satisfaction with the training and
it should positively impact learners’ skills, knowledge, and motivation regarding application, business context, and collaborative tasks.
The research problem of the third research paper was:
• Can the UML and UML modeling tool training be organized and
delivered through a VMT so that learners are satisfied with the
training and the training positively impacts their skills, knowledge,
and motivation?
The sub-research questions were:
1) What is the design for a UML and UML modeling tool training organized and delivered through a virtual meeting tool?
2) How does the design fulfil the target of learners’ satisfaction with the
training and the training positively impacting their skills, knowledge,
and motivation?
The answer to the first sub-research question is a method described by March
and Smith (1995). The training method was described regarding content, organization of training, training materials, and trainers’ skills and knowledge. The
training method was depicted based on a case study conducted in a case company. The answer to the second sub-research question consists of evaluation
results obtained from the case company. According to the study, users’ skills,
knowledge, and motivation were improved and learners were satisfied with the
training organized through VMT (Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä, 2012). The research approach was constructive considering a new training method was built
and evaluated. Evaluation was based on interviews to verify the impacts on
learners’ skills, knowledge, and motivation, and perceived learner satisfaction
with the new training method. Evaluation of the training method was conducted from the individual learner’s perspective.
2.3.2

Research process

To answer the research questions, the six-phased design research methodology
presented by Peffers et al. (2007) was utilized and four of the six steps were focused on during the research process. First, Problem Identification and Motivation
revealed the UML training-related research did not provide any insights into
the design and implementation of VMT innovations for UML training. A detailed literature review is included in the paper. Second, Objectives for an Innova-
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tion were defined to resolve the problem based on the case company’s experiences. The objective for the research was: “Can the UML modeling and modeling tool training be organized and delivered through a virtual meeting tool in
ways that learners are satisfied with the training and the training positively impacts their skills, knowledge and motivations?”. Third, the new training method’s key components such as content, organization of training, training materials, and trainers’ skills and knowledge were Designed and Developed. Fourth,
learner satisfaction and improvements in skills, knowledge, and motivation
were Evaluated. Evaluation was based on interviews to verify the innovation’s
impacts on skills, knowledge, and motivation and perceived learner satisfaction
regarding the new training method. Based on results from the interviews, the
training method proved successful in improving skills, knowledge, and motivation in the case company and learners were satisfied with it. As the method was
already in use when the study was started, instead of the demonstration phase
it was focused on evaluating the existing method. Therefore, the demonstration
phase was not documented. The final phase of communication was not possible
to complete fully because at the time of the study, the case company was not
willing to divulge any information related to the training costs.
In this study, I was responsible for research planning, writing of the article, and conducting and analyzing interviews. The second author contributed to
writing and analysis of interviews.
2.3.3 Research results and contribution to this thesis
The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation, and
evaluation of a VMT-based training method for teaching the UML and UML
modeling tool. Design and implementation of training was specified in terms of
content, organization of training, training materials, and trainers’ skills and
knowledge. Based on the evaluation, VMT was applied in the case company for
UML training successfully in terms of learner satisfaction, and improved skills,
knowledge and motivation.
IT practitioners benefit from the new training method when planning, implementing, and evaluating the UML and UML modeling tool training. R&D
management can take advantage of the results when planning, implementing,
and evaluating the UML and UML modeling tool training. IT practitioners and
R&D management can take advantage of the results when making decisions
about VMT usage in UML and UML modeling tool training.
This study contributes to this thesis by providing new knowledge about
UML and UML modeling tool teaching. Research results are relevant for IS researchers whose research interests are related to UML modeling, UML modeling tools, or end-user training. Research topics may include, but is not limited
to, new method development and evaluation in the context of UML modeling
language training, UML modeling tool training, and VMT-based training.
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2.3.4

Limitations and future research

Subjective opinions of interviewees do not necessarily correlate with real improvements in skills and knowledge or learner satisfaction. However, other data sources within the company support the interview results. First, a user satisfaction survey completed in the company indicated after the UML and UML
modeling tool training sessions were provided, user satisfaction was increased
(see details in Article III). Second, the case company attempted other ways of
supporting end-users’ efforts to learn UML technology but they were unsuccessful in terms of popularity amongst the end-users.
In the original paper, the research method was described as a case study.
Case study in the original paper reflects the data gathering methods.

2.4 A lightweight, industrially-validated instrument to measure
user satisfaction and service quality experienced by the users
of a UML modeling tool (Article IV)
2.4.1

Research problem and research strategy

Existing research in information systems evaluation considers user satisfaction
and service quality as central constructs and has produced comprehensive approaches using multidimensional instruments (DeLone and McLean,1992; Delone, 2003; Doll and Torkzadeh, 1988, 1991; Ives et al., 1983; Petter et al., 2008;
Pitt et al. 1995; Smithson and Hirschheim, 1998; Symons, 1991). From a distributed product development organization’s viewpoint, there are two main limitations in the current research. First, based on experiences in the case company,
when collecting data with several surveys or using each with a large set of
questions, response rate was low. Secondly, the case company’s representatives
were not satisfied with the current IS ZOT SERVQUAL instrument as the users
may not be able to meet the support personnel face-to-face to evaluate physical
facilities, equipment, or personnel-related tangibles and therefore cannot reliably answer the related questions. IS ZOT SERVQUAL (Kettinger and Lee, 2005)
deploys 54 questions to be answered for IS service quality.
In the case company, there was a target to periodically measure both user
satisfaction and service quality for the tools used. This was a mandatory action
because the case company was committed to fulfil the criteria set in ISO 9000
certification to maintain customer satisfaction. Some existing instruments were
presented (for SERVQUAL, Kettinger and Lee, 2005; Jiang et al., 2002; Pitt et al.,
1995, for UIS Ives et al., 1983, for EUCS, Doll and Torkzadeh, 1988), but according to the case company representatives, they were not suitable for its purposes.
Therefore, requirements were set for the new measurement instruments as follows: 1) it should measure both the service quality and user satisfaction regarding the UML tool; 2) there should be no more than 10 questions (including two
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standard questions of location and usage frequency), 3) the instrument should
be applicable to further develop the service and the tool.
In the fourth research paper, we created and evaluated a lightweight 8item instrument to measure user satisfaction and the quality of service experienced by the users of a UML modeling tool in the case company. The research
problem of the fourth research paper was:
• Is it possible to create a new adequately reliable and valid measurement instrument with eight items to measure both user satisfaction and service quality?
The research approach was constructive considering a new instrument
was created and evaluated. However, a theory testing approach was applied
when the instrument was evaluated.
2.4.2

Research process

The research process followed instructions presented by Churchill (1979) focusing not on individual measures but the overall validity of the new measurement
instrument:
1. Specify the domain of the construct.
Domain of the construct was specified as user satisfaction measurement and
service quality measurement for an information system.
2. Generate a sample of items
A sample of items was generated based on existing measurement instruments
and reviewed by case company representatives.
3. Collect the data
Data was collected via survey.
4. Purify measure
Instead of purification, this phase’s focus was on central tendency computation,
regression analysis, item to criterion correlation, and item to total correlation.
Item to total correlation was analyzed to ensure higher model reliability. As a
part of this analysis it was noticed that overall satisfaction was not explained by
Item 6 (How satisfied are you with training available?) featured in the first survey. However, the survey item was not removed or changed as the users were,
according to the first survey’s results, not satisfied with the training. Based on
the first survey conducted in the case company, it was concluded the communication and training practices had to be improved because the means of questions related to instructions, user guides, and training were lower than the
mean of all questions. Information sharing with the users was improved in several ways and a new training method was implemented.
5. Collect the data
Data were collected via survey.
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6. Assess reliability with new data.
To ensure higher model reliability, the correlation of each item’s score with the
total of all items’ scores was computed. A threshold of 0.45 was used for this
validity check. The correlation values were well above the threshold except the
result of Q6 in the 1st survey (see the explanation in Purify measure). Therefore,
we concluded the instrument has adequate reliability.
7. Assess construct validity.
To ensure statistical conclusion validity (Straub et al., 2004), we performed a
regression analysis. According to the results, all the questions had at least a
modest fit when following rules described by Bryman & Cramer (1999).
In this study, I contributed to research planning, writing, implementation,
and deployment of the instrument, as well as statistical analysis and interpreting statistical analysis results.
2.4.3 Research results and contribution to this thesis
The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation, and
evaluation of a new measurement instrument to evaluate users’ satisfaction
with the UML tool and services supporting tool. The list of items in the instrument is given in the Appendix of Article IV.
From an IS researcher’s viewpoint, an analysis of the results of two surveys conducted in a case company indicates the new measurement instrument
had adequate reliability and validity. Compared to the available existing instruments, the number of questions was significantly smaller and therefore
provides IT practitioners with a new measurement instrument that can be applied instead of those currently used for similar purposes, specifically to evaluate satisfaction and service quality experienced by users of an information system. Furthermore, in the case company it was proven easy to use and appropriate for further improving the service and tool.
IT practitioners benefit from the proposed instrument when measuring
user satisfaction and service quality for information systems. IS researchers can
benefit from the results including, but not limited to, theory development in the
context of information systems-related service quality measurement and user
satisfaction measurement. Research results are thus relevant for IS researchers
whose research interests are related to measurement of user satisfaction or service quality for information systems.
This study contributes to this thesis by providing new knowledge about
user satisfaction and service quality experienced by users of the UML modeling
tool. According to the results, by providing new training methods and improving communication, overall satisfaction with the UML modeling tool and related services were improved in the case company.

37
2.4.4 Limitations and future research
The main limitation of this study is the new measurement instrument was tested only in the context of one application and organization. Future research is
needed to validate the instrument in the context of other organizations and other classes of information systems. However, the instrument was designed to be
generally applicable for evaluating a variety of systems and services.

2.5 Training people to master complex technologies through eLearning: A case study of UML technology training in a global organization (Article V)
2.5.1

Research problem

E-teaching tools facilitate asynchronous and synchronous collaboration. Examples of e-teaching tools include Wikis, intranet, internet, e-mail, discussion forums, and virtual meeting tools (VMT) which enable real-time interactions
through features such as chat tools, audio, video, and user interfaces for screen
sharing. E-teaching tools may provide a cost-effective way to train many people
simultaneously in global settings to leverage complex technologies such as the
UML modeling language and UML modeling tool. We consider the UML modeling language and UML modeling tool training a complex technology to teach
for the following reasons. First, there is a high number of diagrams and symbols
with which learners should become familiar. Second, modeling requires both
the understanding of UML and the ability to use the UML modeling tool. Third,
using UML requires long-term training and learning efforts (Dori, 2002;
Kobryn, 2002).
According to a literature review conducted by Koivulahti-Ojala and
Käkölä (2014), there are no longitudinal studies concerning UML or UML modeling tool training through e-teaching tools in industrial settings. It is unclear
whether e-teaching tools can be deployed to learn three types of knowledge
needed as a user in the context of applications supporting collaboration: application, business context, and collaborative task knowledge (Kang and Santhanam, 2003). Kang and Santhanam (2003) identified three knowledge domains
user training should deliver in the context of information systems supporting
collaboration: application knowledge covering commands and tools embedded
in the information system; business context knowledge covering the use of information systems to effectively perform business tasks; and collaborative task
knowledge covering how others use the information system in their tasks.
In this paper, a longitudinal case study was conducted in a globally distributed R&D organization to evaluate several classes of e-teaching tools utilized in supporting the teaching of application, business context, and collaborative task knowledge required for UML modeling language and UML modeling
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tool implementation. The UML modeling language was used in the case company for modeling architecture and detailed design. The UML modeling tool
was used to create and maintain models, to create and maintain diagrams, version management of models, and reverse engineering of code. The research
problem of the fifth research paper was:
• Which classes of e-teaching tools are most applicable for organizing
and delivering technology training allowing large numbers of
learners to become trained in application, business context, and collaborative task knowledge needed to master the UML modeling
language and UML modeling tool?
E-teaching tools included Wikis, intranet, e-mail, discussion forum and
virtual meeting tools (VMT) which enable real-time interactions through features such as chat tools, audio, video, and user interfaces for screen sharing.
2.5.2

Research strategy and process

In case studies, IS researchers find out conditions in the target organization by
making observations, interviewing, archiving, and recording (Yin, 2003, p. 83).
Benbasat et al. (1987) state three reasons why case studies are suitable for IS research:
• The IS researcher can study the information system in a natural setting.
• The IS researcher can answer "how" and "why" questions.
• Case study is an appropriate way to research an area in which few
previous studies have been carried out.
All three reasons were valid in this research. According to the literature
review conducted and reported as a part of the paper, the extant research on eteaching for UML modeling language and UML modeling tool training consists
of a few papers covering only a few e-teaching tools. Longitudinal studies are
missing. Therefore, conducting a study in a natural setting brings new information about the usage of several e-teaching tools as well as about long-term
usage of e-teaching tools.
During the case study, each e-teaching tool used for UML and UML modeling tool training were listed, and the content of the training analyzed and
mapped to the application, business context, and collaborative task knowledge
(Kang and Santhanam, 2003). To provide a longitudinal view, each e-teaching
tool’s usage was described in detail during the years 2008, 2010, and 2013, and
finally, an overview of each e-teaching tool’s usage over time was created.
Sources for the information were interviews, documents, meeting memos, intranet and e-mails.
Evaluating the success of e-teaching tools in the case company was conducted based on the usage of the tools. In 2013, intranet, email, and VMT were
the only e-teaching tools in use. Additionally, VMT tool usage in on-line training sessions covering the UML modeling language and UML modeling tool was
evaluated as a separate study (Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä, 2012). According to
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the study, skills, knowledge, and motivation of users were improved and learners were satisfied with the training (Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä, 2012).
In this study, I was responsible for research planning, writing the article,
and collecting and analyzing data. The second author contributed to writing
and analyzing research results.
2.5.3 Research results and contribution to this thesis
Based on the case study, face-to-face training and support were accompanied
by a wide variety of e-teaching tools including Wikis, discussion forums, intranet, e-mail, and a VMT. The application of e-teaching tools for software application training focused first on application knowledge training but extended over
time to include business context knowledge and collaborative task knowledge.
In the beginning, the UML tool vendor and the virtual team responsible for the
UML modeling tool’s global deployment produced most of the learning content
but over time the community using the technology also became a contributor.
The main contribution of this research was that several classes of eteaching tools were used to support UML and UML modeling tool training but
intranet and virtual meeting tool (VMT) were used to support UML and UML
modeling tool training regarding all three types of knowledge (application
knowledge, business context knowledge, and collaborative task knowledge).
VMT was the most crucial class of tools because it not only contributed to the
sharing of all three types of knowledge in the case company but also improved
the users’ motivation to use UML technology.
This study contributes to this thesis by providing new knowledge about
UML modeling language and UML modeling tool teaching. Research results are
relevant for IS researchers whose research interests are related to UML modeling, UML modeling tools, or e-teaching tools. Research topics may include, but
are not limited to, research in the context of complex technology training, UML
modeling language and UML modeling tool training, and e-teaching tools usage in information systems training. IT practitioners benefit from the results
when they plan and deploy UML modeling language and UML modeling tools
training.
2.5.4 Limitations and future research
The main limitation of this study is the study was conducted in only one organization. Future research is needed to confirm the results in the context of other
organizations. Another limitation is only training organized through VMT was
directly evaluated; specifically, skills, knowledge, and trainees’ motivation were
evaluated at the individual level. Other e-teaching tools’ impact on trainees’
skills, knowledge, and motivation were evaluated secondarily through measuring the popularity of each e-teaching tool. Therefore, research is needed to determine which e-teaching tools are the most effective at supporting learning of
the UML modeling language and UML modeling tool in ways resulting in
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learners satisfied with the training and the training positively impacts the skills,
knowledge, and motivation of the learners.
The use of e-teaching tools evolved over time in the case company regarding the number of tools deployed and the coverage of not only the application
knowledge training but also the business context knowledge and collaborative
task knowledge training. The usage of various classes of e-teaching tools should
be studied in future longitudinal studies to understand these phenomena better.

2.6 The case company and my role in the case company
All the studies presented were conducted in a global high-technology corporation in the business of developing products in multiple sites with multiple partners. Business units in the case company ran one or more product lines in
which product programs produced product releases under the guidance of
product roadmaps and release plans for customers in specific market segments.
Product programs deployed software and hardware platform releases developed by internal platform units, inter-organizational consortiums, and external
providers. Product programs were run either by the case company or its partners. The platform releases integrated hardware and/or software component
releases developed internally or by partners or purchased off-the-shelf from
external providers. Partners included OEMs, consortiums, outsourced software
and hardware development, research centers, and open source communities.
Requirements were collected from markets, service providers, and other internal and external sources.
IT support and development for applications used by R&D was organized
by virtual teams consisting of personnel from the global IT department and the
department responsible for process and information systems development and
support for R&D as well as outsourced resources working for both the global IT
department and the department responsible for process and information systems development.
For the duration of the studies, I was working in several roles within the
case company (Table 2) in the department responsible for process and information systems development and support for R&D.
Because I had an official role in the case company, especially close attention was paid to verifying the results to ensure their reliability. In all the papers,
there was at least one additional author who reviewed the same material and
results, therefore ensuring conclusions were valid. As a part of this process, for
example, content of the interviews was crosschecked and when needed more
information was obtained if possible. More details of such actions taken are included in the papers.
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TABLE 2

2009-2012

2007-2008
2006
2004-2005
2003
2000-2002

1998-2000
1996-1998

My roles in the case company.

Senior Manager responsible for architecture & system design
process and operational development including process development, IT support and running process and development projects. Both direct line reports and outsourced resources.
System Specialist for UML modeling tool during global evaluation and deployment in the case company. Managing virtual
team.
Maternity leave
System Specialist for an information system which support
integrated Requirements Management and Release Management System. Managing virtual team.
Maternity leave
Line Manager for a team which was responsible for development, deployment and support of information systems used
globally in R&D in the data warehouse, groupware, and portal
technologies areas. Both direct line reports and outsourced resources.
IT Project Manager
Planned, implemented and deployed a data warehouse solution
for R&D globally; manage internal and subcontractor resources
System Specialist for information systems supporting R&D
project management including deployment, development and
support of ISs. Solutions created and supported in co-operation
with process and concept owners, local support organization, IT
specialists and subcontractors.



3 POST-EVALUATION OF STUDIES
In this chapter, I evaluate the relevance and rigor of each study in three respects. Firstly, I evaluate the relevance of each study from the perspective of the
case company after the study was conducted, specifically, how the case company could utilize the results of the study. Second, I evaluate the relevance of each
study based on how results were used in IS research. Third, I evaluate the rigor
of the study from the perspective of methodological choices made during the
study.

3.1 An Information Systems Design Product Theory for the Class
of Integrated Requirements and Release Management Systems (Article I)
3.1.1

Relevance of research results for the case company

The research results of this study were the design product theory for the class of
integrated requirements and release management systems (RRMS), including
the requirements for RRMS instances and the design meeting the requirements.
The design consists of an information model and the attributes for the elements
presented in the information model.
This study provided relevant information for the company in which features of the information system provide critical support for the integrated requirement and release management process. After the study was completed,
the case company decided to invest in a commercial system which would replace the existing in-house system. The commercial system evaluation, configuration and deployment was a large-scale migration project with a total investment of 10 million euros over five years. The requirements and design were reused during the evaluation, configuration, and deployment of the commercial
system. The decision in support of replacement was made to enable usage of a
commercial system instead of in-house development.
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During the evaluation, configuration and deployment of the commercial
system the information model was further developed. For the purposes of sharing and agreeing overall enterprise level architecture, the level of granularity in
the information model was suitable. However, for the purposes of planning and
implementing the information model through configuration of the commercial
system, a more detailed information model was needed. Thus, the study’s resulting information model was more suitable for the enterprise level architecture planning in the case company.
Interestingly, even if a new commercial system replaced the existing requirement and release management tool, UML modeling tool(s) continued to be
used in the same ways. UML models were linked and imported into the system
supporting the requirements and release management system. However, none
of the business units or teams completed end-to-end models; specifically, they
did not create complete models of the system. Thus, providing a new UML
modeling tool and commercial system to replace the existing requirement and
release management tool did not impact the way UML modeling was used in
this regard.
3.1.2 Relevance of research results for science
Documented requirements and design represent the conceptual design IT artifact as described by Rossi and Sein (2003). According to March and Smith
(1995), when building the first artifact, the research contribution lies in the novelty of the artifact and in the persuasiveness of the claims that it is effective. According to Käkölä et al. (2010), there are no requirements or design depicted for
an information system supporting a requirement and release process. Therefore, the research can be considered novel. Additionally, the design was evaluated against the requirements and it fulfills the requirements. Therefore, the
design artifact can be considered effective.
As the original paper was published several years ago, it is possible to
evaluate how the study’s results have been further developed. To find related
studies, the following research portals were searched: Scopus, ACM Digital Library, IEEE Xplore Digital Library, Google Scholar, and ABI/INFORM
(Proquest). Eleven studies containing references to the article were found. In
two studies, the study’s results were further developed. Tang and Liu (2010)
proposed the definition and elements of a meta-requirement. Lu (2015) has extended the information model to cover test management. Thus, IS researchers
have further developed the results provided.
3.1.3 Methodological Rigor
In the first paper, the design science research approach proposed by Walls et al.
(1992) was applied. Our research question in this study was: “What are the meta-requirements and meta-design of Information System Design Theory for the
class of integrated requirements and release management system (RRMS) in a
globally distributed product development organization?” The main contribu-
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tion in terms of Walls was the partial design product theory (ISDT) for the class
of RRMS, including the meta-requirements for RRMS product instances and the
meta-design that meets the meta-requirements. As there already existed partial
ISDT provided relevant input for the study (i.e., ISDT for an information system
supporting requirements management) continuation of the already existing
ISDT development was relevant and therefore design research was conducted
following Walls et al. (1992).
During the research process, some limitations during research implementation were found: 1) During the research process no evidence could be found
regarding kernel theories availability in the context of the RRMS design. Thus,
immature or missing kernel theories within the context of requirements and
release management limited the creation of ISDT within this context. 2) The
ISDT creation process was not very well phrased in the original paper and
therefore required substantial effort to learn during the research process and
explain later during the reporting phase. The second challenge is backed by
Walls et al. (2004) who conducted a literature review and concluded the research method’s usability and ease of use needs to be improved. In their study,
Walls et al. (2004) concluded that there were only 26 papers applying their proposed research approach published during a 12-year period from the time that
their original paper was published. Thus, this study represented a research approach which very few IS researchers have applied.

3.2 A Framework for Evaluating the Version Management Capabilities of a Class of UML Modeling Tools from the Viewpoint of Multi-site, Multi-partner Product Line Organizations
(Article II)
3.2.1

Relevance of research results for the case company

The main contribution of this research was the set of validated evaluation criteria for the version management capabilities of UML modeling tools. The set of
evaluation criteria and the evaluation results were used by the case company.
These results provided relevant information for the case company regarding the
differences that the UML modeling tools had in terms of version management.
Additionally, the set of evaluation criteria was shared with the UML modeling
tool vendor. The aim was the UML modeling tool vendor would develop the
tool so that it supports all the evaluation criteria. At the time the original paper
was written, the following evaluation criteria were not fulfilled by the UML
modeling tool that was used in the case company:
- Availability of element level history (i.e., which modifications were done
and who did them)
- Diagram and Element level branching (at the time of the writing branching was possible at the package and model levels only)
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Check in / Check out for diagrams and elements (at the time of writing
Check in/ Check out was possible on model and package levels only).
Since 2015, the product has supported the availability of element level history. Thus, the tool has been developed to better fulfill the evaluation criteria
and benefitted other people than just those at the case company.
-

3.2.2 Relevance of research results for science
According to Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä (2010), the literature does not provide a comprehensive set of evaluation criteria which could be applied in industrial settings to evaluate the version management capabilities of UML modeling tools in a globally distributed product development organization. Therefore, it can be claimed the set of evaluation criteria is novel. Furthermore, the set
of evaluation criteria was successfully used for the evaluation of two UML
modeling tools. According to the laboratory tests, it was possible to differentiate
two UML modeling tools according to their version management capabilities.
Because the original paper was published several years ago, it is possible
to evaluate how the study results have been further developed. To find related
studies, the following research portals were searched: Scopus, ACM Digital Library, IEEE Xplore Digital Library, Google Scholar, and ABI/INFORM
(Proquest). According to the search, eight studies were found with references to
the article. However, none of these studies further developed or applied the
evaluation criteria.
3.2.3 Methodological rigor
This study represented the evaluation phase of design science research (i.e.
evaluation of existing UML modeling tools). According to March and Smith
(1995), design science research consists of two basic activities: build and evaluate. Evaluation is the process of determining how well an artifact performs; it
refers to the development of criteria and the assessment of artifact performance
against those criteria.
The research approach was conceptual-analytical considering a new set of
evaluation criteria was created. During the concept-analytical phase, relevant
literature related to version management was analyzed, the requirements in the
case company documented, and each criterion created and documented accordingly. The limitation is no literature review was conducted in the domain of
version management during this phase. This decision was made based on my
experience with several version management tools and knowledge that, at the
time of writing, the version management capabilities of the tools were similar
with each other. Thus, a literature review would not provide additional information.
However, a controlled test approach was applied when the set of evaluation
criteria was assessed in a laboratory test. During laboratory testing, I installed all
the needed software and tested the features. The rigor of the laboratory test was
ensured by repeating the tests with two different versions of the tools.
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In this study, only one domain of the UML modeling tool’s features were
studied (version management). These features were evaluated from the perspective of a globally distributed R&D organization where users of the UML
modeling tool are product developers. The defined evaluation criteria scale was
a binary “no” or “yes.” Thus, it represented a qualitative evaluation for a limited user group and purpose. In general, evaluation of commercial off-the-shelf
software is considered challenging. Wanyama and Far (2008) name multiple
stakeholders and multiple objectives as challenges in the evaluation of commercial off-the-shelf software. Jadhav and Sonar (2009) state software evaluation is
a multiple criterion decision-making problem (MCDM) and based on their literature review, the analytic hierarchy process has been widely used for evaluating software packages. The analytic hierarchy process was first introduced by
Saaty (1999) and provides a comprehensive approach for software package
evaluation. With multiple criteria or several stakeholders, I recommend considering such a process.

3.3 Design, implementation, and evaluation of a Virtual Meeting
Tool-based innovation for UML technology training in global
organizations (Article III)
3.3.1

Relevance of research results for the case company

The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation, and
evaluation of a VMT-based training method for teaching UML modeling and
UML modeling tool. Design and implementation of training was specified regarding content, organization of training, training materials, and trainers’ skills
and knowledge. Based on the evaluation, VMT was applied successfully in the
case company for UML training regarding improved learner satisfaction, skills,
knowledge, and motivation. At the time of the study, the case company was not
committed to divulging information related to exact travel or training instructor
costs due to contractual reasons where an outside travel agency and training
provider were involved. However, the decrease in training costs can be measured by comparison. One set of on-line training organized for 20 participants
cost 12% compared to face-to-face training with similar content. This only includes costs related to the training itself. Additionally, no traveling costs were
assigned for on-line training for participants or instructors. Therefore, the total
decrease in cost was even greater, although we do not know the detailed traveling costs due to contractual reasons. The cost decrease of 88% was significant
for the case company as the training sessions were organized on a regular basis.
During a six-month period (June 2010 - November 2010), 29 sessions were organized, and each lasted 1-2 hours. After three years, VMT was still extensively
used for training. During a six-month period (June 2013 - November 2013), 29
sessions were organized, and each lasted 1-2 hours.
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An ongoing need for training sessions was, according to the virtual team
supporting the UML modeling tool, due to at least two reasons: 1) training sessions were organized in a way that they supported both novice and advanced
learners and, therefore, even if novice users became more knowledgeable, they
still find beneficial to join training sessions; and 2) there was an ongoing need
for training because when users joined a new project, team or organization
which used UML, they typically needed to learn additional information they
were not already familiar with such as new types of diagrams.
As users gained more knowledge about the tool’s capabilities, they did not
request such features they now knew already exist. Before the training was introduced, users sometimes requested features the tool already had. Furthermore, they gained additional knowledge about the templates and other methods they can use to configure the tool’s output and input. Thus, they did not
need additional configurations to be implemented by a support team or the
vendor. For example, during the training, users were trained how to publish
their models in the intranet. As a result, there were fewer requests sent to the
support team and tool vendor for new publishing capabilities. Users were also
able to better formulate new requirements to improve the tool. For example, as
a part of the training, they learned how to use version management. However,
as they become more familiar with version management they can suggest new
requirements for it.
3.3.2 Relevance of research results for science
According to a literature review conducted by (Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä,
2012), until 2012, there was only one paper published where the adoption of
UML modeling training in industrial settings via e-teaching tool was studied,
which was by Bunse et al. (2006). The limitation of that study is the training
method was not described and the training did not cover UML modeling tool
training. Therefore, I can claim that the training method is novel for the IS research community. Furthermore, the training method was successful regarding
improved skills, knowledge, and motivation of users as well as learners’ satisfaction.
Since the original paper was published several years ago, it is possible to
evaluate how the study results have been further developed. To find related
studies, the following research portals were searched: Scopus, ACM Digital Library, IEEE Xplore Digital Library, Google Scholar, and ABI/INFORM
(Proquest). According to results from the search, one study citing this article
was found. That study is included in this thesis (Article V). This study provided
further information regarding how this training method was developed over
time.
3.3.3

Methodological rigor

In this study, a systematic literature review was conducted. It followed Kitchenham et al.’s (2009) approach. The literature review was used to assess the cur-
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rent state of knowledge regarding UML and UML modeling tool training. Boell
and Cecez-Kecmanovic (2015) propose that the systematic literature review is
suitable only for a meta study summarizing the evidence from earlier research.
As our aim was to assess the current state of the research by summarizing the
earlier research, I claim that use of Kitchenham et al. (2009) was relevant.
In this study, the six-phased design research methodology presented by
Peffers et al. (2007) was deployed. The result of the study was a training method. Methods represent one type of artifact that is a possible result. By definition,
design research is about artifacts (i.e. artefacts are the final results of design research process). March and Smith (1995) identify four types of IT artefacts: constructs, models, methods, and instantiations. They define these as follows: “As
in natural science, there is a need for a basic language of concepts (i.e., constructs) with which to characterize phenomena. These can be combined in higher order constructions, often termed models, used to describe tasks, situations,
or artifacts. Design scientists also develop methods, ways of performing goaldirected activities.” Later, Hevner et al. (2004) adopt the same list of IT artifacts.
Specifically, Hevner et al. (2004) state, “effective design-science research must
provide clear contributions in the areas of design construction knowledge (i.e.,
foundations, system development methodologies, modeling formalisms, ontologies, problem and solution representations, design algorithms), and/or design
evaluation knowledge (i.e., methodologies, new evaluation metrics).” March
and Smith (1995) state constructs, models, and methods can be instantiated in
specific products, or physical implementations. Rossi and Sein (2003) name potential products of design research conceptual designs (e.g., definition of relational model), methods (e.g., design patterns), models and systems (e.g., prototypes and commercial applications), and better theories (e.g., relational algebra).
Hevner et al. (2004) pointed out that IT artifacts constructed in design science
research are rarely full-grown information systems used in practice. System development methodologies, design tools, and prototype systems (e.g., GDSS,
expert systems) are examples of such artifacts. For this study, the definition presented by March and Smith (1995) of methods as ways of performing goaldirected activities was adopted.
The value of an artifact lies in its utility (March & Smith, 1995; Hevner et
al., 2004). The utility of the method was mainly evaluated from the perspective
of the individual learner - are the learners satisfied with the training and are
their knowledge, skills, and motivation improved. Moreover, this information is
also relevant to trainers, R&D management, and IT management for decision
making regarding training. However, the main target was evaluating the utility
of the new training method from the perspective of the learner.
In this study, learning considered a transformative process where, through
learning, the initial state in the learner's mind is transformed to the new state
which is different from the initial state if learning has occurred (Järvinen, 1999,
p.3; Aulin, 1982, p. 15). Thus, we assumed it is possible to evaluate learners’
skills, knowledge, and motivation after the training and learning may improve
them. However, our focus has been on transformation in knowledge, skills, and
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motivation through learning only. Kang and Santhanam (2003) identified three
knowledge domains IS training programs should cover: application knowledge
covering commands and tools embedded in IS applications; business context
knowledge covering the use of IS applications to effectively perform business
tasks; and collaborative task knowledge covering task interdependencies between various actors and how the IS application coordinates and mediates these
interdependencies. According to Kraiger et al. (1993), training can positively
affect individuals’ motivation and therefore improvement in motivation was
considered relevant to the study. However, this view can be considered too narrow and there are studies aimed at a more comprehensive approach for understanding and evaluating e-learning (e.g., Koponen, 2008). Learning is closely
related to the understanding of data, knowledge, and information (Hälinen,
2011, p. 6). Despite its limitations, this study provided new information for both
researchers and practitioners.

3.4 A lightweight, industrially-validated instrument to measure
user satisfaction and service quality experienced by the users
of a UML modeling tool (Article IV)
3.4.1

Relevance of research results for the case company

The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation, and
evaluation of a new measurement instrument to evaluate users’ satisfaction
with the tool and services supporting the tool. Continuous user satisfaction
measurement was relevant for the case company since in the case company
there was a target to periodically measure both user satisfaction and service
quality of the tools used in the case company. This was a mandatory action because the case company was committed to fulfill criteria set in ISO 9000 to
maintain customer satisfaction. User satisfaction surveys were conducted six
times between 2009 and 2013 but the same instrument was not used each time.
Instead, the guidelines and instructions given inside the company were followed. Questions were slightly different each time and the results were not fully comparable with previously conducted surveys. However, the questions represented system and service quality-related questions. The number of questions
decreased during a five-year period, however, the same instrument was also
used for systems other than the UML modeling tool. The potential number in
the target group was hundreds of users during the period of 2009 - 2013.
One open question was included in the survey. The results of the surveys
as well as answers to the open questions were source for feedback for the tool
vendor as well as for the continuous development of the service. Action plans
were created after each time the survey was conducted and contained new initiatives such as new requirements for the vendor or any tasks aiming at developing the service.
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3.4.2

Relevance of research results for science

Analysis results from the two surveys, conducted in a case company, indicate
the new measurement instrument has adequate reliability and validity. There
are existing instruments to measure end user computing satisfaction (EUCS)
and service quality. I compare the new instrument to the two most widely used
existing instruments from the perspective of using those on a regular basis for a
considerable number of applications and users. The most widely used instruments for user satisfaction measurement are EUCS and UIS and for service
quality measurement, SERVQUAL (Petter et al., 2008). As the EUCS instrument
(Doll and Torkzadeh, 1988) contains fewer items compared to the UIS, even its
short form (Ives et al, 1983; Baroudi & Orlikowski, 1988). I used the EUCS instrument for comparison purposes as it contains fewer items. EUCS deploys 12
questions to measure user satisfaction. IS ZOT SERVQUAL (Kettinger and Lee,
2005) deploys 54 additional questions to be answered for IS service quality. In
total, if using both these instruments, there are 66 questions users need to answer. Thus, one user for one application using the new instrument answers 8
questions rather than 66 questions using the existing instrument. In the case
company, the number of R&D users was 6 000 during 2008 (Käkölä et al, 2010).
If we assume a user uses the same amount of time to answer to each question,
the time used for answering questions using the new instrument is 88% lower
compared to time spent answering questions using the existing instrument. If
each user uses 5 seconds to answer each question and the response rate is 20%
(number of users that answer to the survey), the total time spent in the user
population using the new instrument is 13 hours and with the existing instrument it is 110 hours. Moreover, one user typically uses several systems, thereby
multiplying the number of surveys he or she would have to complete. Additionally, the case company collected this information twice a year. Thus, the
estimated time savings is in the hundreds of hours. Thus, for the research community, this instrument provides new information about an instrument which
is more feasible for long term use from the perspective of the industry and
saves a considerable amount of time in regular use compared to the most widely used existing instruments. For the case company, the difference was considered so relevant they chose not to use these existing instruments at all even
though they were introduced for the case company.
As the original paper was published several years ago, it is possible to
evaluate how the study results have been further developed. To find related
studies, the following research portals were searched: Scopus, ACM Digital Library, IEEE Xplore Digital Library, Google Scholar, and ABI/INFORM
(Proquest). According to the search, six studies contained references to the article. Metrailler and Estier (2014) referred to this study as evidence it is in business management’s best interests to understand users' satisfaction and service
quality during tool deployment. Islam (2011) referred to this study as one of the
recent studies regarding user satisfaction. Gahalaut and Käkölä (2010) referred
to this study to show tools supporting their assertion that software product
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lines should provide adequate speed and be easy to use. Thus, this study represented empirical evidence of why and how user satisfaction and service quality
are measured. Other studies (Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä, 2012; 2014) focused
on the results from the case company’s perspective.
3.4.3 Methodological rigor
The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation, and
evaluation of a new measurement instrument to evaluate users’ satisfaction
with the tool and services supporting tool. This new measurement instrument
represented a multi-item measurement instrument with two reflective constructs and these were user's satisfaction with the tool and services supporting
the tool. According to Petter et al. (2007), a reflective relationship exists between
a construct and measurement items when items are a reflection of the construct.
They also name examples such as perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness,
and satisfaction. According to Petter et al. (2007), formative constructs occur
when the items describe and define the construct. One of their examples is that
of organizational performance and how it is operationalized through three
measures: productivity, profitability, and market share.
In this study, the research process followed instructions presented by
Churchill (1979) for new instrument creation. Later, MacKenzie et al. (2011)
proposed a 10-step process for the development of valid scales which guides
both the instrument development and construct validation.

3.5 Training people to master complex technologies through eLearning: Case of UML technology training in a global organization (Article V)
3.5.1

Relevance of research results for the case company

In the case company, different e-teaching tools had been used routinely in meetings for several years. Later, those tools were deployed for UML and UML
modeling tool training. Based on this case study, face-to-face training and support were accompanied by a wide variety of e-teaching tools including Wikis,
discussion forums, intranet, e-mail, and a virtual meeting tool. The application
of e-teaching tools for software application training focused first on application
knowledge training but extended over time to include business context
knowledge and collaborative task knowledge.
The main results for the case company were that 1) e-teaching tools are
suitable for teaching complex technologies and 2) tools routinely used for meeting purposes are also suitable for e-teaching. The company has used the same
tools for teaching not only UML modeling and UML modeling tool technology
but also for other complex technologies such as use of product lifecycle man-
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agement (PLM) or enterprise resource planning (ERP) systems. Specifically, in
the case company, project management was not previously supporting the use
of VMT for teaching complex technology as there were concerns that teaching
application knowledge concerning command level skills is not possible using
VMT (i.e. commands/keystrokes needed). However, based on the study, users
have different strategies to learn command level skills such as writing their own
notes. Therefore, there were fewer concerns concerning implementing VMT for
teaching complex technology.
3.5.2

Relevance of research results for science

According to the literature review conducted by Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä
(2014), there are no longitudinal studies on UML and UML modeling tool training. According to this longitudinal case study, intranet and virtual meeting tool
were used to support UML and UML modeling tool training regarding application knowledge covering commands and tools embedded in the information
system, business context knowledge covering the use of information systems to
effectively perform business tasks, and collaborative task knowledge covering
how others use the information system in their tasks.
This paper was recently published. No studies referring to this paper were
found when Scopus, ACM Digital Library, IEEE Xplore Digital Library, Google
Scholar, and ABI/INFORM (Proquest) were searched.
3.5.3

Methodological rigor

This study was a case study following guidelines given by Yin (2003). In this
study, it was important to prepare a case study database as I hold a managerial
position within the company. The second author reviewed the case study database and ensured there is no bias due to the involvement of the first author in
the daily activities of the case company. Additionally, members of the support
team also reviewed and commented on the analysis results.
In the original paper, the term e-learning tool was used instead of eteaching tool which has been used in this summary. At the time of writing, the
most commonly used term was selected to ensure the paper is easy to read. Elearning tool is a commonly used word and there are several books published
which include the word e-learning tool in the title. However, I agree with the
studies where learning is considered a phenomenon which can be facilitated by
teaching - it is the human being who has the capability to learn and teaching or
training is considered a way to facilitate learning (Järvinen, 1999, p.3; Aulin,
1982, p. 15). Therefore, in this summary, the term e-teaching tool is used instead
of e-learning tool. The e-teaching tool term is utilized to describe tools capable
of being used to deliver training electronically such as a virtual meeting tool
(VMT), Wikis, and e-mail.



4 THE STUDY: UML MODELING TOOL IMPLEMENTATION IN A GLOBALLY DISTRIBUTED PRODUCT ORGANIZATION
In this Chapter, I describe how each study contributes to answering the main
research question: How can a globally distributed product company where
UML modeling activities are scattered across different locations and countries
implement a UML modeling tool? A detailed description of each study can be
found in Chapter 2 where each study is presented.
I start by presenting the stages of implementing the UML modeling tool in
the case company, and this provides background information for the entire
study. Next, I present the schedule of the studies and summarize the main results. Finally, I compare the stages of the UML modeling tool implementation in
the case company to those introduced by Jadhav and Sonar (2011) and propose
a new stage model in the context of UML modeling tool implementation.

4.1 UML modeling tool implementation in the case company
In this Subsection 4.1, I describe how the UML modeling tool was implemented
in the case company and how each study was related to the UML modeling tool
implementation. The description covers both the UML modeling tool implementation project and use phase.
The UML modeling tool implementation has been documented based on
the internal material (steering group meeting memos, project team meeting
memos, requirement documents, training materials, and e-mails); studies reported in the five articles as referred to by article number; and in Chapter 3,
documented experiences in the case company after the study was completed.
This chapter has been reviewed together with two project team members to ensure it depicts the UML modeling tool implementation accurately.
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The case company was a global distributed high-technology corporation
developing products in multiple locations. During the project, a commercial
UML modeling tool was evaluated and implemented globally. The project was
initiated due to management’s desire for one globally available tool to enable
modeling with standard notation because the UML modeling tool mainly used
for UML modeling purposes did not support UML2 and SysML notations, and
it was in the end of its lifecycle (e.g. the development of the tool was stopped
and it had compatibility problems). Also, users were utilizing different tools for
UML modeling (Article I). Potential UML tool users in the case company were
considered architects and engineers. They were in different countries and working in several time zones and business units.
When the project was initiated, the case company had experienced failed
software package implementation projects. Project failures included overrun of
costs, delays in project deployment, or software not possible to implement at all
due to technical problems. For these reasons, there were previous projects
stopped without completion of the software package implementation.
The project was organized as follows (Figure 5). The project steering
group was the architecture management team where the architecture decisions
over different business units were made; they approved the scope, schedule,
resourcing, and main deliverables. The project team consists of the global IT
department, the department responsible for the process and tool development
and support for R&D, and subcontractors working for these departments. Additionally, at least one architect was involved from each business unit for different tasks such as trial, pilot, and requirement management during the project.
Architects joining the project contributed in different ways to the work. Some
architects discussed the topic inside their business unit and actively sought further information within their business unit such as current tools used. Some
architects considered themselves as experts and were actively looking for information outside the company without involving the potential users within
their business unit. Thus, the potential users of the tool in different business
units were treated differently. The project organized trainings and business unit
representatives were asked to provide information regarding which users
should be involved in the training. From some business units there were several
representatives and from some there were very few or none.

FIGURE 5

The project structure.
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Details of UML modeling tool vendor liability, tool architecture, and financial evaluations are not provided in this thesis because the case company
and tool vendors have agreed that the evaluation results are confidential.
Among members of the project team, there was discussion about past failures with software package implementation and therefore some guidelines
were agreed upon. User participation was considered important and nominating a representative from each business unit was set as a target. It was considered a risk for the vendor to be involved the presentations to the steering group
as they might try to sell the product. In this company, the new versions were
called “promiseware” which indicated the new version is not real until it is
available. In the past, a project had failed due to the vendor agreeing to provide
new features but failed and the entire project was stopped due to a several
months delay and the new release was not realized. Another important principle was the tools should be installed and used as early as possible so user feedback can be gathered before global implementation. In the past, there was a project where several months delay was realized when there were technical problems with installation. The project progressed following the case company’s
guideline for IT projects where the IT project is divided into five stages. The
guidelines for IT projects followed a waterfall model, and therefore, the project
manager together with project team tailored the IT guidelines. As a result, the
project’s stages were identified and steering group meetings held after the stages, but the content of the stages was tailored by the project team.
Each stage in the project lasted from weeks to several months (Table 3).
Even though it was conducted in stages, the project did not follow a waterfall
model where requirements are frozen in early stages of the project. Rather, requirements were managed in an iterative way. The project was initiated in October 2007 and it officially started in November 2007. Evaluation of the tool was
completed in three stages. In Stage 1, the environment was created for trialing,
the first set of requirements was created, and the list of potential UML modeling tools created. Based on this information, the decision was made by the steering group regarding which tools will continue to be installed during this stage.
This was a conscious decision, and a risk was taken because after the next stage,
there may be another tool under consideration. However, this approach enabled progress with hands-on activities. The selected tools for trial were installed
(i.e. trial environment was created) and provided for users in the project team to
use. Feedback based on usage of the tool was collected. During this stage, real
data was entered (i.e. pilot environment was set up). In Stage 2, the pilot environment was provided for users on the project team to use. Again, feedback
based on usage was collected. During Stage 1 and Stage 2, the list of requirements was revisited and update based on user feedback. Evaluation of the tools
was completed and a decision about the UML modeling tool was made in May
2008 (Stage 3), and global implementation started for new teams during August
2008 (Stage 5).
In the case company, the project was considered successful because it was
completed within the planned schedule and budget, and the UML modeling
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tool can be used for the planned purposes by the user group. Three UML modeling tools used in the case company were replaced by this tool during the use
phase. The case company was committed to continuous development of the tool
and service.
TABLE 3

Stage
Stage 1

Stage 2

Stage 3
Stage 4

Stage 5

The stages in UML modeling tool implementation project.

Main Tasks
Decision about those UML modeling
tools which will be installed for trial
purposes
Environment setup for trial environment
Initial list of requirements
Initial list of potential UML Modeling
Tools
Demonstrating - the selected UML
modeling tools demonstrated for users
and feedback collected
Pilot environment creation
Piloting - the selected UML modeling
tools demonstrated for users with real
data and feedback collected
Decision about the tool
Service creation initiated
Service creation continued
Service creation finalized (documentation, administrative personnel training)
End-user training
Decision about the deployment

Deployment including training and
support
PostContinuous development of the tool
implementation together with vendor
Continuous development of the service
Continuous requirement management
Evaluation of new features and new
versions
Integration of the tool to source code
management and other systems
Continuous training and support for
the teams taking the tool into use, taking new features into use or extending
their usage

Timeline
Nov 2007 – Feb
2008

March 2007 April 2008

May 2008
June 2008

August 2008
September
2008 - 2013
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The UML modeling tool use was supported after Stage 5 by a virtual team
consisting of personnel from the global IT department, the department responsible for process and tool development and support for R&D, and subcontractors working for these departments. This team supported all the business units.
No IT costs were assigned for individual users or business units (i.e. any license, server or other cost were managed centrally). The number of resources
involved in support was three to five experts during the years 2009 - 2013 but
not all of them were working full-time. The role of support personnel included:
1) a UML modeling and UML modeling tool expert from the tool vendor, technical support person(s) (1-2); 2) the person responsible for requirement management, user satisfaction survey, testing, business unit stakeholder management and training coordination; 3) a service manager; and 4) the team leader.
The number of users was 1700 by the end of 2010 and 700 by the end of 2013
after major organizational changes. After 2013, due to company merger, usage
of the selected UML modeling tool continued in two different companies and
therefore are not reported as part of this study.
Modeling tool usage was voluntary as each business unit could decide on
its own whether the UML modeling tool will be used. Additionally, in some
business units it was agreed that teams and individuals themselves can make
the decision. This lead in practice into a situation where there were individual
users, teams, and business unit level evaluation on a continuous basis after the
selection was made. Evaluation was realized in different teams and business
units in different ways. The most comprehensive evaluation case included
proof of concept creation during several meetings and evaluation of the tool
capabilities to support modeling needs in the specific business unit. An initial
meeting was held to review the modeling tool requirements. These requirements were related mainly to UML modeling (i.e. what is the best way to apply
UML modeling). Experts from the vendor who know both the UML modeling
tool and UML joined this meeting. During the meeting, the first version of the
model was created and other requirements discussed. In the following meetings, the model was further developed, implementation of the UML modeling
tool was planned, and any open issues in relation to the UML modeling tool or
service related requirements were reviewed. Between the meetings, the model
was further refined by a modeling expert, the support team prepared for training and deployment, and business users collected more input. The business unit
representatives made a decision to begin using the UML modeling for modeling.
According to the study presented in Article I, UML models were created
and used in the context of the requirement management and release management process. This approach to tool usage continued. During the use phase, the
existing system to support requirement and release management was replaced,
but the selected UML modeling tool continued to be used. Thus, approach using UML models that were linked and imported into the system supporting
requirements and release management system was flexible in the sense it enabled changing the requirements and release management system without a
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need to change the UML modeling tool. Additionally, for drafting purposes,
other tools such as PowerPoint were still used. Diagrams were used to depict
overall high-level architecture, subsystems, or components for relevant parts of
the system. None of the business units or teams targeted for end-to-end modeling. Reverse engineering to create diagrams from code or headers of the code
files was used in some of the business units and teams. Code generation or test
automation was not used by any of the teams.
It required substantial effort from the support team to support those teams
evaluating and adopting the tool into use. Typical adoption planning tasks included reviewing the needs for UML modeling, number of the users in the
team, and previous experience with UML modeling and UML modeling tool.
Typical adoption support included training, support for UML modeling (by
vendor expert), user account creation, and modeling project setup. Because the
company had very few people with extensive UML modeling knowledge at this
phase, it was decided to pay for an expert from the tool vendor to support provide in case support was needed for UML modeling or UML modeling tool implementation.
In the case company, one full-time person was allocated to a role titled
global concept owner during UML modeling tool evaluation, implementation,
and support. This person was responsible for collecting user feedback and
training, planning, and implementation during the project requirements management phase. After the deployment, this person was responsible for requirements management, conducting the user satisfaction surveys, and planning and
implementing various training activities. I further elaborate how each of these
tasks were conducted in the context of the UML modeling tool implementation
in the following sections.
4.1.1

Requirements management

During the project, the requirements were collected and UML modeling tools
evaluated against the documented requirements. Requirement management
was facilitated by one person titled global concept owner. There were several
sources of the requirements including relevant research and literature, standard
requirements in the case company, requirements collected for other software
packages in other software package implementation projects, and in-house systems within the case company as well as the project team. Interestingly, the
source of the requirements were associated with a project team member or other individual rather than a specific document or web-page. Thus, the original
references for literature or internet are not available. When the project was proceeding, the experiences gained during the trial and pilot phases were used as
input for requirement management.
Some of the user representatives had used different UML modeling tools
and had knowledge of the UML modeling language. Therefore, they primarily
provided such requirements related to their experience when using UML or its
modeling tool. Representatives from the support organization (from IT department and department responsible for the R&D process and tool development)
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had experience from other evaluation projects and were aware of the standard
requirements in the case company. Therefore, they mainly concentrated on relevant requirements based on their own experience or originated from other
projects or standard requirements.
All the requirements were reviewed by the project team. In this way, all
the project team members could contribute to the content. Requirements were
managed in several iterations. After Stage 1, the number of requirements was
81. For each requirement, a priority was set by the project team. This prioritization included setting priorities to low, medium, or high from the users’ perspective. This priority was considered specific for business and may conflict with
the priority of other stakeholders such as the vendor or IT department. If business representatives had a different understanding of the priority during the
project, the priority was negotiated and finally agreed upon one common priority. A target schedule was set for each requirement evaluation. Before making
decisions about the tool, the project steering group reviewed the evaluation results.
In addition to the UML modeling tool-related requirements, there were 43
standard requirements. Standard requirements represented non-functional requirements related to technology, security, reporting, performance, and mobility. These were grounded on either known requirements in the globally distributed organization (e.g., network latency) or the case company’s IT strategy (e.g.,
mobility). Interestingly, it was expected that a numeric result was possible for
these standard requirements.
Requirements from other projects represented functional requirements
from the perspective of globally distributed R&D. Examples of requirements
from other projects were the meta-requirements and information model which
had been reported for integrated requirements and release management system
phases (Article I). Meta-requirements traceability, version management, and
release management were considered relevant in this project. From the information model, the fields of history, origin, and workflow were seen appropriate
to include.
Requirement management did not stop once the tool implementation project was completed. Already during the evaluation, all the requirements were
provided for the vendor. Some were not fulfilled and therefore the follow-up of
these continued. Additionally, new requirements were documented. Sources for
the requirements included direct input from users, user satisfaction surveys,
relevant literature, and IT’s vision and strategy. Users’ input for requirements
included, but was not limited to, feedback send to support personnel by e-mail,
user satisfaction surveys (Article IV), and sessions organized for local support
persons where each local support person was asked to provide feedback regarding the tool and service. For the vendor, 70 requirements were reported
during the years 2008-2012. These represented requirements for tool development or the service the vendor was providing. Furthermore, other input was
given to the vendor including longer term IT strategies and visions when relevant as well as any plans related to UML and UML modeling tool usage when
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appropriate. The main topic for further requirements was version management
(Article II). During evaluation, project version management was considered as
one requirement where the availability of version management capability in
general was a requirement. No detailed requirements or evaluation criteria applicable to this context for version management were found in the literature.
Once the tool was implemented, the support team became more experienced
and individual teams in the case company started making use of version management. Therefore, more detailed evaluation criteria were developed (Article
II) and shared with the vendor.
Additionally, requirements gathered during evaluation and deployment
phases were re-used after the project ended. The UML modeling tool evaluated
and deployed globally on a voluntary basis was later implemented for users
that had previously used three other modeling tools, thereby replacing them.
The requirements were re-used to provide evidence for the users of the existing
tool regarding which requirements the tool can support. This reduced the resistance from users of the existing tools and saved time for the support team
members as they could use the existing requirements.
4.1.2

Training

UML modeling tool training was organized as a classroom training using several e-teaching tools. During 2008, only class room trainings were organized.
Later, a virtual meeting tool (VMT) based training was developed based on
feedback from users in the form of user satisfaction surveys. Two user satisfaction surveys were conducted in 2009 (Article IV). The virtual support team analyzed the results of the surveys and concluded the instructions, user guides,
and training practices had to be improved. It initiated several improvement activities during 2009. User satisfaction was improved after the VMT was deployed for the training and internet usage was enriched (Article III). In addition
to the VMT, Wikis, intranet, discussion forums, and e-mail were used for the
training.
4.1.2.1 Standard classroom training
Classroom trainings were organized by a tool vendor expert who had lengthy
experience both in training and use of the UML modeling and UML modeling
tool. The content of the training covered UML and UML modeling tool skills
and knowledge. Classroom training sessions were either open for any potential
user to join from any team or organized for a team planning to begin using the
UML modeling tool. During 2009, a VMT-based training was developed and
afterwards, classroom training sessions were organized only when a team was
planning to deploy the UML modeling tool. However, only a few sessions were
organized after 2009 when a VMT-based training was developed.

61
4.1.2.2 E-teaching
In addition to classroom training sessions, a variety of e-teaching tools including Wikis, discussion forums, intranet, e-mail, and a VMT were used in the case
company (Article V, Table 4).
According to the study, the chosen tools were popular in the case company and improved user satisfaction with the UML tool. The case company used
mostly e-teaching tools to support the application, collaborative task, and business context knowledge learning and sharing as called for by Kang and Santhanam (2003). According to the study, the VMT was the most crucial tool because
it not only contributed to the sharing of all three types of knowledge but also
improved the users’ motivation to use to use the UML tool. VMT-based training
sessions were organized using standard conference calls and a VMT. Most users
had several years of experience in using both conference calls and VMT tools.
During a six-month period (June 2010-November 2010), 29 sessions were organized, each lasting 1-2 hours. After three years, VMT was still used extensively
for training. During a six-month period (June 2013 - November 2013), 29 sessions were organized, each lasting 1-2 hours.
Continuous need for trainings was, according to the virtual team supporting the UML modeling tool, caused by at least two reasons: 1) training sessions
were organized in ways supporting both novice and advanced learners and
therefore, even if novice users became more knowledgeable, they still find joining training sessions beneficial, 2) there was a continuous need for training because when users joined a new project, team, or organization which used UML,
they typically needed to learn new information they were not already familiar
with like new types of diagrams.
As users gained more knowledge about the capabilities of the tool they did
not request features they know already exist. Before the training was introduced,
users requested features the tool already had. In addition, they gained more
knowledge about the templates and other methods they can use to configure the
tool’s output and input. Thus, they did not need additional configurations to be
implemented by the support team or vendor. For example, during the training,
users were trained how to publish their models on the intranet. As a result, fewer
requests were sent to the support team and tool vendor for new publishing capabilities. Users were also able to better formulate new requirements to improve the
tool. For example, as part of the training, they learned how to use version management. However, as they become more familiar with version management,
they can suggest new requirements for version management.
Collaborative task and business context knowledge were mainly shared in
sessions organized for local support persons who were responsible for supporting their teams in UML tool usage. As an example of business context
knowledge sharing, local support persons shared their team’s best practices
using the UML modeling tool. Typically, 2-4 set of sessions were organized in a
year. In addition, application knowledge was shared during these sessions covering new features, the tools’ release schedules, new services, or planned
changes in services such as the virtual team’s contact information.
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TABLE 4

E-teaching tools the virtual team applied for e-teaching in the case company (Article V).

E-teaching tool
Wikis

Knowledge
Application knowledge

Wikis

Collaborative
task
knowledge
Application knowledge

Intranet

Intranet

Collaborative
knowledge

Intranet

Business
knowledge

Discussion forum

Application knowledge

Discussion forum

Collaborative
task
knowledge
Application knowledge

E-mail

task

context

Virtual
tools

Meeting

Application knowledge

Virtual
tools

Meeting

Collaborative
knowledge

Virtual
tools

Meeting

Business
knowledge

4.1.3

task

context

Content
Sharing commercial plug-ins and related
installation instructions/training materials
Sharing plug-ins made by users and related
installation instructions/training materials
Self-study training materials
Frequently Asked Questions
New features of each UML modeling tool
release
Installation instructions
How to apply to use the tool
Recorded training sessions
Material from other sessions
List of contact persons for teams using the
UML tool
Contact information for tool support team
Recorded training sessions
Material from other sessions
Best practices in the form of business targets, way of using, UML modeling conventions, and deployment activities
Recorded training sessions
Material from other sessions
Share application knowledge with each
other
Solving problems collaboratively
Informing all users about maintenance
breaks, new features, training and other
sessions to be organized
Training sessions
Sessions where active users share best
practices and application knowledge with
other teams about applying the UML tool
for modeling
Training sessions
Sessions where active users share best
practices with other teams about applying
the UML tool for modeling including collaborative task knowledge
Training sessions
Sessions where active users share best
practices with other teams about applying
the UML tool for modeling including business context knowledge

User satisfaction measurement

In the case company, there was a target to periodically measure both user satisfaction and service quality regarding the tools used in the case company. This
was a mandatory action as the case company was committed to fulfill the criteria set in ISO 9000 certification to maintain customer satisfaction. For the pur-
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poses of measuring user satisfaction with the UML modeling tool and service, a
new instrument was developed in 2009 (Article IV). There were three requirements for the instrument to be used as a measurement in the case company: 1) it
should measure both the service quality and the user satisfaction regarding the
tool; 2) there should be no more than 10 questions (including two standard
questions of location and frequent of usage); and 3) the instrument should be
applicable to further develop the service and the tool. The IS research community has delivered many comprehensive instruments to measure user satisfaction
and service quality. However, the first requirement limited the choice to using
an existing instrument as there was no instrument available to cover both the
service quality and the tool-related satisfaction. Thus, a new instrument was
created.
The new instrument was used two times in 2009. The virtual team supporting the UML Modeling tool analyzed the results. The team made decisions
based on the means of all questions and the total mean of all questions. Based
on the first survey, communication and training practices were improved because the means of questions related to instructions, user guides, and training
were lower than the mean of all questions. Informative letters were emailed to
the users, new guides were created, and the intranet pages providing information about the tool and related support were improved. The main improvement task was developing a new training method utilizing VMT (virtual meeting tool) (Article III). The results of the second survey revealed the improvements related to information sharing and training had raised user satisfaction
and the availability and speed of the tool would be the next areas to improve
(Article IV).
Later, user satisfaction surveys were conducted five times during the
years 2009-2013 but not using the same instrument. Instead, the guidelines and
instructions given inside the company were followed. Each time questions were
different, and the results were not comparable with surveys conducted before.
However, the questions represented system and service quality-related questions.
One open question was included in the survey. The results of the surveys
as well as answers to the open questions were sources for feedback for the tool
vendor as well as the continuous development of the service. Action plans were
created after each survey was conducted. Action plans contained new initiatives such as new requirements for the vendor or any tasks aimed at developing
the service. The main initiative during 2009-2013 based on user satisfaction survey results was the development of the VMT-based training (Article III).

4.2 Overview to the study
In this Subsection 4.2, I present the schedule of the studies and summarize the
main results.
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4.2.1

Schedule

The study process was comprised of five studies in which each research question comes from practice and provides new knowledge about UML modeling
tool use, evaluation, or training (Figure 6). In Figure 6, each rectangle represents
different studies. The left side of each rectangle marks the earliest point in time
the data reported in the study covers and the right side of the rectangle marks
the latest point in time the data reported in the study covers.
Article I provided insight regarding use of several UML modeling tools
but the models were not complete. Specifically, it informed the case company
that UML diagrams are created but employees are using different UML modeling tools. Thus, it provided a common need for the UML modeling tool implementation. During the five-year follow-up period reported in Chapter 3, no
complete UML models covering all aspects of the system were created.
UML modeling tool evaluation, use, and training was studied in Articles
II, III, IV, and V. In Article II the evaluation criteria for UML modeling tool version management in context of a globally distributed product development
company were introduced. When a new UML modeling tool was implemented
in the case company, it was relevant to measure users’ satisfaction with the tool
and the service (Article IV). This article provided new information for the research community regarding how users’ satisfaction with the tool and service
can be measured. Furthermore, when the results of the first survey were analyzed in the case company, it was concluded users are not satisfied with the
training and the decision was made to implement a new training method utilizing a virtual meeting tool (VMT). This new training method was the subject of
the study in Article III. Finally, Article V provided new information in the form
of a longitudinal study regarding how the new training method utilizing VMT
and other training methods evolved over time. Thus, Article V extended the
study in Article III in two respects: several e-teaching tools were studied instead
of one and the research period was extended to several years.

FIGURE 6

The schedule of the studies.
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4.2.2 The main study results
In the following paragraphs, the main results are summarized based on the articles and summary of this thesis. The main results are presented in Table 5 with
implications for practice and science as well as related evidence.
UML models were not complete according to the study which was conducted before UML modeling tool implementation evaluation, selection, and
implementation started (Article I). UML modeling tool implementation did not
change this. During implementation and post-implementation, no complete
UML models were created and code generation was not in the scope of use.
This result is complementary with Nugroho and Chaudron’s (2008). According
to their survey of 80 software professionals who use UML, they found most
UML models did not cover all elements of the system.
In the case company, UML modeling tools’ version management capabilities were evaluated and ranked to have the highest priority. Version management capabilities were implemented during the project and utilized by several
teams in the use phase. Thus, version management capabilities can be considered vital in order to support modeling in a globally distributed product organization. After the tool was implemented, the support team became interested in
regards to the most critical capabilities of version management. Therefore, more
detailed evaluation criteria were developed (Article II). The extant literature
does not provide a comprehensive set of evaluation criteria which can be applied in industrial settings to evaluate the version management capabilities of
UML tools. The main contribution of this study was creating and evaluating a
set of evaluation criteria.
When a new UML modeling tool was implemented in the case company, it
was relevant to measure users’ satisfaction with the tool and the service (Article
IV). This article provided new information for the research community regarding how users’ satisfaction with the UML modeling tool and service can be
measured. Additionally, when the first survey’s results were analyzed in the
case company, it was concluded users were not satisfied with the training and it
was decided to implement a new training method using virtual meeting tool
(VMT). This new training method was the subject of the study in the Article III.
As UML is a complex language and users tend to begin using it gradually,
continuous support and training was considered beneficial. Training and support were organized by a virtual team together with a UML modeling and UML
modeling tool expert from a UML modeling tool vendor. Practitioners in globally distributed product companies may consider establishing a similar relationship to support UML modeling and UML modeling tool usage. Furthermore,
according to the study reported in Article V, intranet and virtual meeting tools
(VMT) were used to support UML modeling and UML modeling tool training
in terms of application, business context, and collaborative task knowledge.
Thus, intranet and virtual meeting tools (VMT) can be considered feasible for
implementing e-teaching as they can be used to support teaching all three types
of knowledge (application, business context, and collaborative task knowledge).
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TABLE 5

Related evidence
Article I and
follow-up
during five
years (Chapter 3)
Article II

Article III
and postevaluation in
Chapter 3

Article IV

Article V

The key results, related evidence and implications for science.

Implications for practice

Implication for science

UML models were created but
they were not complete.

UML models were created but
they were not complete. A complementary finding with Nugroho
and Chaudron (2008).

Version management capabilities
are required to support UML
modeling in a globally distributed product organization. A set of
evaluation criteria of the evaluation of the version management
capabilities of the UML modeling tools.
UML and UML modeling tool
training can be organized
through VMT cost efficiently so
that users are motivated and their
knowledge and skills are improved. According to the postevaluation presented in this
summary the training cost decreased in the case company by
88% per training session.
A lightweight measurement instrument, which can be applied
to user and service satisfaction
analysis for a UML modeling
tool.
Continuous support and training
is beneficial as usage of the
UML modeling tool evolves
over time. Intranet and virtual
meeting tool (VMT) can be used
to support UML modelling and
UML modeling tool training in
terms of application, business
context, and collaborative task
knowledge.

A set of evaluation criteria for the
evaluation of the version management capabilities of the UML
modeling tools.

A training method to support
UML and UML modeling tool
training. The training method was
described in terms of content, organization of training, training
materials, and trainers’ skills and
knowledge.

A lightweight measurement instrument, which can be applied to
user and service satisfaction analysis.
Intranet and virtual meeting tool
(VMT) were used to support
UML modelling and UML modeling tool training in terms of application, business context, and collaborative task knowledge.

During the implementation of the UML modeling tool a new training
method to support UML and UML modeling tool training was implemented.
The training method was described regarding content, organization of training,
training materials, and trainers’ skills and knowledge in Article III. According
to the post-evaluation presented in this summary in Chapter 3, the training cost
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decreased in the case company by 88% per training session. Thus, it provided a
significant decrease in the training costs. Moreover, due to a continuous need
for training, practitioners in globally distributed product companies may consider establishing similar training.

4.3 Software package implementation stage model: Comparison
and a new model
Software packages are vendor-developed software with the capability of being
adopted by one or more customer organizations. Organizations have evaluated,
selected, and used software packages since the 1990s when first software packages were introduced for the market. According to Gartner’s IT Key Metrics Data
(2012), 20% of companies’ IT spending is on software. Thus, software packagerelated costs are a significant cost factor in companies’ IT budgets. Evaluation
and selection of a software package is considered a complicated and timeconsuming decision-making process. There is a large body of research developing sophisticated methods and processes to help practitioners complete the evaluation, selection, and purchase processes. In this Subsection 4.3, I will compare
the stages of the UML modeling tool implementation project presented in the
Subsection 4.1 to the current body of software package implementation literature
as summarized by Jadhav and Sonar (2011). Based on the results of a literature
review, they present a methodology for selecting software. This methodology
was chosen for comparison for two reasons. Jadhav and Sonar (2011) created the
method based on existing literature and thus provides an overview rather than
one more methodology; and, in the case company, it was expected the evaluation, selection, and purchase phases could be completed sequentially and it is
possible to measure each attribute thereby reflecting similar thinking as Jadhav
and Sonar (2011). Based on a literature review, Jadhav and Sonar (2011) identified
six stages in the methodology: requirement definition, preliminary investigation
of availability of software packages, short listing packages, establishing criteria
for evaluation, evaluating software packages, and selecting the software package.
They are presented in the following paragraphs and compared to the results of
the stages presented in the Subsection 4.1.
1. Requirement definition
Identify functional and non-functional requirements of the software. According
to Jadhav and Sonar (2011), the list of requirements must be accurate, complete
and detailed.
2. Preliminary investigation of availability of software packages
Preliminary investigation of the availability of software packages that may be
suitable candidates including investigation of major functionalities and features. Deliverable of this stage is a list of candidates.
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3. Short listing packages
Candidate software packages identified in the second stage identified as not
providing essential functionalities and features or does not work with existing
hardware, operating systems, data management software, or network are eliminated.
4. Establishing criteria for evaluation
In this stage, criteria to be used for evaluating the software packages are identified and arranged in a hierarchical tree structure format. Each branch in the hierarchy ends in a well-defined and measurable basic attribute. The deliverable
of this stage is a set of criteria arranged in hierarchical tree structure format.
5. Evaluating software packages
In this stage, metrics are defined and weights are assigned to each basic attribute in the criteria hierarchy. Rating is done against each basic criterion in the
hierarchy for each software considered for detailed evaluation. An aggregate
score is then calculated for each software package.
6. Selecting software package
The final stage is to rank the available alternatives in descending order by score
and select the best software. They note the aggregate scores only give an idea
about which software package is better over the other. Selecting the best software package is always a human-dependent process.
In the following paragraph, the methodology for selecting the software
packages presented by Jadhav and Sonar (2011) is compared with the stages of
the UML modeling tool evaluation and selection in the case company presented
in Table 3. According to the study, requirement management was a continuous
process. As more information was gained through usage of the different UML
modeling tools or new information was gained, requirements were updated
and new requirements may be added. Additionally, the candidates were eliminated as soon as there was enough information available regarding any sufficient reason to reject the tool rather than waiting for a comprehensive list of requirements to develop. Reasons for rejection were not limited to technical reasons. Thus, some tests were completed simultaneously rather than sequentially
or continuously.
There were two documents corresponding to those described by Jadhav
and Sonar (2011). These were the list of requirements and the list of available
software packages. The list of potential software packages was created during
the project and contained potential software packages available for UML modeling. The list of requirements was created in the first stage of the project but it
continued evolving over time and not considered complete in any stage. Additionally, even though the aim was an exact numeric value representing the result of the evaluation, the project team concluded it is not possible to assign
numerical values to some attributes. The priority was assigned in a manner
which can be considered to resemble ranking using a scale of low, medium or
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high. Thus, it was not possible to calculate aggregate values. Priority was considered specific for business and might conflict with the priority of other stakeholders such as the vendor or IT department. If business representatives had
different understandings of the priority during the project, the priority was negotiated and finally agreed upon common priority. This was a limitation from
the project perspective as it was not possible to show the different views of different stakeholders regarding the requirements. Using the analytic hierarchy
process introduced by Saaty (1999) for analyzing better visibility for different
stakeholder requirements could have been provided.
Based on the case study, the differences were considered positive, negative, or neutral compared to the stages proposed by Jadhav and Sonar (2011)
(Table 6).
TABLE 6

Methodology for selection of the software packages by Jadhav and Sonar
(2011) compared with results from this study.

Stage according to
Jadhav and
Sonar
(2011)
Requirement definition

Tasks in the stage according
to Jadhav and Sonar (2011)

Results of this study (differences and
considered impact for the selection of the
tool)

Identify functional and nonfunctional requirements of the
software. According to Jadhav
and Sonar, the list of requirements must be accurate, complete and detailed.

Preliminary investigation of
availability
of software
packages

Preliminary investigation of
availability of software packages that might be suitable
candidates including investigation of major functionalities
and features. Deliverable of
this stage is a list of candidates.

First list of requirements was generated
in the first stage of the project but as new
information and more experienced
through usage was gained more details
were added to existing requirements and
new requirements added.
Requirements were reviewed before the
selection. Continuous development of
the requirements was considered as positive as it enables more accurate and detailed requirements once more information was gained.
Preliminary investigation of availability
of software packages was completed at
the same time as the first round of requirements gathering. The list of candidates was one of the results at this stage.
Creating the short list as soon as possible
was considered positive as it enables
running activities in parallel.
(continues)
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(TABLE 6 continues)
Short list- Candidate software packages
ing packidentified in the second stage
ages
that does not provide essential
functionalities and features or
does not work with existing
hardware, operating system,
data management software, or
network are eliminated.

Establishing criteria
for evaluation

Evaluating
software
packages

Selecting
software
package

As the number of packages was high and
substantial effort needed to gather information, in each stage those were eliminated, of which there was enough information for elimination to ensure progress in the project rather than waiting
that all information is gathered for decision making. Elimination of the software
packages which did not meet the requirements as soon as possible was considered positive as it enable running activities in parallel.
In this stage criteria to be used Requirements were arranged into feafor evaluation of the software tures and requirements. Each requirepackages are identified and
ment had business priority which was
arranged in hierarchical tree
negotiated result between the business
structure format. Each branch representatives in the project team and
in the hierarchy ends into
the stage in the project that this requirewell-defined and measurable
ment is planned to be reviewed. No
basic attribute. Deliverable of measurable basic attribute was defined
this stage is set of criteria arneither different stakeholders managed
ranged in hierarchical tree
which was a limitation. Different stakestructure format.
holder views were to some extent communicated to the steering group verbally.
Considered as negative as not possible to
provide different stakeholder views.
In this stage metrics are deBusiness priority of the requirement was
fined and weights are assigned considered as the weight (High, Medito each basic attribute in the
um, Low). Rating was done by written
criteria hierarchy. Rating is
results based on usage of the tool during
done against each basic crite- the project. No aggregate results were
rion in hierarchy for each
calculated. Considered as negative as not
software considered for depossible to provide different stakeholder
tailed evaluation. Aggregate
views.
score is then calculated for
each software package.
The final stage is to rank the
Requirements updated based on feedavailable alternatives in deback were provided with business prioriscending order of the score
ty for the steering group as one input for
and select the best software.
final decision making. Neutral.
They note that aggregate
scores only give an idea about
which software package is
better over the other. Decision
of selecting best software
package is always human dependable.
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I further propose a new stage model (Figure 7) wherein the aim is making
modifications to the stage model which will allow retaining changes considered
positive during the case study. Due to these changes, some activities can be run
in parallel.
4.3.1.1 Requirement definition
Identify the functional and non-functional requirements of the software. The list
of requirements can be modified based on new information gained during installation and use of the software packages and on the preliminary investigation
of availability of software packages. The list of requirements should be relatively mature before beginning to establish the criteria for and evaluation of software packages.
4.3.1.2 Preliminary investigation of availability of software packages
Preliminary investigation of availability of software packages that may be suitable candidates including investigation of major functionalities and features.
Deliverable of this stage is a list of candidates. Can be conducted in parallel
with requirement definition.
4.3.1.3 Selecting software package
As soon as there is enough information to eliminate a candidate from a short
list, it can be done. This may include reasons such as the software package does
not provide essential functionalities and features or does not work with existing
hardware, operating systems, data management software, or networks. Input
for decision making can come from the literature, vendor presentations, or installation and use of the software package. The final stage may include ranking
the available alternatives in descending order based on the score and selecting
the best software.
4.3.1.4 Establishing criteria for evaluation
In this stage criteria to be used for evaluation of the software packages are
identified and arranged in hierarchical tree structure format. Each branch in
the hierarchy ends in a well-defined and measurable basic attribute. The deliverable of this stage is a set of criteria arranged in hierarchical tree structure
format.
4.3.1.5 Evaluating software packages
In this stage, metrics are defined and weights are assigned to each basic attribute in the criteria hierarchy. Rating is done against each basic criterion in the
hierarchy for each software considered for detailed evaluation. An aggregate
score is then calculated for each software package.
4.3.1.6 Installation and use of software packages
Installing software packages within the same environment it is going to be
used in provides more information about the maintenance and use of the tool
which can provide input for requirement definition, establishing criteria for
evaluation, and evaluation software packages. If installation and use of the
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software packages is not possible, experiences from existing users can be requested and collected, or the vendor can provide presentations and demonstrations.

FIGURE 7

Proposed stage model for UML modeling tool selection.



5 DISCUSSION
This thesis offers new knowledge about UML modeling tool use, evaluation,
and training. The main research question was: How can a globally distributed
product company where UML modeling activities are scattered across different
locations and countries implement a UML modeling tool? The research process
was comprised of five studies wherein each research question comes from practice and provides new knowledge about UML modeling tool use, evaluation, or
training in a globally distributed product company. In this chapter, I present
these studies’ most important implications for science and practice. Additionally, I present the limitations as well as some suggestions for future research.

5.1 Implications of results to science
In Subsection 5.1, I present each study, describe the scientifically novel findings,
the findings that support the earlier results, and those that contradict earlier
results. The summary of implications for science is listed in Table 7.
5.1.1

An Information System Design Theory (ISDT) for the class of requirements and release management systems (RRMS)

Globally distributed product development companies need to collect, analyze,
and utilize requirements. Well-defined requirements are prerequisites for effectively scoping the product development projects and assigning them to internal
units and partners. Integration of requirements and release management facilitates the end-to-end traceability of the distributed product development process
from requirements to implementation. The research question was: “What are
the necessary and sufficient properties for an IS which supports integrated requirement and release management processes in globally distributed product
development?” The main contribution of this study is the design product theory
for the class of RRMS, including the requirements for RRMS instances and the
design that meets the requirements. The design consists of an information mod-
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el and the attributes for the elements presented in the information model. According to Käkölä et al. (2010), there are no requirements or design depicted for
an information system supporting the requirement and release process. Therefore, I claim the research was novel.
Moreover, our study provides additional information regarding how UML
modeling was focused. According to our study, priorities, schedules, and other
information stored concerning requirements, features, and releases were used
to focus UML modeling efforts. Thus, this study provided new information
about the UML and UML modeling tool usage in the context of the requirement
and release management process.
TABLE 7

The key findings and their contribution for science.

Article
Article I

Implications for science
A partial Information System Design Theory for the
class of RRMS (requirements and release management
systems), including the requirements for RRMS instances and the design that meets the requirements.
The priorities, schedules, and other information stored
in RRMS were used to prioritize the UML modeling
efforts.

Article I

UML models were created but they were not complete.

Article II

Contribution
A novel finding

A complementary finding
with Nugroho
and Chaudron
(2008)
A set of evaluation criteria for the evaluation of the
A novel findversion management capabilities of the UML modeling ing
tools.

Article III

A training method to support UML and UML modeling tool training. The training method was described in
terms of content, organization of training, training materials, and trainers’ skills and knowledge.

A novel finding

Article IV

A lightweight measurement instrument, which can be
applied to user and service satisfaction analysis

A complementary finding

Article V

Intranet and virtual meeting tool (VMT) were used to
support UML modelling and UML modeling tool
training in terms of application, business context, and
collaborative task knowledge.

A novel finding

According to the study, some UML models were created in the context of
a requirement and release management process but they did not cover the
whole system. This result complements Nugroho and Chaudron’s (2008) study.
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According to their survey of 80 software professionals using UML they found
most of the UML models did not cover all elements of the system. Results of our
study are thus in line with their study. According to our study, even though
UML models were created, they were not complete.
5.1.2 A set of evaluation criteria for UML modeling tool version management
UML modeling tools’ version management capabilities are critical when parallel and geographically distributed modeling activities need to be managed. The
extant literature does not provide a comprehensive set of evaluation criteria
capable of being applied in industrial settings to evaluate the version management capabilities of UML tools. The research question was: “What are the necessary and sufficient properties for version management to support UML modeling in globally distributed product development?” The main contribution of
this study was creating and evaluating a set of evaluation criteria. According to
Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä (2009), the literature does not provide a comprehensive set of evaluation criteria capable of being applied in industrial settings
to evaluate the version management capabilities of UML modeling tools in the
context of globally distributed product development. Therefore, I claim this set
of evaluation criteria is novel.
5.1.3 A new training method to support training of UML and UML modeling tool
End-user training is complicated to implement in a globally distributed product
development company where activities are scattered across multiple sites. Virtual meeting tools (VMT) enable synchronous communication globally through
audio, chats, video, and sharing presentations. They provide a potentially costeffective way to train large numbers of people in global settings. The research
question was: “Can the UML and UML modeling tool training be organized
and delivered through a VMT so that learners are satisfied with the training
and the training positively impacts their skills, knowledge, and motivation?”
The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation, and
evaluation of a VMT-based training method for teaching UML and the features
of a UML modeling tool. The training method was described regarding content,
organization of training, training materials, and trainers’ skills and knowledge.
According to the research, the VMT-based training positively impacted
learners ‘skills, knowledge, and motivation, and they were satisfied with the
training. The training costs decreased in the case company by 88% per training
session. Therefore, VMT-based training provided a cost-effective way to train
users in using UML and the UML modeling tool. According to a literature review conducted by (Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä, 2012), there was, until 2012,
only one paper published addressing adoption of UML modeling training in
industrial settings via e-teaching tool, which was Bunse et al.’s (2006) study.
The limitation of Bunse et al.’s (2006) study is that the training method was not
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described and the training did not cover UML modeling tool training. Therefore, I claim the current study’s training method is novel for the IS research
community as it was described regarding training content, organization of
training, training materials, and trainers’ skills and knowledge, and it covered
both UML and UML modeling tool training.
5.1.4

A lightweight measurement instrument, which can be applied to user
and service satisfaction analysis for users of a UML modeling tool

The IS research community has delivered many comprehensive instruments to
measure user satisfaction and service quality. However, they are tedious to deploy in industrial settings, possibly leading to low response rates. The research
question was: “Is it possible to create a new adequately reliable and valid
measurement instrument with eight items to measure both user satisfaction and
service quality?” The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation, and evaluation of a new eight-item instrument to evaluate users’
satisfaction with the tool and the services supporting its use. Analyzing the results of two surveys conducted in a globally distributed product development
organization to measure user and service satisfaction of users using a UML
modeling tool indicated the instrument has adequate reliability and validity.
This new survey instrument was compared to existing instruments. According to Petter et al. (2008), the most widely used instruments for measuring
user satisfaction are EUCS and UIS and SERVQUAL for measuring service
quality. For comparison purposes, I used the EUCS instrument as it contains
fewer items compared to the UIS. If we assume a user takes the same amount of
time to answer each question, the total time used for answering questions with
the new instrument is 88% shorter compared to time spent answering the existing UIS and SERVQUAL instruments. Thus, for the IS research community, this
study provides new information about a measurement instrument which is feasible from the industry’s perspective in regular use for several applications as
significantly less time is needed from users to answer the questions compared
to existing instruments.
5.1.5

UML and UML modeling tool training through e-teaching tools: A
longitudinal study

E-teaching tools facilitate asynchronous (e.g., Wikis) and synchronous (e.g.,
video-conferencing) learning. According to a literature review conducted by
Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä (2014), there are no longitudinal studies on UML
or UML modeling tool training via e-teaching tools in industrial settings. According to this longitudinal case study, an intranet and virtual meeting tool
(VMT) were used to support UML and UML modeling tool training regarding
application knowledge covering commands and tools embedded in the information system, business context knowledge covering the use of information
systems to effectively perform business tasks, and collaborative task knowledge
covering how others use the information system in their tasks. Furthermore,
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Wikis, discussion forums, and e-mail were used to support UML and UML
modeling tool training but not for all three types of knowledge. This research
result is novel considering, according to our literature review, there are no longitudinal studies on UML modelling and UML modeling tool training.

5.2 Implications of results to practice
In this Subsection 5.2, I describe the studies’ implications for practice. Each research question comes from practice and therefore many implications are comparable with the implications for science. However, the results are presented
from the perspective of industry. For each study, I do not repeat the research
questions as those were described in Subsection 5.1. The summary of the implications to practice is listed in Table 8.
5.2.1

An Information System Design Theory (ISDT) for the class of requirements and release management systems (RRMS)

The main contribution of this study is the design product theory for the class of
RRMS, including the requirements for RRMS instances and the design meeting
the requirements. The design consists of an information model and the attributes for the elements presented in the information model. Additionally, this
study provided new information about the UML and UML modeling tool usage
in the context of requirement and release management process.
Research results are relevant for R&D management who can take advantage of the results when planning, evaluating, implementing or deploying
information systems to support the requirement or release management process
together with the UML modeling tool. IT practitioners benefit from the results
when planning, implementing, evaluating or deploying such systems.
5.2.2

A set of evaluation criteria for UML modeling tool version management

The main contribution of this research was the set of validated evaluation criteria for the version management capabilities of the UML modeling tools. Research results are relevant for R&D management and IT practitioners who can
take advantage of the results when evaluating UML modeling tools’ version
management capabilities.
Global R&D organizations evaluating a UML modeling tool benefit from
the framework as they can use it during the evaluation process or on the evaluation results of these two modeling tools. Especially for medium size companies, this is highly beneficial as it requires substantial effort to install the tools as
well as complete the evaluation. The total effort required for both installation
and evaluation was several man-months.
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TABLE 8

The key implications for practice.

Article
Article
I

Research results
A partial Information System
Design Theory for the class of
RRMS (requirements and release management systems),
including the requirements for
RRMS instances and the design
that meets the requirements.
Design includes information
model and attributes for the
elements presented in the information model.

Implication
Planning, implementing,
evaluating or deploying
an information system
supporting requirement or
release management process together with UML
modeling tool.

Target group
R&D management,
IT practitioners

Article
II

A set of evaluation criteria for
the evaluation of the version
management capabilities of the
UML modeling tools.

R&D management,
IT practitioners

Article
III

A training method to support
UML and UML modeling tool
training.

Article
IV

A lightweight measurement
instrument, which can be applied to user and service satisfaction analysis.
Intranet and virtual meeting
tool (VMT) were used to support UML and UML modeling
tool training in terms of application, business context, and
collaborative task knowledge.

A set of evaluation criteria and results of evaluation can be used during
the evaluation of UML
modeling tool version
management capabilities.
Planning, implementing,
and evaluating UML
modeling language and
UML modeling tool training.
The measurement instrument can be applied to
user and service satisfaction analysis.
Intranet and virtual meeting tool (VMT) are suitable for teaching UML
modeling and UML modeling tool.

Article
V

5.2.3

R&D management,
IT practitioners
IT practitioners
R&D management, IT
practitioners

A new training method to support training of UML and UML modeling tool

The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation,
and evaluation of a VMT-based training method for teaching UML modeling
language and UML modeling tool. Design and implementation of training was
specified in terms of content, organization of training, training materials, and
trainers’ skills and knowledge. IT practitioners benefit from the new training
method when planning, implementing, and evaluating UML modeling language and UML modeling tool training. R&D management can take advantage
of the results when planning, implementing, and evaluating UML modeling
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language and UML modeling tool training. IT practitioners and R&D management can take advantage of the results when making decisions about VMT usage in UML modeling language and UML modeling tool training.
5.2.4 A lightweight measurement instrument, which can be applied to user
and service satisfaction analysis for users of a UML modeling tool
The main contribution of this research was the design, implementation, and
evaluation of a new measurement instrument to evaluate users’ satisfaction
with the tool and services supporting tool. IT practitioners benefit from the
proposed instrument when measuring user satisfaction and service quality for
information systems. The measurement instrument is short and easy to use.
5.2.5 UML and UML modeling tool training through e-teaching tools: A
longitudinal study
According to this longitudinal case study, an intranet and a virtual meeting tool
(VMT) were used to support UML and UML modeling tool training regarding
application knowledge covering commands and tools embedded in the information system, business context knowledge covering the use of information
systems to effectively perform business tasks, and collaborative task knowledge
covering how others use the information system in their tasks. The main result
from the practitioners’ perspective is that these tools are suitable for e-teaching
of UML and UML modeling tool usage for three types of knowledge. IT practitioners benefit from the results when they plan and deploy training for UML
and UML modeling tools.

5.3 Limitations and future research
The main limitation is the empirical evidence was collected only in one organization in all five studies. Empirical evidence was collected in a global hightechnology corporation, developing products in multiple sites with multiple
partners. Future research is needed to validate the results of those studies in
other types of organizations.
Different strategies were applied to enable better generalization of the results (Table 9). In Article I, a literature review was conducted before the case
study started to develop preliminary meta-requirements and meta-design. As
the case company had already successfully used the application for several
years with different products, inter-organizational setups, and partners, and
due to the literature review conducted before starting the study, we felt confident the information model is suitable for other globally distributed product
companies. In Article III, the target group of the informants represented different backgrounds (novice and experienced users), different roles (architect, programmer), different functions (IT and product development) and different con-
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tinents (Asia and Europe). In Article IV, the measurement instrument was designed to be generally applicable for evaluating a variety of systems and services and was tested two times.
TABLE 9

The key implications for science and suggested domain for generalization of the results.

Article

Implications for science

Article
I

A novel Information System Design Theory for the class of
RRMS, including the requirements for RRMS instances and
the design that meets the requirements.
The priorities, schedules, and
other information stored in
RRMS were used to focus UML
modeling efforts.
A novel training method to support UML and UML modeling
tool training.

Article
III

Article
IV

A lightweight measurement instrument, which can be applied to
user and service satisfaction analysis.

Means used to
enhance generalization of results
Literature review
and a case study
in a globally
distributed product organization

Suggested domain

Case study

UML modeling
language and UML
modeling tool
training for different roles and with
different
knowledge and
skills (novice and
experienced users)
All information
systems and related
services

Two surveys
conducted in the
case company
for users of a
UML modeling
tool

Globally distributed product development companies

Another limitation is no cost data could be collected for use in any of the
studies due to demands by the case company not to divulge any internal or
third-party related costs such as travel. Availability of cost data would offer
better possibilities to more deeply analyze the data and could enrich the research results in all studies. This limitation was applicable to all five studies.
For Article II, the limitation is due to basing the new set of evaluation criteria on analysis of existing research in SW version management and documented requirements for assets requiring management in product line organization based on the experiences in the case company. A suggestion for further
research is developing a set of evaluation criteria theoretically based on product
development company mission and control parameters.
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For Article IV, the research process followed instructions presented by
Churchill (1979) to create a new instrument. A suggestion for further research is
to apply more recently published processes such as those described by MacKenzie et al. (2011) for the construct validation.
For Article V, the limitation is conducting the longitudinal study in only
one organization. The usage of various classes of e-teaching tools should be
studied in longitudinal studies within different organizations to better understand which e-teaching tools are used and why for UML modeling and UML
modeling tool training.
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YHTEENVETO (FINNISH SUMMARY)
Unified Modeling Language™ (UML) on kansainvälinen standardi mallinnuskielelle. UML-mallinnuskieltä voidaan käyttää ohjelmiston vaatimusten, arkkitehtuurin ja rakenteen kuvaukseen, ohjelmakoodin generointiin sekä testauksen
automatisointiin. UML-mallinnusohjelman avulla voidaan tukea UML-mallintamista. UML-mallinnusohjelmalla käyttäjät voivat luoda ja ylläpitää UMLmalleja, generoida koodia sekä luoda UML-malleja koodin perusteella. UMLmallinnusohjelmia käytetään tuhansissa tuotekehitys- ja ohjelmistoalan yrityksissä ympäri maailman.
Tämä väitöskirja sisältää viisi tutkimusta UML-mallinnusohjelman käytöstä, evaluoinnista ja koulutuksesta. Kaikki tutkimukset toteutettiin tuotekehitysyrityksessä, jossa UML-mallinnusohjelmaa käytettiin useilla paikkakunnilla
eri maissa. Tutkimuksen päätutkimuskysymys on: ”Miten useilla paikkakunnilla toimiva tuotekehitysyritys voi ottaa käyttöön UML-mallinnuskielen ja UMLmallinnusohjelman?”.
Ensimmäisen tutkimuksen tulosten mukaan UML-malleja laadittiin osana
vaatimustenhallinta- ja paketointiprosessia, mutta UML-mallit eivät kattaneet
koko suunniteltavaa järjestelmää. Toisessa tutkimuksessa arvioitiin, mitkä ovat
välttämättömät mutta riittävät ominaisuudet UML-mallinnusohjelman versionhallinnalle maantieteellisesti hajautuneessa tuotekehitysorganisaatiossa. Tämän
tutkimuksen tärkein tulos on kriteeristö UML-mallinnusohjelman versionhallintaominaisuuksien arviointiin.
Kolmannessa tutkimuksessa selvitettiin, voidaanko UML-mallinnusohjelman ja UML-mallinnuskielen koulutus toteuttaa sähköisen kokousjärjestelmän
avulla niin että koulutus vaikuttaa positiivisesti oppijoiden tietoihin, taitoihin ja
motivaatioon ja oppijat ovat tyytyväisiä koulutukseen. Tutkimustulosten mukaan oppijat olivat tyytyväisiä koulutukseen ja oppijoiden tiedot, taidot ja motivaatio käyttää UML-mallinnusta ja UML-mallinnusohjelmaa paranivat koulutuksen avulla. Sähköisen kokousjärjestelmän avulla toteutetun koulutuksen
kustannukset olivat 88% pienemmät kuin perinteisen luokkakoulutuksen.
Neljännessä tutkimuksessa kehitettiin mittari UML-mallinnusohjelman
käyttäjän tyytyväisyyden mittaamiseen. Viides tutkimus oli pitkittäistapaustutkimus, jossa tutkittiin, mitkä e-oppimista tukevat järjestelmät sopivat parhaiten
käyttöön UML-mallinnuskielen ja UML-mallinnusohjelman opetuksessa niin
että suuri määrä oppijoita oppivat käytössä vaadittavat tiedot ja taidot. Tutkimuksen mukaan intranet ja sähköinen kokousjärjestelmä tukivat ohjelman käyttötaitojen, siihen liittyvien prosessien sekä ohjelman välityksellä tapahtuvan
yhteistyön oppimisessa. Yritykset voivat hyödyntää tutkimusten tuloksia
suunnitellessaan ja toteuttaessaan UML-mallinnuskielen ja UML-mallinnusohjelman käyttöönottoa.
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SUMMARY
High-tech companies conducting product development need to collect and analyze requirements effectively,
plan and implement releases, and allocate requirements to appropriate releases. Requirements and release
management are complicated because development activities typically are scattered across multiple sites,
involve multiple partners in different countries, leverage various development methods and tools, and are
realized through various organizational arrangements such as release projects in organizations structured
around products and permanent release teams in organizations responsible for the long-term development
and maintenance of strategic software and hardware assets. Flexible, scalable, and secure groupwarebased support for the activities provides substantial payoffs. Yet, the extant literature provides little
theoretical guidance for designing and using requirements and release management systems (RRMS) in
multi-site, multi-partner environments. This article develops the meta-requirements and a meta-design of
an Information Systems Design Product Theory for the class of RRMS based on a case study in a global
company and a literature review. The theory is scalable to meet the needs of global companies but simple
enough so that small and medium-sized companies can also leverage it to implement requirements and
release management solutions. Copyright © 2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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1.

INTRODUCTION

To succeed in the global markets of software-intensive products, high-tech companies need to
shorten the cycle time of new product development while improving the product quality and service
delivery and maintaining or reducing the total resources required [1,2]. This concern can be dealt
through (1) internal strategies such as global software development, where development resources
are distributed globally to reap cost beneﬁts, leverage specialized competencies, and address the
speciﬁc needs of geographically deﬁned markets [3–5], and software product line engineering and
management, that is, the strategic acquisition, creation, and reuse of software assets [6–8] or (2)
external strategies such as acquiring commercial off-the-shelf components and outsourcing software
development, maintenance, and related services to best-in-class service providers [9,10].
All the strategies require companies to effectively collect, analyze, and utilize requirements
[11–16]. This is particularly true during the earliest phases of product development in which
different stakeholders need to integrate their knowledge into product concepts that direct the internal
personnel and the service providers during the downstream phases of product development [17–19].
A well-deﬁned product concept is necessary to establish a viable product line architecture that
can be shared across the products within the product line to enable strategic reuse. Well-deﬁned
requirements, architectural interfaces, and product architectures are prerequisites for assigning
appropriately scoped projects to internal units and service providers for implementation [9,10].
The achievement of such integration is complicated by several factors [20]. Numerous requirements ranging from abstract wishes to detailed technical solution proposals are created continuously.
Development activities are scattered across many sites and partners in different countries, limiting
the possibilities for setting up face-to-face meetings [14]. Organizational changes, differences in
organizational cultures, and divergent perceptions about the prospective product’s mission may
make it difﬁcult to reach an agreement about the product deﬁnition [21].
A commonly enacted software product line governance model and a strategic product line
roadmapping process should be instituted to ensure that the organization is ready for multi-site
development [8,22]. All sites should use compatible processes, methodologies, tools, and terminology as much as possible to enact the governance model [4]. Each product roadmap outlines the
respective product line at a given point in time, explicates (from the market viewpoint) the major
common and variable features of all foreseeable products of the product line, and schedules the
deliveries of the products to markets [7, Chapters 2, 9]. For every product, a release plan should
be made that allocates the features to scheduled product releases and responsible development
organizations and documents the allocations.
Release planning must be conducted carefully and systematically by the stakeholders responsible for the requirements and the product strategy and by the internal and external stakeholders
responsible for implementing the requirements in releases and the resulting release plans must be
communicated clearly and in time to the stakeholders [23]. Otherwise, it is difﬁcult for the providers
to commit resources for scheduling and synchronization of their production activities to meet the
requirements speciﬁed in the release plans. For example, the scopes of software releases cannot be
measured in terms of the functional size [24,25] if the requirements are not linked to the releases
implementing them because functional size measurement is solely based on the requirements.
A critical component of the governance model is that all requirements are (1) captured in a
repository to ensure that they are neither missed nor overlooked and (2) subjected to effective
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ﬁltering in order to prevent information overload [16,23,26]. The remaining requirements are then
reﬁned, speciﬁed, estimated in terms of cost and resource implications, prioritized, and allocated
to product releases and development units.
Flexible, scalable, and secure communication, coordination, and collaboration systems are needed
to support the enactment of the governance model. Little theory-based guidance is available to
help companies to design and use such systems to achieve the goals of cycle time reduction and
improved product quality, service delivery, and overall effectiveness.
Design theories, unlike other theories, support the achievement of goals [27–32]. Walls et al.
[30, p. 37] argue that the information systems (IS) ‘ﬁeld has now matured to the point where
there is a need for theory development based on paradigms endogenous to the area itself’ and call
for IS design theories to fulﬁll that need. An IS design theory is ‘a prescriptive theory based on
theoretical underpinnings which says how a design process can be carried out in a way which is
both effective and feasible’ (ibid, p. 37). It prescribes both the design product and process aspects
of a class of IS, that is, what are (1) the value propositions to be fulﬁlled by implementing an
instance of the class, (2) meta-requirements describing the problem(s) to be solved by the class,
(3) the meta-design prescribing the solution for the problem(s), and (4) applicable kernel theories
from social and natural sciences for understanding and/or solving the problem(s) shared across all
products within the class, and how the products should be built [30,31].
Salo and Käkölä [16] found that groupware-based requirements management systems (RMS)
need to be designed and used to redesign and enact the earliest phases of product development
effectively in multi-site, cross-functional organizations. They developed an IS design theory for the
class of RMS in order to (1) facilitate the endogenous theory development in the context of RMS
research, (2) to help RMS designers build successful RM systems for creating, prioritizing, reﬁning,
storing, and managing requirements, and (3) to guide organizations in evaluating and deploying
RMS. However, the beneﬁts afforded by RMS were hampered if the RMS instances prescribed
by the IS design theory were not integrated with the systems used in the downstream phases in
order to provide transparent end-to-end support throughout the product development life cycle [16].
For example, customer representatives responsible for entering requirements could not use RMS
instances to follow-up if and when the requirements would be implemented, lowering their interests
in entering the requirements. The scope of the IS design theory should thus be broadened to design
systems that support the life cycle more comprehensively.
This research focuses on integrating requirements management with release management that is
concerned with the identiﬁcation, packaging, and delivery of product’s elements [33]. Releases can
be realized through various organizational arrangements such as release projects in organizations
structured around products [34] and permanent release teams in organizations responsible for the
long-term development and maintenance of strategic software and hardware assets. An illustrative
scenario of release management practices for software product businesses is presented next. Each
product identiﬁed during product line roadmapping is developed incrementally in release projects
that follow the release plan and typically last from a few months to a year. Each release project
is executed in a number of iterative cycles in which new features are added and the product
quality is improved so that every cycle yields a tested and stable product version. During each
cycle, feedback is collected from key stakeholders and used to plan and execute the next cycle(s).
In addition to the traditional project management activities, release management determines how
many cycles and internal releases are needed (for testing purposes) in a release project, reﬁnes the
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requirements identiﬁed during product line roadmapping, allocates the requirements to the most
appropriate cycles, and schedules the cycles. It thus ensures that internal and external releases meet
the (speciﬁed and managed subset of) requirements identiﬁed and agreed upon in the front end of
product development.
Based on our extensive industrial experience and the review of academic literature, we hypothesize
that the theoretical validity and practical relevance of the IS design theory for the class of RMS can
be enhanced most effectively by extending the theory to provide integrated support for requirements
and release management. The extant literature provides little guidance for designing and deploying
integrated requirements and release management systems (RRMS). This article develops the design
product theory (i.e., the product aspects of the IS design theory) for the class of RRMS (cf. [32]).
It addresses the following research question:
• What are the necessary and sufﬁcient properties for the class of RRMS in a multi-site and
multi-partner environment?
The main contributions of the article are the meta-requirements of the design product theory
and a meta-design that partially meets the meta-requirements. They are crystallized and validated
based on (1) a case study in a global organization that deploys an RRMS instance organizationwide for effective requirements and release management and (2) a literature review in the areas of
requirements management, release management, and process integration.
The design product theory for the class of RRMS can be useful and generic only, if the two
key concepts requirement management and release management and the scope of the theory are
clearly deﬁned. In this article, the two concepts refer to generic requirements and release-related
actions, information entities, and roles, which can be adopted throughout the multi-site and multipartner organization regardless of (1) the organizational design, (2) the product characteristics,
and (3) the selected software and/or hardware development methods. As a result, the theory is
independent of issues such as: how product lines and platforms are organized, which types of
customers exist, and how much the efforts and times needed to develop different types of products
vary. We have determined the scope of the theory by analyzing the RRMS instance in the case
organization. The instance has been successfully used for years without any major design changes
whereas the case organization has instituted numerous major organizational changes. The RRMS
design invariance has been possible because the organization has scoped the design effectively
by (1) determining the generic requirements and the release-related actions, information entities,
and roles that always need to be supported by the RRMS instance and (2) interfacing the generic
design to various (A) project management practices and systems deployed to plan and monitor the
project resources and costs, (B) release planning practices deploying different heuristics, methods,
and systems on a case-by-case basis to plan one or more releases based on only a limited set
of instances of information entities (e.g., some features and a limited number of releases), and
(C) product portfolio management practices (where the portfolio of products is agreed). In sum,
requirements and release management processes and enabling RRMS instances, respectively, need
to be interfaced with project management, release planning, and product portfolio management
processes and enabling systems. For example, RRMS instances need to provide middle managers
responsible for requirements and release management processes with good overviews of all the
requirements, features, and releases. During release planning a subset of all the features and releases
is planned using various heuristics, methods, and systems. The RRMS instances serve as sources of
feature and release information. Release planning usually requires information about other issues

Copyright

2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

J. Softw. Maint. Evol.: Res. Pract. (2010)
DOI: 10.1002/smr

AN INFORMATION SYSTEMS DESIGN PRODUCT THEORY

(e.g., available resources) from other sources too. The resulting release plans are then made available
through the instances, so that all the teams working on the releases involved in a release plan can
see the release schedule and the middle management can monitor the development efforts.
The design product theory has been created partially based on the experiences in the global case
organization to ensure that the meta-design is ﬂexible and scalable, that is, the RRMS instances
following the meta-design can handle large volumes of information entities and their relationships
(provided that the necessary hardware resources are available) and enable diverse organizational
designs, development methods, and types of products (including both hardware and software).
However, we have made every effort to simplify the meta-design so that even small and mediumsized organizations can leverage it to implement RRMS solutions. The design process aspects of
the IS design theory for the class of RRMS are not elaborated because our industrial experiences
indicate that, at least in the context of the class of RRMS, it is most useful to prescribe the design
product and let the designers adopt the development methods most suitable for implementing the
design product in their socio-technical contexts.

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE CASE ORGANIZATION AND THE RESEARCH
METHOD
A literature review was performed to develop preliminary meta-requirements and meta-design
elements before the case study started. Later on, it was complemented by a review of the commercially available RRMS. The review was essential to reduce bias induced by the single case study
and ensures the generalizability of the meta-requirements and the meta-design to the maximum
possible extent [35]. Potential meta-design elements that according to the review were peculiar to
the organization or its RRMS instance (hereafter, the RRMS) were eliminated. For example, the
RRMS consisted of numerous information entities but many of them were peculiar to it because
they reﬂected the same underlying concepts in different abstraction levels to facilitate the technical
implementation of the RRMS.
The RRMS-enabled requirements and release management process had been institutionalized
across the organization by the time the study was started. Business units ran product lines in
which product programs produced product releases under the guidance of product roadmaps and
release plans for customers in speciﬁc market segments. Product programs deployed software and
hardware platform releases developed by internal platform units, inter-organizational consortiums,
and external providers. The platform releases integrated hardware and/or software component
releases that were developed internally or by partners or purchased off-the-shelf from external
providers. Requirements were collected from markets, service providers, and other internal and
external sources. Requirements triage was then conducted to eliminate requirements that did not
warrant further actions. Acceptable requirements were allocated to the appropriate units and component providers using the RRMS and iteratively reﬁned into increasingly detailed product, platform,
and/or component features that could be scheduled, implemented, and released by the individual
development teams. The process typically involved complex negotiations between stakeholders.
Product lines and platform units produced a diverse set of products that were in the different
stages of the product life cycles, targeted different markets, and had different component vendors.
They could thus vary their RRMS-enabled requirements and release management processes within

Copyright

2010 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

J. Softw. Maint. Evol.: Res. Pract. (2010)
DOI: 10.1002/smr
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the boundaries agreed upon at the organizational level. For example, product, software platform,
and software component releases could be planned months in advance whereas features, releases,
and release dependencies of hardware platforms could be planned even one or two years in advance
depending on how accurately the providers could estimate their release plans and schedules for new
hardware components. Product programs that needed to develop and deliver new products quickly
could utilize the RRMS (1) to know which critical new features the platforms were planning to
release and when and (2) to link their requirements to the features.
The RRMS was a proprietary Lotus Domino-based application developed in the organization. An
organization-wide Lotus Domino infrastructure had been institutionalized before the development
started and the organization was competent in developing and deploying Domino applications.
The RRMS had been productized, that is, one RRMS design and repository was used. Different
organizational units had been closely involved in designing the RRMS from the beginning and had
become committed to using and further developing it. They considered the RRMS highly malleable
to the changing business needs partly because the organization controlled it and business units did
not need to negotiate with external vendors when changes were needed.
Requirements, features, and releases were the key information entities to be managed throughout
their life cycles using the RRMS. Most importantly, the RRMS was used to continuously manage
dependencies within and between the information entities and enable traceability between the
entities and all the organizational units responsible for creating and updating the entities during their
life cycles. Requirement, feature, and release managers were responsible for managing the respective
entities. Product line managers coordinated product programs and the associated platforms. For
example, product line requirement managers received requirements from sources such as product
marketing. If the requirements could not be addressed within the product programs because they
belonged to the scope of the product platforms, product line requirement managers allocated them
to the appropriate platforms and later on followed their progress using the RRMS. Release managers
in the various levels used the RRMS to scope and schedule releases and to create and analyze
dependencies between releases. Line managers used the RRMS to ensure the availability of the
appropriate resources when needed. The RRMS also enabled release teams to search and locate
reusable assets quickly, substantially increasing the perceived productivity.
However, while using the RRMS for achieving these objectives, some problems prevailed. Orchestration of complex parallel development programs, involving multiple internal and external development units across multiple sites, was challenging and coordination breakdowns sometimes occurred.
For example, product releases depended on platform releases, which, in turn, could depend on
other platform releases and/or component releases. Component providers ran their own businesses
and product platforms were not necessarily their most important customers. Component providers
sometimes had to change their commitments to meet the emerging business needs, resulting in
issues such as delayed releases. The RRMS was critical for managing these dependencies and recovering from breakdowns. For example, if a release was unexpectedly delayed, the release manager
updated the release schedule and the information about the delay was immediately available to all
stakeholders. The schedules and scopes of the releases dependent on the delayed release could then
be revised as necessary.
Indeed, the ability of the RRMS to support efﬁcient routines and the recovery from complex
breakdowns was a major reason for the successful organization-wide institutionalization of the
RRMS-enabled requirements and release management process. After institutionalization, the use
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of the RRMS has been relatively stable with respect to measures such as the number of active
users and the number of documents created. For example, the personnel of all product programs
have entered into the RRMS the requirements for the platforms that the programs deploy. During
a 3-month period in 2008, the RRMS was used in read-only mode by more than 6000 people and
updated by more than 2000 people within the organization. In addition, around one hundred people
used the RRMS in external service providers’ sites. By the end of 2008, it contained about 22 000
active requirements, more than 50 000 active features, and 23 000 active releases. The documents
that were no longer active had been automatically archived.
The RRMS was critically important for the top and middle management because it was the
primary organization-wide IS containing real-time information about all the releases and associated requirements and responsible stakeholders. While there were many reasons contributing to the
success of the RRMS within the organization, it is crucial, from the viewpoint of creating an IS
design theory for the class of RRMS, that the RRMS-enabled real-time transparency and management of product development within the entire organization. Other signiﬁcant factors contributing
to the success of the RRMS were: it imposed the appropriate amount of control on the people
using it, its information model included mostly textual descriptions of information and minimized
redundancy of information between the RRMS and related IS, and it was easy for users to add
information to it. In addition, since the RRMS focused on release management, it did not replace
higher-level product portfolio management and product line roadmapping systems, which require
advanced algorithmic models (e.g., what if-analyses, cost and effort estimation, optimization of
inter-dependent releases) and visualization techniques. But all the results (e.g., feature priorities,
allocations of features to releases, and release schedules) from using such systems had to be stored
in the RRMS because (1) they guided the planning and implementation of releases and (2) the
middle management based its product development decision making largely on the information
available in the RRMS.
The software and hardware development processes and the supporting IS were not signiﬁcantly
affected either, because they were beyond the scope of the RRMS. Software development efforts
increasingly leveraged agile development practices. The RRMS thus could not impose unnecessarily
stringent control mechanisms on them. Only the inputs to and the deliverables of management and
the software and hardware development processes and systems were dealt with by the RRMS. For
example, if requirements in the RRMS needed speciﬁc product or organizational models to make
them understandable to executives, managers of service providers, or other critical stakeholders,
the models were crafted in appropriate modeling environments as necessary and hyperlinked or,
sometimes, imported to the RRMS. Uniﬁed Modeling Language (UML) was deployed [36] but
thorough UML modeling was conducted only when necessary because the organization managed
tens of thousands of requirements and features through the RRMS. The priorities, schedules, and
other information stored in the RRMS could be used to prioritize the modeling efforts. The models
were created, modiﬁed, and managed throughout their life cycles using the modeling environments instead of the RRMS. The analysis of RRMS-enabled processes and interfacing IS has thus
helped us to scope the design product theory for RRMS appropriately. More details concerning the
organization and the RRMS and related IS are beyond the scope of the article.
Two of this article’s authors, a doctoral student and a master’s student in IS research, worked
full time in the organization during a 6-month study period. The RRMS had become increasingly
complex over the years when its designers had tried to meet the ongoing inﬂux of new requirements.
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While its functionality had been documented well, the organization was keen to further develop it.
A current state analysis of the RRMS was thus deemed necessary to better understand its limitations
and possibilities. Major design changes were not realized during the study. The authors had access
to all the relevant information and could interact with all people who had been involved with the
RRMS design. They observed the use of the RRMS, analyzed documentation, discussed informally with various stakeholders, and conducted six semi-structured interviews with middle-level
managers who had been involved with the design and use of the RRMS for process improvement.
After interviews were completed, the interviewees were provided with interview transcripts and
summaries. Interviewees reviewed the meta-requirements and proposed new ones that were added
to the original set if all the interviewees considered the proposed meta-requirements critical for the
class of RRMS. The proposed meta-requirements and meta-design were used in the organization
for further development of the RRMS. The authors retained access to the organization and periodically observed the successful co-evolution of the RRMS and the organization until the time of
completing this article.
Walls et al. [30,31] argue that kernel theories from natural and/or social sciences need to be
identiﬁed and used to derive and govern meta-requirements of IS design theories. Interestingly, the
people the authors interviewed or otherwise interacted with could not specify academic articles or
theories inﬂuential during the RRMS design. They were experts with long organizational tenures and
relied on theories-in-use [37] developed primarily through social interactions (cf. [38]), experiences
from earlier projects, and agile development practices instead of academic articles, kernel theories,
or design theories. The authors thus became increasingly intrigued with how to build such a simple
but scalable and effective IS design theory for the class of RRMS based on the case study that IS
designers and managers in other organizations would be willing to use the theory in addition to
trial and error mechanisms and long-reinforced theories-in-use. Kernel theories were determined
to be out of the scope of the design product theory because no empirical evidence could be found
about their usefulness in the context of the RRMS design.

3. META-REQUIREMENTS OF THE IS DESIGN PRODUCT THEORY FOR THE
CLASS OF RRMS
This section presents the meta-requirements for the design product theory for the class of RRMS.
They are introduced by revising a framework of Salo and Käkölä [16]. The framework considered
meta-requirements in relation to three categories of services that RMS have to offer: (1) communication, (2) control, and (3) change. Communication refers to the ability of RMS to disseminate
requirements information within an organization, including information about the rationale for RM
and its relationships to the external environment. Support for control ensures that requirements
are dealt with in accordance with the approved principles and procedures. Support for change is
needed because products, technologies, and customers change and RMS must remain amenable to
adjustments at all levels of the RM activity.
The three categories are valid for the class of RRMS but two new ones are needed: (4) Platformbased product development and (5) Process integration. Platform is the physical implementation of
the baseline entity that contains the common business requirements for all the derivative products
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Table I. A framework for categorizing the meta-requirements of the design product
theory for the class of RRMS.
Communication
• Prioritization
and valuation of
requirements and
the allocation of
requirements into
releases
• Traceability
• Single capture
of information

Control
• Content ownership
and accountability
• Management and
coordination
• Creating and
sharing of metrics
information
• Access rights and
information security

Change
• Version
management of
requirement
documents
• Release
re-planning
• Change
management and
impact analysis
• Deﬁning and
maintaining the
requirements
baseline

Platform
development
• Creation and
reuse of reusable
assets

Process
integration
• Process transparency
• Providing
high-quality
information
• Providing
information at the
right and consistent
level of detail

that the platform has been designed to support (cf. [2,7,39–41]). Market-driven product development
occurs on top of the platform. End-to-end process integration is necessary to ensure that all requirement and release managers have all the high-quality information they need to be available at the
right level of detail when they need it. Process integration also helps to ensure that all the release
level information is available in a repository so that the managers can analyze it and take decisions by means of other IS (which are beyond the scope of the design product theory presented in
this article) that aggregate the requirement, feature, and release level information and link it with
product portfolios and roadmaps, release plans, and other information related to strategic business
management. Table I classiﬁes all meta-requirements.
3.1.

Meta-requirements in support of communication

3.1.1. Prioritization and valuation of requirements and the allocation of requirements into
releases
Requirements must be allocated into releases using requirement prioritization and valuation methods
that enable the most crucial requirements to be implemented and released ﬁrst [42,43]. The methods
are typically based on trade-off analysis between the economic values and implementation costs
and resource constraints associated with the requirements [42, p. 140] and [22,44]. Moreover, all
stakeholders do not have the same relative importance and each stakeholder may valuate each
requirement very differently [43,45,46].
According to the interviews, customer involvement in valuation, prioritization, and selection
adds value to these processes: ‘Requirements can be prioritized to releases by communicating with
customers and agreeing on what functionalities are wanted and on what timetable.’ RRMS instances
must provide the prioritization and valuation methods with the necessary requirement, feature, and
release information and store the resulting valuations, priorities, and allocations.
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3.1.2.

Traceability

The purpose of requirement management is to achieve complete traceability from customers via
the organizational departments to delivery [12, p. 69]. Traceability improves risk assessment,
project scheduling, and change control [13, p.12]. All the interviewees agreed that traceability from
requirements elicitation to product delivery is critical for RRMS success. The interviewees also
suggested other needs for traceability (e.g., linking components, errors, and use cases). But it is
expensive to collect and manage traceability information [47, p. 129]. Based on the analysis of
the case organization, only the following traceability meta-requirements must always be implemented by RRMS instances:
• Ability to trace forward from requirement sources to requirements, from requirements to
subsequent features and corresponding design elements and designs [48], and from features
to future releases deﬁned by release plans.
• Ability to trace backward from releases to the features packaged in the releases and from the
features to the requirements implemented by the features [48].
• Ability to trace from requirements directly to design entities and backward [47].
• Ability to trace requirements dependencies [47,49] and release dependencies.
3.1.3.

Single capture of information

RRMS instances must be the single capture points for requirements, features, and releases, ensuring
that there is no redundant and inconsistent requirement, feature, and release information in the
organization and that all requirements are handled appropriately in a single effective and transparent
process reducing the risks of missing or forgetting requirements. RRMS instances should thus
be (1) easy to use for occasional users in order to ensure that they enter the information, (2)
interfaced to related systems such as requirements and architecture modeling and defect management
environments, and (3) interfaced to partners’ systems to ensure that partners can create, update, and
review information as necessary.
3.2.

Meta-requirements in support of control

3.2.1.

Content ownership and accountability of experts

Requirements and release management activities should have appropriate owners who establish and
reinforce appropriate norms for them [12, p.70]. Content and process ownership can be enhanced by
assigningroleswithclearlydeﬁnedresponsibilitiestopersons.Forexample,asetofrequirementscanbe
allocated to a requirement manager while a particular release can be assigned to a release manager. The
role deﬁnitions and assignments improve the accountability, enable evaluations of people with respect
to their role expectations (e.g., release managers may be evaluated based on the quality of releases they
are responsible for), and can ensure that all agreed-upon-deliverables are delivered in time and meet
the deﬁned quality criteria. Role-based management also facilitates organizational (e.g., people may
continuetheirworkintheiroldrolesinaneworganization)andindividuallevelchanges(e.g.,anewperson
takesresponsibilityofarole)[23,50].RRMSinstancesmustthusmeetthismeta-requirementtofacilitate
personnel evaluation, process execution and improvement, andqualitycontrol.
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3.2.2.

Management and coordination

RRMS instances must enable the coordination of ﬂows of requirements and the allocation of
requirements to releases through managerial activities and decisions. For example, decisions need
to be taken concerning the acceptance of particular requirements to the development process and the
maturity levels of the requirements. To allocate requirements to speciﬁc releases and implementation
teams and track their progress, RRMS instances must enable the assignment of different statuses
to requirements. An interviewee commented that: ‘It should be possible to see from the tool who
is responsible for certain parts of the process, who makes decisions concerning those parts, what
the timetables are, and what kind of documentation should be available.’
3.2.3.

Creating and sharing of metrics information

Measurement is an essential part of process management [24,50–53]. Deﬁned and measurable
objectives are needed to evaluate the current status and develop the process. Metrics information
enables the comparison of process effectiveness across organizational units and similar releases
over time (e.g., product line management). RRMS instances must provide a balanced set of process
quality metrics (e.g., within each organizational unit) such as (1) the ratio of releases delivered
in accordance with the planned release schedule to all delivered releases, (2) the ratio of releases
delivered in accordance with the planned release scope (i.e., all requirements planned and assigned
to the release have been realized) to all delivered releases, (3) the ratio of releases delivered in
accordance with the planned work effort to all delivered releases, and (4) the ratio of cancelled
releases to all releases.
3.2.4.

Access rights and information security

Access rights and information security policies are crucial in high-technology companies. Products and platforms are typically designed and implemented in complex networks or consortia of
companies where competitors are involved. RRMS instances must help to ensure that partners do
not access each other’s sensitive information. For example, multiple partners can co-operatively
build a platform and use an RRMS instance to share information about it. At the same time, they
may build competing products on top of the platform and the RRMS instance must not leak any
conﬁdential information related to partners’ products and objectives.
3.3.

Meta-requirements in support of change

3.3.1.

Version management of requirement documents

Versions of individual requirements and requirements speciﬁcations need to be controlled [54,
p. 268]. Change management and document version management processes must be in place to
create and maintain requirement documents and their different versions. Requirement document
version management is related to the general workﬂow management. However, one interviewee
emphasized that it is most useful in the requirement development phase, and not in later phases
when the documents are relatively stable. Change management and version management processes
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should be aligned, agreed upon, and enabled by the RRMS instances: ‘If the change is large, a new
requirement can be created or the old one can be changed via the change management process. In
practice, we could use version management for small revisions. But if the changes are too large,
change management needs to be used.’
3.3.2.

Release re-planning

When software development is market-driven [15], release planning and requirement prioritization are parts of strategic product line roadmapping [7,42]. Especially in product programs the
stakeholders need to continuously create and share knowledge to deal with uncertainty and turbulent market conditions. Release re-planning is needed when, for example, the product strategy is
changed. Release re-planning may be related to planning the scope, role, and timing of every product
release speciﬁed in the product roadmap or to release management (i.e., re-planning the length of
development, the scope of features, and the number of iteration cycles involved in a release) when,
for example, several key developers leave unexpectedly [34]. Release managers may need to re-plan
releases with the stakeholders on a weekly basis.
The RRMS instances prescribed by the RRMS design product theory must thus enable the relevant
stakeholders to be involved in release re-planning at the right time and at low cost and provide
the stakeholders with the necessary requirement, feature, and release information for re-planning
both individual releases and all releases involved in a roadmap. Release managers can then use
appropriate release planning heuristics, methods, and systems to plan and re-plan the releases so
that the stakeholder priorities are best satisﬁed while the utilization of resources available to release
development is maximized [46]. To facilitate the stakeholder involvement and to reduce the burden
of re-planning, the release planning systems should generate alternative release plans when the
stakeholder priorities, available resources, and/or requirement dependencies change; let the release
managers rank the plans and take decisions together with the stakeholders; and help to store the
resulting release information in the RRMS instances.
3.3.3.

Change management and impact analysis

A clearly deﬁned change management process is needed to estimate the impacts of possible changes
and to control the changes made to the requirements and releases [23]. Change management and
impact analysis enable organizations to be aware of the inﬂuences of requirement changes on the
software and hardware components, test cases, resources, and the market situation. Change management and impact analysis are tricky when RRMS-enabled requirements and release management
processes have not been institutionalized across the geographically distributed sites, projects, and
partners involved, because no one has adequate visibility into the detailed activities of the projects.
However, the institutionalization of these processes may dramatically improve the situation, because
the RRMS instances must (1) trace requirements to the designs and development teams responsible for them, (2) trace requirements to the product releases delivering them, (3) trace requirement
dependencies and release dependencies, and (4) clarify to all stakeholders designing a system in
detail and in real-time which deliverables for that system are coming from which releases and
when. For example, when the change of a major requirement for an important component is considered, an RRMS instance makes it relatively easy to see not only how much time and money the
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implementation of a new design would take based on the features affected, but also which other
releases depend on those features. The relevant stakeholders can then be contacted to better understand the impacts and decide about the feasibility of the requirements change.
3.3.4.

Deﬁning and maintaining the requirements baseline

RRMS instances must support requirements baselining, that is, the freezing of the current agreed
upon requirements. When the baseline decision has been made, subsequent requirements are treated
as change requests and compared with the baseline. If the requests are accepted, they will enter
product development through the change management process [23]. The requirements in a baseline that has been incorporated into a delivered release should not be changed in the subsequent
releases. After all, the delivered release cannot be changed later on. Only a new release can be
established to replace the delivered one as necessary. Changing the requirements associated with a
release after the delivery of the release would yield to inconsistency and jeopardize the traceability.
New requirements should thus be created for the subsequent releases and linked to the baselined
requirements that have already been delivered.
3.4.

Meta-requirements for platform development

3.4.1.

Creation and reuse of reusable assets

Platforms are strategic organizational assets designed to be reusable and afford common features
and predeﬁned variation mechanisms through which mass-customized products can be created
quickly and cost effectively [7]. Platforms consist of assets such as requirements, design elements,
components, and user interfaces. RRMS instances should provide a comprehensive information
model to describe and document the assets adequately. They should not only document platform
releases at the time of creation but also help link the releases to all associated requirements, features,
and releases. They should provide advanced search functionalities to help developers and other
stakeholders to easily deploy the requirement, feature, and release information in order to search,
retrieve, and leverage compatible assets in novel and possibly unforeseen ways. These issues are
clariﬁed by two interviewees:
Requirements management involves the identiﬁcation and management of baselines and products
[for strategic reuse]. For example, we could see from the [RRMS] tool that this [requirements]
baseline is good for our purposes and we just have to change it from there and there in order to
have a right conﬁguration for our needs.’
‘One of the main purposes of the RRMS tool is to support reuse of both requirements and assets
(modules, components). . . Different knowledge search capabilities are essential.’
3.5.

Meta-requirements in support of process integration

3.5.1.

Process transparency

RRMS instances must help to make integrated requirements and release management processes
transparent, that is, the stakeholders involved should be able to understand the results of their
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RRMS-mediated actions (e.g., which product and platform releases would be affected and how, if a
particular release was delayed by a month) and create knowledge for dealing with unexpected errors
or coordination breakdowns as quickly and proactively as possible before expensive disruptions in
routines and ﬂaws in deliverables occur [23,50]. One interviewee stated: ‘Process transparency is
especially important in decision making situations. Another important situation is when someone
cannot implement, for example, a requirement in a given timetable.’
Most developers in the case organization could access (in read-only mode) all documents in the
centralized RRMS database, critically improving the transparency. For example, release managers
in platform units used the RRMS instance to follow the development and testing of the components
their releases depended on and took corrective actions proactively, if the components were likely to
be delayed. Transparency was also facilitated by using the RRMS instance to standardize the most
critical information entities and the terms and forms used in them.
3.5.2.

Providing high-quality information

Organizations have to be able to base their requirements and release decisions on high-quality
(i.e., accurate, speciﬁc, relevant, reliable, timely, and accessible) information [55]. Transparent
RRMS-mediated processes and committed, skillful people are crucial to ensure high quality. RRMS
instances should also help users to identify which pieces of information are the most critical in
each phase of the process, for example, by sending reminders and highlighting the required ﬁelds
of respective information entities in the different phases.
3.5.3.

Providing information at the right and consistent level of detail

Appropriate and consistent granularity of information facilitates decision making and eliminates
extraneous activities required to decompose or summarize information [16,56]. The right level of
detail depends on the situation. For example, highly mature requirements and release management
processes can leverage much more detailed (quantitative) information than immature processes.
RRMS instances must incorporate and represent requirement- and release-related information in
consistent granularity levels (e.g., system requirements, subsystem requirements, and functional
requirements) that are useful for different process contexts and roles. For example, RRMS instances
may be used to generate requirements speciﬁcations for product releases. Each requirement in the
generated speciﬁcation should be testable by means of a small number of tests. If some requirements
are not testable, they are probably represented on higher granularity levels than the testable ones
and there is no consistent level of detail in the speciﬁcation.

4. A META-DESIGN OF THE IS DESIGN PRODUCT THEORY FOR THE CLASS OF
RRMS
This section ﬁrst outlines a generic meta-design for the class of RRMS based on the analyses of
interview transcripts, the RRMS instance in the case organization, and the literature review. It covers
most meta-requirements speciﬁed in the previous section. The section concludes by explaining the
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Figure 1. Information model of the meta-design of the design product theory for the class of RRMS. Note: The
links that go back to themselves in each entity represent parent–child relationships.

linkages between the meta-requirements and the meta-design to validate the meta-design and to
justify its scope.
4.1. Information model for integrated requirement management and release management
process
To design an effective requirement management and release management process, the information
model for the process must be deﬁned. We have synthesized a simple but scalable model based
on the literature review and a detailed examination of the RRMS instance. The experts of the
case organization have reviewed and accepted the model. It consists of four entities used in the
integrated process and links between and within the entities to enable the traceability, hierarchical
composition (i.e., each entity can consist of any number of the same type of entities), and the
appropriate granularity of information (Figure 1): Customer Requirement, Requirement, Feature
and Release.
Customer Requirement is used to model requirements from the external environment. Internal
and external requirements are separated to meet the meta-requirements related to platform-based
product development and information security. For example, customer requirements are business
critical and can provide competitive advantage by enabling organizations to focus on implementing
the differentiating and high-value adding requirements. Access rights for them and for internal
requirements have to be deﬁned and enacted differently.
Requirement is used for internal requirements developed by product creation processes within
an organization or a network of companies collaborating to create a joint product and/or platform.
Requirement can thus be used for platform requirements related to the platform offering. In the
platform context, Customer Requirements can be used as the basis for developing derivative products
on top of the platform. Separation of Customer Requirement and Requirement also facilitates
change management. Requirements can be changed only through negotiations with their originators.
Negotiations with external requirement suppliers are often more challenging than with suppliers of
internal requirements, especially when the external suppliers contribute to funding the development
efforts.
Features denote the intended behaviors or properties of software-intensive systems. They
are usually created and managed as hierarchical feature structures solving the problems that
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Requirements identify [57]. The solutions may reﬂect, for example, business processes, organizational structures, or product architectures. Feature is the largest entity in the information model
containing the technical speciﬁcation, workﬂow planning, and implementation. By using Feature
as a basis of implementation and technical speciﬁcation, Requirements become more manageable
and there are clear traceability links to the origins of Features and to implementation phases, that
is, speciﬁcations, responsible teams, and realized pieces of software code.
Product roadmaps and the associated release plans often trigger the development of new releases
and provide them with high-level requirements. For every new release, a release manager is typically
assigned and a Release instance is created to plan, implement, and document the resulting release.
If a previous release exists, its feature set may serve as the starting point. New functional and nonfunctional requirements to be delivered in the release are identiﬁed and reﬁned and Requirement
and Feature instances are linked to Release instances as necessary. RRMS instances can be used
to locate, reuse, and modify the existing Requirements and Features whenever possible, implement new Features as necessary, and group the implemented Features into the Release instance
documenting the release. Releases can also be organized hierarchically into, for example, platform
and product releases.
Customer Requirements are linked to one or more Requirements, which, in turn, are linked to
one or more Features. Highest-level Requirements are typically large-scale system-level deﬁnitions
of business problems. Dividing them into sub-problems (i.e., lower-level requirements) which are
linked to Features enables more accurate project cost, schedule, and effort estimation and better
workﬂow management. Features describe implementable partial solutions to the business problems. The highest-level releases are comprehensive, valuable solutions consisting of Releases and
Features, whereas lower-level releases can, for example, deal with components.
4.2.

Generic structures of entities

This section introduces generic structures, classes, and attributes of the entities presented in the
information model. According to the design product theory, RRMS instances prescribed by the
theory should include at least these entities, structures, classes, and attributes to be effective.
4.2.1.

Requirement and customer requirement

Table II presents the generic structure of Requirement and Customer Requirement by revising
and elaborating on the work of Salo and Käkölä [16]. Next, each class within the structure is
presented.
Description class describes the intent of and justiﬁcation for a Requirement and a Customer
Requirement. Version attribute indicates the version number of the document. Name and ID attributes
are used for identiﬁcation and traceability.
Origin class describes where the Requirement comes from and when. For Customer Requirements
the sources are external organizations. For Requirements, sources are Customer Requirements and
internal organizational units.
Categorization class describes the parts (i.e., platform, product, and responsible person) of
the product and the development organization managing the Requirement or Customer Requirement. Platform works as the base architecture for derivative products. Requirements and Customer
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Table II. Generic structure of Requirement and Customer Requirement.
Class

Question

Attributes

Description

What is the requirement about?

Name
ID
Description
Rationale
Version

Origin

Where does the requirement come
from?

Author
Source
Date of creation

Categorization What parts of the product and the
development organization is the
requirement related to?

Platform
Product
Responsible Person

Analysis

What are the implications of the
requirement?

Status
Priority
Customer need
Deadline for the customer need
Customer value
Risks
Required work effort
Total cost

Workﬂow

What should be done to this
requirement next? By whom?
What has been done to the
requirement? When?

Allocation to Requirements/Features

History

Assignment to Requirement/Feature responsible
Information about all prior edits, editors, and changes

Requirements will be linked to the appropriate platforms and ﬁnal products via Features and
Releases. Responsible persons update Requirements and Customer Requirements as necessary.
Analysis class is used to probe the implications of the Requirement. Priority and customer
value can be handled as one attribute, but organizations needing sophisticated valuation processes
should divide them into two. Customer need attribute is used to describe the detailed business case,
which the Requirement or Customer Requirement is trying to solve. If there is a ﬁrm deadline
by which the Requirement needs to be implemented and released for use of customer(s) (e.g.,
in their products), the deadline must be made explicit through the deadline attribute. The total
cost and required work effort need to be estimated [51,53] to determine whether the Requirement is feasible from the economic, personnel, and schedule viewpoints. Risks associated with
the (Customer) Requirement need to be assessed. Status attribute models the requirements life
cycle. Examples of requirement statuses include: New—Categorized—Analyzed—For Review—
Approved/Rejected/Postponed [16].
Workﬂow class describes what should be done next to Requirement or Customer Requirement and
by whom. Customer Requirements and Requirements are allocated, respectively, to Requirements
and Features and responsible persons are assigned.
History class is used to provide information about all prior changes and editors of requirements
documents [16]. It enables traceability and the development of organizational memory that is
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especially useful when routines break down unexpectedly and the reasons for the breakdowns must
be found and eliminated to continue the effective execution of routines [50].
4.2.2.

Feature

Each class within the Feature-entity (Table III) is presented in this section.
Description class tells the intent of and justiﬁcation for the Feature. Origin class indicates the
author, date of creation, and Requirements, if any, from which the Feature is allocated.
Categorization class links Features to products and/or product platforms and identiﬁes the person
having the feature responsibility. Because Feature is an entity for managing detailed implementation,
it has a traceability links attribute containing links to technical speciﬁcations, documentations and
code. Features tend to have complex dependencies [57]. For example, a Feature may be incorporated
into a Release but its parent Feature may not be incorporated if the scope of the parent Feature is too
wide for implementation in any single release. However, the parent Feature may fulﬁll a particular
Requirement. A dependency link between these two Features thus provides valuable information
for decision makers.
Analysis class contains most attributes that Requirement and Customer Requirement have, with
the exception of customer value-attribute used to decide whether Requirements or Customer
Requirements should be implemented or not. The required work effort needs to be estimated to
Table III. Generic structure of Feature.
Class

Question

Attributes

Description

What is the feature about?

Name
ID
Description
Rationale
Version

Origin

Where does the feature come from?

Author
Source Requirements
Date of creation

Categorization What parts of the product and the
development organization is the feature
related to?

Platform
Product
Responsible Person
Traceability links (e.g., documentation, code)

Analysis

What are the implications of the feature?

Status
Priority
Customer need
Risks
Required work effort
Realized work effort

Workﬂow

What should be done to this feature next?
By whom?

Task description
Assignment to teams/persons
Assignment to Release
Date when Feature is ready for Release

History

What has been done to the feature? When?

Information about all prior edits, editors, and
changes
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Table IV. Generic structure of Release.
Class

Question

Attributes

Description

What is the release about?

Name
ID
Description
Version

Origin

Where does the release come from?

Author
Source Features
Source Releases
Date of creation

Categorization What parts of the product and the
development organization is the release
related to?

Platform
Product
Responsible Person

Analysis

What are the implications of the release?

Status
Priority
Required work effort
Realized work effort

Workﬂow

What should be done to this release next?
By whom? What should be done to
dependent releases?

Planned release date
Actual release date
Dependent Releases

History

What has been done to the release? When?

Information about all prior edits, editors, and
changes

assess implementation costs and help teams in their work allocation and scheduling. It is also useful
to determine Realized work effort when the feature is ready for release because estimation practices
can be systematically improved by comparing the original work effort estimates to the actually
realized work efforts.
Workﬂow class consists of detailed task descriptions together with traceability links to provide
the guidelines for implementation work and to enable organizational learning through, for example,
post-mortem analysis (i.e., what was planned vs realized). Before starting the work, Features are
assigned to responsible teams or persons. History class is used to provide information about all
prior changes and editors of feature documents.
4.2.3.

Release

Classes within the Release-entity (Table IV) that need elaboration are explained in this
section.
Description class describes what the Release is about. For example, the Release may ﬁx some
speciﬁc quality problems of the previous Release without providing new functionality. In Origin
class, source features and source releases attributes indicate which Features and Releases are
included in a Release. In Categorization class, a Release is related to speciﬁc product platforms
and/or products and has a responsible person.
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Analysis describes the life cycle of a Release through status attribute. Statuses include: Planned—
Ready to be Released (i.e., all Features belonging to the Release have been implemented, tested,
and found to be stable and all lower-level Releases the Release depends on have been released)—
Released. It should be noted that a Release can also be canceled but only if no other Release is
dependent on it. Dependent Releases must thus be canceled or made independent from the Release
to be canceled. The allocations of Features to a canceled Release must be removed in respective
Feature-entities.
For every source Feature, the required work effort should have been estimated when the source
Features were analyzed. When a Release has been delivered, it is useful to assess and document
(1) the work effort that was necessary to realize each Feature, (2) the total work effort realized
to implement the Release, and (3) the reasons for any major discrepancies between the estimated
and realized efforts. Impact analysis practices and the accuracy of release schedules can then be
improved in the future.
Because Releases constitute manageable and releasable entities, the only Workﬂow- related
attributes tell the planned and actual release dates and provide links to all Releases depending on
this Release. The release managers of dependent releases can thus be notiﬁed, for example, when
the Release has been delivered or when it will be unexpectedly delayed. This information together
with the information stored in the realized work effort attribute and History class is adequate for
organizational learning and performance monitoring.
4.3. Validating and scoping the meta-design by analyzing how it meets the
meta-requirements
This section analyzes how the meta-design satisﬁes the meta-requirements because ‘a design artifact
is complete and effective when it satisﬁes the requirements and constraints of the problem it was
meant to solve’ [27, p. 85].
4.3.1. Prioritization and valuation of requirements and the allocation of requirements into
releases
Prioritization and valuation of requirements are enabled by the entities Requirement and Customer
Requirement. Their attributes priority and customer value are used to store and access the prioritization and valuation information in the RRMS instances. The prioritization and valuation methods are
not included in the meta-design for two reasons. First, the literature provides hardly any methods that
are generalizable and scalable to meet the needs of complex industrial environments where multiple
interdependent releases of interdependent products and platforms are planned simultaneously [58].
Second, the product programs of the case organization used different prioritization methods and
tools because the programs differed in size, duration, and product maturity. Organizations must
decide which prioritization and valuation methods they wish to use. The meta-design ensures that
RRMS instances can provide the methods with most if not all the necessary information and store
and share the results organization-wide.
Allocation of requirements into releases is enabled transitively through features, that is, requirements and customer requirements are allocated to features, which are linked to releases. Releases
provide implemented functionality and are thus linked to features directly.
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4.3.2.

Traceability

The information model enables bi-directional traceability between entities through Origin and
Workﬂow classes. In Customer Requirement and Requirement, source attribute is used for backward
traceability and allocation to features attribute enables forward traceability to features. Source
requirement and assignment to release attributes of Feature enable, respectively, backward and
forward traceability from features. Traceability links attribute enables the traceability from Features
to implementation speciﬁc documentation and software code.
4.3.3.

Single capture of information

Based on the analysis of the RRMS instance in the case organization, the information model is
comprehensive enough so that the RRMS instances prescribed by the meta-design can be the single
capture points for requirements, features, and releases in organizations.
4.3.4.

Content ownership and accountability of experts

Content ownership and accountability are determined through the responsible person attribute of
Categorization class. For example, each release has to specify who is responsible for planning,
which features are released in which release. The meta-design does not detail the metrics that
could be used for the measuring performance. However, it can be used as a basis for sophisticated
measurement systems.
4.3.5.

Management and coordination

The meta-design supports management and coordination across multiple, interdependent product,
platform, and component releases, for example, by explicating the schedules imposed on various
entities, the products and organizational units the entities are related to, and the workﬂows the
entities are subjected to.
4.3.6.

Creating and sharing of metrics information

The meta-design affords a balanced set of process quality metrics. Releases contain information
about planned and actual release dates, making it easy to measure (e.g., within an organizational
unit) issues such as what the ratio of releases delivered in accordance with the planned release
schedule to all delivered releases is. Status information is readily available, making it easy to see,
for example, what the ratio of cancelled releases to all releases is. Detailed work effort information
can be collected, making it possible to determine, for example, what the ratio of releases delivered in
accordance with the estimated work effort to all delivered releases is. It is also possible to measure
the volatility of release scopes because for each release the associated Release instance documents
(primarily through the source feature attribute) the evolution of the feature set associated with the
release from the time the release is planned to the time the release is delivered or cancelled.
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4.3.7.

Version management

Description and History classes enable the version management of requirements, releases, and other
entities by, respectively, numbering versions and showing the actors involved with each version and
the actions taken.
4.3.8.

Release re-planning

The individuals responsible for particular features and releases have to re-plan the releases when
some unexpected (coordination) breakdowns occur (e.g., Features belonging to a Release cannot
be released because their implementations are unexpectedly delayed; a platform cannot be released
because it depends on a component Release that has been canceled; a competitor releases a competitive product unexpectedly and fast response is necessary). Bidirectional traceability links between
Features and Releases (stored in assignment to release and source features attributes) and between
Releases (stored in source releases and dependent releases attributes) facilitate the implementation
of the meta-requirement.
When there are numerous interdependencies between releases, between features, and between
features and releases, the appropriate data stored in an RRMS instance can be transferred into a
release re-planning and optimization system (cf. [42,43]) for analysis and creation of a new release
plan. Prescribing the features of such systems is beyond the scope of the design product theory
for the class of RRMS presented in this article because the systems are algorithmically complex,
enable cost, effort, and schedule estimation based on historical data [24] and operate on a higher
level of analysis than the RRMS instances where strategic and operational decisions (e.g., about the
common features within and across the product lines) are taken based on information in the RRMS
instance and other systems. Future research is needed to study whether it is beneﬁcial and feasible
to extend the IS design product theory for the class of RRMS so it covers such classes of systems.
4.3.9.

Change management and impact analysis

Change management is facilitated by the History class in all entities. Change requests can be considered as normal (Customer) Requirements, analyzed, linked to the respective existing Requirements
in the RRMS instance that are within the scope of the change, and implemented and released by
following the integrated requirements and release management process. Impact analysis is enabled
by Categorization and Analysis classes. Platform and product attributes show the organizational entities affected by each Requirement and Release. Customer value and required work effort attributes
are used to decide the feasibility of implementing a (Customer) Requirement.
4.3.10.

Creation and reuse of reusable assets

The hierarchical composition of Requirement, Feature, and Release entities provided by the information model enables the comprehensive documentation of product and platform releases and all
associated assets. This information together with bidirectional traceability links between the entities
help organizations analyze their asset base and establish, ﬁnd, and use reusable assets.
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5.

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This article has focused on the RRMS-enabled multi-site and platform-based product development. It has synthesized the meta-requirements and a meta-design of a comprehensive IS design
product theory for the class of RRMS to help practitioners in both small and large software and
software-intensive organizations to implement and evaluate scalable RRMS solutions. For example,
organizations can use the theory (1) to ensure that the key roles (e.g., requirement manager and
release manager) are established and adequately staffed in all release efforts and made responsible
for the information entities speciﬁed by the meta-design of the theory, (2) to develop requirements
management and release management tools and/or select and acquire commercial off-the-shelf
tools, and (3) to integrate the tools into RRMS instances that meet the meta-requirements and
support the information model speciﬁed in the meta-design. The validity of the theory has been
enhanced by using methods such as the analysis of the RRMS instance in a case organization
and by explicating the meta-requirements met by the meta-design. The meta-design is scalable
because its most essential elements have been abstracted from the RRMS instance that, at the time
of writing this article, has thousands of users and manages tens of thousands of documents in the
case organization alone.
Owing to space limitations, the design product effectiveness hypotheses of the theory (clarifying
the expected organizational beneﬁts from using an RRMS instance (i.e., the design product) derived
from the class of RRMS) are beyond the scope of this article. The hypotheses are needed for the
empirical validation and possible revision of the theory in future research. The deployment of RRMS
instances can be hypothesized: to reduce the resources needed in product development (e.g., through
strategic reuse of product platforms and components); shorten time-to-market (e.g., through reuse
and by ensuring that right information is available at the right time for the right people); improve
customer satisfaction (e.g., by ensuring that requirements are transformed efﬁciently to product
features); and improve the process and product quality (e.g., by improving the synchronization
of work across multiple sites, projects, and partners; minimizing the number of errors during
development; and easing up error tracking). Future research is necessary to assess, extend, and
elaborate these design product effectiveness hypotheses.
Future research is also necessary to devise extensions to the design product theory such as
improved RRMS support for (1) strategic product line roadmapping and release planning processes
[7,34] that take a long-term view and thus steer release management and (2) ﬁnding and reusing
implementation level assets that meet the needs of releases. The ﬁrst extension would require future
research concerning how Release entities can be used to enable general managers, product managers,
and release managers to understand even better which individual product and platform releases
are linked with which release plans and product roadmaps and why they are linked. The second
extension would require at least the inclusion of a Component entity in the information model of
the meta-design. Our preliminary industrial experiences show that Component is useful especially
if it describes how and when Component instances have been tested.
The single case study methodology may not provide a sound basis for generalization [35].
Therefore, new case studies and action research projects are necessary to make the design product
theory more credible for IS designers and researchers. Design science research leveraging the
methods of action research [27] helps to examine the applicability of the theory by ﬁnding out to
what extent organizations that want to acquire or design and implement RRMS systems can utilize
the theory for those purposes. The theory can then be revised as necessary.
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Abstract: UML models are widely used in software
product line engineering for activities such as modeling
the software product line reference architecture, detailed design, and automation of software code generation
and testing. But in high-tech companies, modeling activities are typically distributed across multiple sites and
involve multiple partners in different countries, thus
complicating model management. Today’s UML modeling tools support sophisticated version management for
managing parallel and distributed modeling. However,
the literature does not provide a comprehensive set of
industrial-level criteria to evaluate the version management capabilities of UML tools. This article’s contribution is a framework for evaluating the version management features of UML modeling tools for multi-site,
multi-partner software product line organizations.
Keywords: Global software development, modeling
tool, software product line organization, tool evaluation,
UML modeling, version management
1. INTRODUCTION
To succeed in the global markets of software-intensive
products, high-tech companies need to shorten the cycle
time of new product development while improving
product quality and service delivery along with
maintenance or reduction of the total resources required
[6;20;25]. This concern can be dealt through internal or
external strategies. Internal strategies include global
software development, where development resources
are distributed globally to reap cost benefits, leverage
specialized competencies, and address specific needs of
geographically-defined markets [7;13;31], and software
product line engineering and management, that is, the
strategic acquisition, creation, and reuse of software
assets [19;24;30]. External strategies include acquiring
commercial off-the-shelf components and outsourcing
software development, maintenance, and related
services to best-in-class service providers [8;18].
This paper focuses on the software product line engineering strategy in the context of global software development. Software product line engineering is an industrially validated methodology for developing software
products and software-intensive systems and services
faster, at lower costs, and with better quality and higher
end-user satisfaction. It differs from single system
development in two primary ways [30]:

1.

It needs two distinct development processes: domain engineering and application engineering. Domain engineering defines the commonality and
variability of the software product line, thus establishing the common software platform for developing high-quality applications rapidly within the line. Application engineering derives specific applications by strategically reusing the platform and by
exploiting the variability built into the platform.
2. It needs to explicitly define and manage variability.
During domain engineering, variability is introduced in all software product line assets such as domain requirements, architectural models, components, and test cases. It is exploited during application engineering to derive applications mass-customized to the needs of different customers and
markets.
Software product line engineering involves higher levels of abstraction than single-system development methods because the platforms require substantial investments, have long life cycles, and have to be generally
applicable to a wide range of products. Without appropriate abstractions, such platforms cannot be built and
variability cannot be managed effectively. Industrially
validated modeling approaches and commercially available modeling tools are critically important to deal with
the abstractions. In addition to traditional system modeling, variability modeling is required in product line
engineering to explicitly document how the applications
within the product line can vary.
To model the variability of a product line, two approaches have been proposed in the literature. The first,
traditional approach has been to integrate variability
modeling in the systems modeling language such as
Unified Modeling Language™ (UML) [12;27] by
appropriately extending the metamodel of the language
[4]. The second approach, orthogonal variability modeling, distinguishes between a variability model and a
system model [30]. Orthogonal variability models are
easier to apply in practice and scale better than integrated variability models. They usually describe the variability using a graphical notation. One reason, orthogonal variability modeling is not yet extensively used in
the industry, is that there are no commercially available
modeling tools to support it. Therefore, this paper will
focus on the traditional integrated modeling approach.
System models can be applied, for example, to model
static and dynamic aspects of the software product line
reference architecture, to conduct detailed domain and
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application design, and to automate software code
generation and testing. UML has become the most
widely accepted software system modeling language
[4]. It can also be used to model embedded, business,
and real-time systems.
UML modeling tools supporting sophisticated version
management are critical for managing parallel and geographically distributed modeling activities. However,
the extant literature does not provide a comprehensive
set of industrial-level criteria to evaluate the version
management capabilities of UML tools. If modeling
tools fail to support version management in multi-site,
multi-partner development environments, the modeling
process may be ineffective and modeling tools may not
be used optimally. Ineffective tool deployment is expensive since there will be substantial costs without
realizing the potential benefits.
The main contribution of this paper is a framework
consisting of a set of industrial-level criteria for evaluating UML modeling tools. The framework can be used
in practice to determine whether particular UML tool
instances support collaborative modeling through version management in multi-site and multi-partner product line organizations. The framework has been created based on a literature review and empirical experiences of the first author during a tool evaluation project.
The goals of the project for a large global product line
organization, which leveraged multi-site, multi-partner
practices, were to identify and evaluate commercial
UML tools and to select one for global deployment.
The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, the
basic concepts related to UML modeling and modeling
tools are introduced. In Section 3, the existing research
related to version management capabilities afforded by
UML modeling tools is evaluated. In Section 4, the research method and the case organization are described.
In Section 5, the role of version management in multisite, multi-partner product line organizations is discussed and the framework consisting of a set of evaluation
criteria is proposed. In Section 6, two commercial UML
modeling tools are evaluated using the framework. In
Section 7, the validity and usefulness of the framework
are evaluated. Section 8 concludes the paper.
2. FUNDAMENTALS OF MODELS AND UML
MODELING TOOLS
In this section, the notion of a model is explained and a
framework (Table 1) is created to depict how models
can be applied for different types of communication in
the context of product line engineering. The role of
modeling tools in supporting the shared creation and
maintenance of models is then discussed.
2.1 A framework for analyzing product line models
The interpretation of models involves the assignment
of meanings to the symbols and truth-values to the
sentences of the models [33, p.74]. Models can be used
for sharing information between humans, between
machines, and between humans and machines.

Counter- Example
in Example reference related
parts
in product line to product line modeling
communi- modeling
cation
Human to Modeling re- Product line variability
human
quirements
modeling with UML 2.0
Modeling the [4]
software pro- Software Product Line
duct line refe- Engineering with the UML:
rence archi- Deriving Products [35]
tecture
Human to Test automa- Product Line Use Cases:
machine tion
Scenario-Based Specification and Testing of Requirements [5]
Machine Reverse engi- Feature-oriented Re-engito human neering
neering of Legacy Systems
into Product Line Assets –
a Case Study [15]
Machine Model trans- Code Generation to Support Static and Dynamic
to machine formations
Code genera- Composition of Software
Product Lines [34]
tion
Table 1. A framework for analyzing product line
models as means of communication and information
sharing.
Human to human communication
Modeling language independent and dependent modeling approaches have been proposed to support human
communication. Kruchten [17] argues that software architectures should be depicted from five modeling language and tool independent viewpoints: logical, process, physical, development, and use case. The
depictions allow for the separation of the concerns of
the various architectural stakeholders (e.g., end-users,
developers, systems engineers, and project managers).
In the area of software product lines, the modeling languages need to enable the modeling of commonalities
and variabilities. For this purpose, Bayer et al. [4]
present a consolidated variability meta-model with a
unified terminology and representation that enables
variability specification during domain engineering and
variability resolution during application engineering.
The model helps stakeholders to collaborate throughout
the life cycles of software product lines and vendors to
develop interoperable commercial and open-source
modeling tools.
Human to machine communication
Models can be used (primarily during requirements
engineering) to codify human knowledge and organizational rules and resources into forms that enable computerized actions. The Object Constraint Language (OCL),
being part of the UML standard, is useful in product
line engineering for (1) defining rules to which domain
model elements must conform, so application models
can be derived from the domain models, and for (2) validating the application models that reuse and possibly
modify the domain models. Models are also crucial for
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validating the codified knowledge. For example, Leppänen [22] has used formal methods for testing models. In
the area of product line engineering, models have been
used to test application requirements derived from domain requirements [5]. The models have also been used
to derive application test cases from reusable domain
test cases, which have been created to verify and
validate domain requirements [32].
Machine to human communication
Humans routinely use computer-based information
systems for decision-making and analysis. For example,
reverse engineering tools are used to automatically
create architectural and other models based on code.
This is especially useful in the context of open source
software that is seldom accompanied by detailed design
models [2]. The capabilities of reverse engineering tools
to generate product line models with explicitly defined
variability from application code are limited partly because much of the variability has typically been resolved by the time the code has been created. For example,
if an application has been derived that contains no
optional features afforded by the product line, the code
related to the optional features may be entirely missing
from the application code, making it impossible to
determine based on the code which optional features
may have been available in the product line. To our
knowledge there are no reverse engineering tools,
which could interpret the code and transform the
implemented variable and configurable elements of
software product lines into variability models.
Machine to machine communication
Models can be automatically transformed into other
models or to code. Model Driven Architecture (MDA)
is a framework based on the UML and other industry
standards that promote the creation of machine-readable, abstract models [16]. The models are developed independently of the technology platforms; stored in and
shared through standardized repositories; and automatically transformed into database schemas, software code,
and other assets for various platforms.
Several modeling tools support platform-independent
modeling, code generation, XML, and/or database
schema generation features. For example, when a
product line consists of similar products running on
different operating systems, domain engineering can
leverage platform-independent modeling to design and
implement the common parts of the product line for the
operating systems. The platform-independent designs
can then be transformed into platform-specific ones to
create the operating system-specific products during
application engineering [9]. Code generation is also
common during application engineering [34].
2.2 UML modeling tools
UML modeling tools offer graphical editors to help
architects and developers model requirements, architectures, data structures, dynamic behaviors, and other characteristics of systems. Most tools also support the

UML 2 profile mechanism, enabling the creation and
use of Domain Specific Languages (DSLs), for example, for variability modeling. Some UML tools can
generate software from UML models and UML models
from the software. Some modeling tools have a built-in
knowledge of UML rules, so they can automatically
validate the correctness of UML models. Table 2
presents typical high-level features for the class of
UML modeling tools.
UML tools often support distributed software development within and across teams. The traditional approach has been to make model repositories available to
the teams through centralized servers. When centralized
version management is deployed together with centralized servers, specific locking mechanisms are typically
enforced to enable multiple users to simultaneously
work with a model and to completely prevent conflicts
that otherwise would result from parallel model updates. When more freedom with concurrent model editing
is desired, the merging mechanisms of centralized
version management systems enable the free concurrent
editing of a model, inform developers of possible
conflicts when they check their changes into the
centralized repository, and merge changes and resolve
conflicts automatically or based on developer input.
3. LITERATURE REVIEW
Oldevik et al. [28] propose a set of evaluation criteria
for product line modeling tools but the set does not address version management. To our knowledge, no other
papers present comprehensive evaluation criteria for
product line modeling tools. However, there are a few
papers related to the requirements for UML modeling
tools [11;23]. This section reviews those papers from
the version management point of view to find out how
features supporting collaborative work are described.
3.1 General-purpose requirements for the class of
UML modeling tools
Funes et al. [11] present a generic set of requirements
based on authors’ experiences. They provide no references to case studies in particular organizations. They
group requirements into the following categories: Features (that are not related to modeling), Modeling support, Customization, Installation and performance, and
Tool support. Only three of the requirements relate to
the features supporting modeling in collaborative environments (Table 3): (1) Multiple User Support, Access
control/sharing, (2) Multiple User Support, Concurrency control, and (3) Versioning. Funes et al. [11] do not
explain the requirements in more detail.
Lester & Wilkie [23] propose 15 criteria for UML tool
evaluation partially based on the feature lists of existing
products. Two of them relate to version management
but they are only described as headings and not explained in more detail. The criteria are based on experiences in a software company with only two sites. Therefore, other relevant evaluation criteria might be needed in
multi-site and multi-partner organizations.
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Feature
Purpose of the feature is to help
Modeling & Create, remove, and edit model
Diagramming elements; view the models from
different perspectives, and create,
remove and edit diagrams.
Hierarchy
Create, update, and delete hierarchies
Management (i.e., packages) in which model
elements are assigned.
Collaboration Multiple concurrent users to manage
and Version different versions of assets and to
management resolve conflicts; integrate the UML
tool to version control and/or change
management systems as necessary.
Publishing
Compose and publish views of the selected models or model elements; provide data in different formats (XMI,
HTML/ODT/PNG/JPG);
create
reports and documents based on the
selected model or model elements.
Tracebility
Create, remove, update, and trace
relationships between models or
model elements.
Simulation
Simulate dynamic behaviours of
and
models or interface or integrate the
Validation
tool to simulation tools; validate UML
model correctness and completeness.
Model
and Generate code based on models; creaCode Synch- te models based on code (reverse engironization
neering); integrate UML tools to source code systems or Eclipse; integrate
UML tools with MDA tools such as
oAW, AndroMDA, and BlueAge.
User
Manage access and connectivity to the
Management organization’s
directory
services
(LDAP, AD).
Table 2. Common features of UML tools.
Funes et al. Require[11]
ments

Multiple User Support
1. Access control/sharing
2. Concurrency control
Versioning
Lester et al. Evaluation Repository/Version control
[23]
criteria
support
Componentization
Oldevik et Evaluation (None)
al. [28]
criteria
Table 3. Version management related requirements
for the class of UML tools.
3.2 Summary
The requirements and evaluation criteria for UML
modeling tools presented in the papers analyzed in this
section do not describe features supporting collaborative modeling in such detail that UML tool evaluations
could be completed. In all the papers authors draw upon
their own experiences or the feature sets of existing
products. Thus, the version management related
requirements seem to be based more on the analysis of
existing products than on the needs of the users of UML
tools. Therefore, this paper will analyze in more depth

version management related to product line modeling in
multi-site, multi-partner organizations.
4. DESCRIPTION OF THE CASE ORGANIZATION AND THE RESEARCH METHOD
An evaluation framework has been created based on the
experiences in the global case organization and the
literature review. The case organization is a large multisite and multi-partner high-tech company using the
software product line strategy to successfully operate in
highly diverse global markets. The UML modeling tool
evaluation project was initiated in 2006 by a department
responsible for the development and delivery of global
information management solutions and services for
R&D units within the case organization. Requirements
were gathered during the winter 2007-2008 to
understand the features necessary for applying UML
modeling tools to model system architectures together
with collaborators and partners.
The project was managed according to the internal
corporate guidelines for tool evaluation projects. The
project team consisted of a project manager, seven architects from major user organizations, and two IT specialists/architects. The first author of this paper was responsible for requirements engineering. Each user organization representative was interviewed by phone during the first phase. Other requirements sources included the industrial best practices reported in journals and
in the Internet, modeling tool experts, and IT architects.
Requirements were described in writing based on the
interviews, reviewed, and prioritized by the project
team.
One of the highest priority requirements related to
version management was that the UML tools must support sophisticated locking mechanisms. The mechanisms must (1) enable developers to define various parts
of a model that they can update independently and (2)
prevent conflicts from parallel model updates.
In the first phase, 15 modeling tools from 13 vendors
were evaluated. Based on the requirements, three commercial products were selected for in depth evaluations,
including detailed vendor liability, financial, and tool
architecture evaluations. Details of vendor liability, tool
architecture, and financial evaluations are not provided
in this paper because the case organization and tool
vendors have agreed that the evaluations are confidential. Final evaluations of the three tools were based on
feedback from the project team, performance and other
tests of the three tool installations in the case organization, reviews with vendors, and the available documentation.
Interestingly, during the evaluation and piloting process it was found out that the modeling tools significantly differed with respect to their version management capabilities. Thus, the case organization became
interested in creating a set of more detailed evaluation
criteria to enable the detailed analysis of version management capabilities. The criteria presented in Section
5.2 reflect the high-level requirements determined du-
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ring the evaluation project and can be used for evaluations of version management capabilities. The detailed
questions for each evaluation criteria have been created
based on the literature review. The criteria related to the
availability of historical traceability information were
added to the framework solely based on the experiences
in the case organization because historical information
has been crucial to ensure proper version management
in the organization.
5.

TOOL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK

5.1 Assets to be modeled in product line
organizations
In a product line organization, the assets the organization creates, maintains, and manages to satisfy market
needs constitute systems composed of software and
hardware. The hardware and software assets may be
managed as products, product lines, and platforms serving several other products or product lines. Other companies, organizations, or individuals may manage and
even own the software and hardware components.
Figure 1 depicts a platform shared across two product
lines. Both product lines consist of three product variants that are used by markets consisting of individual
consumers and/or organizations. Platforms provide
common (mandatory) and variable (alternative or optional) features shared across products or product lines.
Complex organizational networks can be responsible
for owning and sharing the components used within
platforms and product lines. In Figure 1, the platform
contains three components, which are not managed by
the organization responsible for the platform, and
product line 1 contains two components, which are not
owned or managed by the product line 1 organization.
Product line 1 Product line 2
Product A

Product 1

Product B

Product 2

Product C

Product 3

denotes a
component
created and
maintained by
an external
organization
or an
individual

Platform

Figure 1. Software and hardware asset design and
maintenance responsibility.
The use of models in this network of collaborators and
partners would require seamless interactions to share
the models. For example, the company responsible for
product A may share the understanding of the architecture in the form of models that the partner could further
use when planning and implementing the models related to the design of a particular component used in the
product.
Different strategies may be implemented to enable
modeling of the assets. In this paper we consider a
strategy in which one (commercial) modeling tool is

used across the product line organization. This strategy
minimizes the need for data transfer across tools but
may require extensive effort for training and dealing
with resistance to organizational change.
5.2 Evaluation characteristics
In this section, the evaluation characteristics are
described to define a set of desired version management
properties for the class of UML tools (Table 4). The
characteristics have been derived from documented
version management (e.g., [1]) and product line
modeling (Section 5.1) practices and from the
requirements, the project team identified in the case
organization.
We adopt the following terminology defined by
Object Management Group for UML2 [27]:
• A model captures a view of a physical system. It is
an abstraction of the physical system, with a certain
purpose.
• A package is used to group elements, and provides a
namespace for the grouped elements.
• Diagrams are graphical representations of parts of
the UML model. UML diagrams contain graphical
elements that represent elements in the UML model.
• An element is a constituent of a model.
• A property is a structural feature.
The justification for each characteristic is indicated by
questions to be answered during evaluations. The output
domain of permitted answers is also defined for each
question. Some questions have Yes or No as the output
domain while others have a range of possible answers.
Two sets of characteristics are defined: one for
version management support from the viewpoint of
functionality (i.e., which features users can use) and one
from the viewpoint of client and server technology to
find out whether the technology supporting version
management is feasible for large multi-site, multipartner organizations. Specific questions have been
added for each set. Organizations planning to introduce
UML modeling tools should carefully consider the
questions and add or remove questions according to
their specific needs. However, Table 4 serves as a
baseline for evaluation. Section 5.2.1 discusses each
question in more detail.
Fundamental version management concepts in
distributed parallel development of software are checkin/check-out, branching, and merge [1]. System models
need to be version controlled in the same manner as
software code. For example, when UML is adopted to
model the deployment view of software, each model
element may have a corresponding element in the
software code (see [17] and Section 2.1). As discussed
in Section 5.1, different parties may manage the
software assets up to the component level. It should
thus be possible to manage models up to the element
level that corresponds with the component in software.
For example, if there is a new version of the component
to be branched, the model should reflect this change, so
it should be possible to make a branch for the
corresponding element in a model. Another example
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involves the modeling of a common view of product
line architecture (see [4] and Section 2.1). When a team
is working on a common view of the architecture
through a model and a team member checks out the model, others cannot continue the work until the same person has completed the check-in. During the interviews
in the case organization, interviewees reported experiences of model level check-ins and check-outs, which
were seen as problematic. The case organization thus
determined that it should be possible to check-in and
check-out at the element level. Therefore, each version
management feature should support operations at the
element level.
Version
Evaluation question Evaluation answer
management
features
CheckIs there support for Model, Package, Diagin/Check-out Model,
Package, ram, and Element level
Diagram and Element check-in and check-out
level check-in and enable teams to work
check-out for multiple effectively
with
the
users? {Yes/No}
models. Mandatory.
History
Is the Element level Element level history
history available (who enables tracing of all the
has
made
what changes.
changes)?{Yes/No} Optional.
Model
Is it possible to com- Element level comparicomparison pare models at the Ele- son is a prerequisite for
ment level? {Yes/No} merging. Mandatory.
Merging
Is there support for Model, Package, DiagModel,
Package, ram and Element level
Diagram, and Element three-way merging enablevel
three-way les teams to merge
merge? {Yes/No}
models effectively and
reliably. Mandatory.
Branching
Is there support for Model, Package, DiagModel,
Package, ram and Element level
Diagram and Element branching enables teams
to work effectively with
level branching?
models. Mandatory.
{Yes/No}
Technologies Evaluation question Evaluation answer
for version
management
Server-side Are three-tier techno- Three-tier technologies
technology logies supported?
enable
scalable
and
{Yes/No}
reliable solutions.
Client-side Are client installations Client installations and
technology required? {Yes/No} project-specific needs for
Are there maintenance tool
configurations
needs for the clients? increase
maintenance
{Yes/No}
costs and support needs.

Table 4. Evaluating the version management
features and technologies of the class of UML tools.
5.2.1 UML tool features for supporting version
management
Check-in/Check-out
Appleton [1] states that most widely used version
control tools employ the checkout-edit-checkin model
to manage the evolution of version-controlled files in a
repository or codebase. Element level check-in and
check-out enables completing the necessary tasks effec-

tively in product line modeling. Diagrams, packages,
and models could also be useful elements to be checked
in and out.
History
Version management requires thorough traceability so
users know who has done which changes to the model
and can rollback changes if needed. Knowing the history of data helps determine the extents to which the data
is trustworthy and up-to-date. Knowing the previous
editors also gives points of contact for inquiries. To
enable tracebility, log information should be automatically collected and appropriate features should be available to see and analyze the log information. It should
be possible to trace back to the element level because
users may need to know, for example, who has made
changes to a particular component. Diagrams, packages,
or models could also be useful elements to trace.
However, this feature is optional because users can
work without comprehensive tracebility at least as long
as their routines and/or tools do not break down. When
coordination breakdowns disrupt the routines, it is
typically time consuming and expensive to find out and
fix the reasons for the breakdowns, if the traceability
information is missing [20,21].
Model comparison
Model comparison enables identifying the changes
between two models. It can take place in different levels. For example, two models can be compared and
their differences can be reported on package, diagram,
element, and property levels. Most sophisticated comparison functionalites enable comparisons up to the property level, so users can see the differences between different UML elements’ properties. Because efficient
merging requires comparisons, this feature is
mandatory.
Merging
Merging is the means by which one development line
synchronizes its contents with another development line
[1]. Merging can be implemented as a 2-way or a 3-way
merge. In a 2-way merge, two software artefacts are
merged without information about the possible common
ancestor. In a 3-way merge, the information about the
common ancestor is used. The 3-way merge is more
reliable than the 2-way merge because it can detect
conflicts better and identify actual changes more
precisely. In product line organizations, it should be
possible to merge at the element level. For example,
users may need to merge models of two branches
reflecting changes made to the code. To minimize
manual work, diagram merging should also be possible.
Branching
Branching in its most basic form allows development
to take place along more than one path for a particular
file or directory [1]. Branching can be applied to five
different software development situations [1].
Branching of (1) the system's physical configuration -
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branches are created for files, components, and subsystems, (2) the system's functional configuration branches are created for features, logical changes (bug
fixes and enhancements), and other significant units of
deliverable functionality (e.g., patches, releases, and
products), (3) the system's operating environment branches are created for various aspects of the build and
runtime platforms (e.g., compilers, windowing systems,
libraries, hardware, and operating systems) and/or for
the entire platform, (4) the team's work efforts Organizational branches are created for activities/tasks,
subprojects, roles, and groups, and (5) the team's work
behaviors - Procedural branches are created to support
various policies, processes, and states.
For each category, analogical needs for the branching
of product line related models can be identified. (1)
Physical branching of models when modeling software
for different subsystems as a basis for code generation,
(2) functional branching for different products, (3)
environmental branching for hardware, software, and
related platforms, (4) organizational branching for
different projects, and (5) procedural branching to
support different product line modeling processes. We
see that model branching is analogical to the branching
of software and thus it should be possible to branch at
least at the package level, as packages provide the
mechanism to group model elements. However, optimal
support for product line modeling requires branching at
the element level. For example, if there is a new version
of a component to be branched, it should be possible to
make a branch for the corresponding element in the
associated model.
5.2.2
Technologies for supporting version
management
Version management can be supported by two- or
three-tier technologies. Three-tier technologies are more
scalable and reliable than two-tier technologies. If client
installations are needed, the magnitude of maintenance
and support costs incurred to keep the clients updated
needs to be considered. If the clients also need to be
configured for each modeling project separately, the
maintenance and support costs will increase even more.
5.2.3 Summary
This section described a framework consisting of seven criteria to support the evaluation of version management capabilities of UML modeling tools. The criteria were derived from documented version management
practices (e.g., [1]) and characteristics needed in product line modeling (Section 5.1). The framework is
composed of two sets of characteristics: one from the
functional perspective (i.e., which features users are can
use?) and one from the technical perspective (i.e., are
technologies supporting version management feasible
for large multi-site organizations?).

6. USING THE FRAMEWORK TO EVALUATE
TWO COMMERCIAL UML MODELING TOOLS
In this section the commercial UML modeling tools
Enterprise Architect (http://www.sparxsystems.com/)
and Magicdraw (http://www.magicdraw.com/) are evaluated (Table 5) using the framework described in
Section 5.2. Commercial UML modeling tools have
been selected for the evaluation because global hightech organizations typically benefit from purchasing
commercial modeling tools [26]. Open-source UML
tools are not yet as mature as their commercial
counterparts are but they have reached a sufficient
maturity level to benefit small and medium sized
businesses [26]. We chose the two tools for evaluation
because they (1) are available for Macintosh, Linux and
Windows operating systems, (2) are not too expensive
for a large company to deploy for even thousands of
users, (3) support SysML, and (4) provide version
management features. These four criteria are adequate
to simulate a situation where a large company is
looking for a UML modeling tool for organization-wide
use by both systems and software architects, designers,
and other stakeholders.
The term “project” used in both Enterprise Architect
and MagicDraw equals to the term “model” adopted in
this paper; one project may contain any number of
packages, elements and diagrams.
6.1 Enterprise Architect
Enterpise Architect can be used in conjunction with
several version management tools such as Subversion,
CVS, ClearCase, Visual Source Safe, Accurev, and
Perforce. Each package in a model can be versionmanaged separately as a XMI file, checked-in, modified
and checked-out. In addition, User Security feature
provides means for individual users or user groups to
lock, modify, and unlock package(s), diagram(s) or element(s). It is also possible to use several version-managed packages at the same time via Get-all-latest feature.
The comparison feature under Manage Baselines
enables the comparison of models including versionmanaged packages. Comparison is possible for two
models at a time up to the element level including
diagrams. Branching can be realized by making a
baseline using the Manage Baselines feature.
In Enterpise Architect, all clients communicate directly to the centralized version control system via local
version management clients. This approach puts
pressure on client maintenance because all users need
both Enterprise Architect and the version management
client installed and configured. Each version managed
project needs to be configured separately. Enterprise
Architect leverages three-tier technologies; there are
three separate processes running (user interface, version
management client, and version management server).
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Version
Management
Features
Checkin/Check-out

Evaluation
question

Enterprise
Architect 7.5

Is there support The Model and
for Model, Pac- Package level
kage, Diagram check-in
and
and Element le- check-out and
vel
check-in the Element and
and check-out Diagram level
for
multiple locking
and
users?
unlocking are
{Yes/No}
supported.
History
Is the Element No
level
history
available (who
has made what
changes)?{Yes/
No}
Model
Is it possible to Yes. Two mocomparison compare
mo- dels can be
dels at the Ele- compared at the
ment
level? Element level
{Yes/No}
including
diagrams.
Merging
Is there support No. Two-way
for the Model, merge
is
Package, Diag- supported.
ram and Element
level
three-way
merge?
{Yes/No}
Branching Is there support No. Only Mofor Model, Pac- del and Package
kage, Diagram level branching
and
Element is supported.
level
branching?
{Yes/No}
Evaluation
Enterprise
Version
Architect
Management question

MagicDraw
16.0
The Model and
Package level
check-in
and
check-out and
the Element and
Diagram level
locking and unlocking
are
supported.
No.

Yes. Two models can be
compared at the
Element level
including diagrams.
Yes. Three-way
merge is supported.

No. Only Model and Package
level branching
is supported.

MagicDraw

Technologies

Server-side
technology
Client-side
technology

Are three-tier Yes
technologies
supported?
{Yes/No}
Are client ins- Yes. Yes. Vertallations requi- sion managered? {Yes/No} ment tool inAre there main- stallation and
tenance needs configuration
for the clients? are needed.
{Yes/No}

Yes

Yes.
No. Extra maintenance is needed for Teamwork servers.

Table 5. Comparing the version management
features and technologies of MagicDraw and
Enterprise Architect.
6.2 MagicDraw
The Teamwork server of MagicDraw allows the
assignment of as many developers as necessary to work
simultaneously on the same model on multiple workstations. The resulting model is saved and version-managed either on the Teamwork server or in a version
management tool connected to the Teamwork server.
Currently, MagicDraw can be used with two version

management tools: Clearcase and Subversion. Models
can be decomposed into sub-models at the package level, enabling model partitioning. Each package can be
version-managed separately and checked-in, modified
and checked-out. In addition, it is possible to lock, modify, and unlock package(s), diagram(s), and element(s).
Branching is realized at the model level. However, as
models can consist of other models (modules),
branching can also be considered to work at the package level. Model comparison (Analyze/Compare projects) can be used for three-way comparison and merge
up-to the element level including diagrams.
No project-specific client configurations are needed
for MagicDraw clients. Version management client
installations are not needed either. This reduces the
need for client maintenance and support. However, the
Teamwork servers require extensive maintenance and
support. MagicDraw leverages three-tier technologies;
there are three separate processes running (the user
interface of a MagicDraw client, Teamwork server, and
the version management repository server).
7.

EVALUATION OF THE FRAMEWORK

Both MagicDraw and Enterprise Architect support the
package level check-in and check-out and locking and
unlocking up to the element/diagram level. However, in
both tools all the changes are saved at the model level.
From a technical point of view, check-in/check-out thus
requires lots of network traffic, increasing the time
needed for check-in/check-out. MagicDraw enables
three-way merging while Enterprise Architect provides
only two-way merging.
Both MagicDraw and Enterprise Architect enable
package level branching. Branching especially in
product line organizations should be further studied
because package level branching is not seen optimal for
product line purposes. For example, if there is a new
version of the component to be branched, it should be
possible to make a branch for the corresponding
element in the associated model. Both Enterprise
Architect and MagicDraw lack element level histories.
Availability of element level histories would help trace,
who has made which changes to a particular element at
what time. However, both tools help trace changes by
enabling the comparison of models.
From a technical point of view, Enterprise Architect
can be used in conjunction with many version management systems, thus being potentially more cost effective. After all, many companies already have comprehensive version management systems. Enterprise
Architect requires more maintenance and configuration
on the client side (i.e., version management clients need
to be installed and configured) whereas MagicDraw
requires substantial Teamwork server maintenance. The
differences in technology may cause risks in availability
and performance and increase maintenance needs. It is
thus crucial for organizations to test the real perfor-
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mance of the tools by experimenting with a variety of
different setups of servers and clients.
Even if the products were quite similar in terms of
features, the differences in technologies may increase
maintenance needs and pose availability and performance related risks. The use of the framework thus
provides essential information to support decision
making during the evaluation projects.
Both products can be used in product line modeling
because they provide the required basic features. For
companies looking for more sophisticated version
management features, MagicDraw is the best choice.
7.1 Lessons learnt
The evaluation project in the case organization draws
attention to issues, which are general for all organizations considering the adoption of UML modeling tools.
During the project, it was noticed that the usability of
the tools’ version management features should be further studied because during the piloting phase users need
to be spesifically instructed about version management
capabilities. Organizations also need to consider the total cost of ownership separately because the possibility
to use the already existing version management systems
may reduce costs. Organizations planning to introduce
UML modeling tools should always consider the
framework and, additionally, evaluate usability,
efficiency, and the total cost of ownership.
The fact that the two products have similar features
also calls for the development of new more innovative
solutions. For example, new advances in version
management such as Distributed Version Control
Systems (DVCS) [29] should be considered.
8.

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The main deliverable of this paper is a framework
consisting of a set of criteria for evaluating the version
management features of UML modeling tools for multisite, multi-partner software product line organizations.
To illustrate and validate the framework, we applied it
to evaluate two UML modeling tools. This study may
serve as a baseline to find and implement new product
development ideas for improving the UML modeling
tools through the design science research [14]. For
example, improving the usability of the tools and the
capabilities of the users is expected to increase the
benefits gained from modeling [3;10].
The results of this study serve as a basis to evaluate
features of the UML modeling tools available in the
software markets and the relationships between the features and successful deployments. Based on the experiences in the case organization, the deployment projects are more likely to fail if the modeling tools and
services do not meet the requirements set in the framework. It is thus crucial to conduct further empirical
research to understand better, which tool features will
contribute most to the beneficial deployment of the
tools.

This paper has focused on evaluating version management features of UML tools that follow the traditional
centralized client-server model. However, new tools
such as Git have appeared and the dominant ones such
as Subversion have been further developed to leverage
the Distributed Version Control Systems model challenging the centralized model. These tools operate in a
peer-to-peer manner, enabling radical changes in systems development practices. Each developer using such
a tool has a copy of the project’s entire history and
metadata. Developers can share changes in any way that
suits their needs, not necessarily through a central
server [29]. Although these tools and the enabled
practices are not yet robust enough to be used
organization-wide by global multi-site, multi-partner
corporations, the tools are maturing quickly. Future research is thus needed to assess the applicability of the
proposed framework for evaluating DVCS-based UML
modeling tools and to revise the framework as
necessary.
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Abstract
End-user training is complicated to implement in
global corporations whose activities are typically
scattered across multiple sites in different countries
and leverage information systems in various ways.
This is especially true in global software development
where the sites may leverage a development tool for
totally different purposes. Web-based Virtual Meeting Tools (VMT) enable synchronous communication
globally through interactive audio, online chats,
video, and the sharing of presentations. They provide
potentially a cost effective way to train even complex
topics to large numbers of people in global settings.
Few industrial experiences from the design and use
of VMT-based training innovations have been reported. This paper draws upon a case study in a global
corporation to describe the design, implementation,
and evaluation of a training innovation, consisting of
a set of courses delivered by means of a VMT and
conference calls, to support the global deployment of
a Unified Modeling Language (UML) modeling tool
and to develop UML modeling skills. Evaluation is
based on interviews to verify 1) the impacts of the
innovation on skills, knowledge and motivation, 2)
perceived learner satisfaction with respect to the
innovation. The innovation proved successful in
improving skills, knowledge, and motivation in the
case organization and learners were satisfied with it.
Other organizations may benefit from using VMT to
train people to use similar complex information
systems for supporting global software development.

1. Introduction
End-user training is critical for successful
implementation of information systems (IS) (e.g. [5;
7; 26]). End-users need to acquire new knowledge to
be able to use new IS applications effectively [3;20].
Deployment of IS is typically accompanied by
substantial investments in formal and informal
training. The organization and delivery of training is
complicated in global corporations and organizational

networks. This is especially true in global software
development organizations where the development
activities are scattered across many sites in different
countries, limiting the possibilities for setting up and
delivering face-to-face training. The sites may
leverage a development tool for totally different
purposes, have varying organizational cultures, and
employ thousands of end-users with diverse
backgrounds.
Web-based Virtual Meeting Tools (VMT) enable
synchronous communication globally through
interactive audio, online chats, video, and the sharing
of presentations. They provide potentially a cost
effective way to deliver training in global settings.
However, few industrial experiences from the design
and use of VMT-based training innovations have
been reported. Moreover, prior research indicates that
learners are less satisfied with the web-based training
when the topic is unfamiliar and complex and more
satisfied when using web-based training for learning
familiar and non-complex topics like word
processing [24]. It is thus unclear whether VMT can
support the training of complex software
development tasks and tools in a way that learners are
satisfied with the training.
This research provides evidence that web-based
Virtual Meeting Tools can be designed and implemented to successfully train thousands of end-users
so they can complete complex software development
tasks with the appropriate tools. The research is
expected to be novel as our review of the extant
literature did not find any similar earlier research.
This paper draws upon a case study in a global
corporation to describe the design, implementation,
and evaluation of a training innovation, consisting of
a set of courses delivered by means of a VMT and
conference calls, to support the global deployment of
a Unified Modeling Language™ (UML) modeling
tool and to develop UML modeling skills.
UML has become an international standard for
systems modeling [21]. It is a comprehensive and

complex language, requiring ample, long-term training and learning efforts [8;17]. UML modeling
requires the use of versatile UML modeling tools that
offer, for example, graphical editors to enable
architects, developers, and engineers to model requirements, architectures, data structures, dynamic behaviors, and other characteristics of systems [16]. UML
and the supporting modeling tools constitute a critically important technology (hereafter “UML technology”) for supporting global software development. This technology, due to its complexity and
comprehensiveness, is a challenging domain for
training. It is thus an excellent domain of study to
determine whether VMT are adequate and scalable to
train hundreds or thousands of people to master
complex topics in global corporations.
Indeed, the use of UML and UML modeling tools
do not automatically lead to productivity improvements. For example, Dzidek et al. [9] found that
UML is beneficial when developers must extend nontrivial systems with which they are unfamiliar and
that better UML modeling tools and more experienced personnel could yield even larger returns on investment. Productivity improvements from the
adoption of the UML technology may not be reached
without the cost-effective training of end-users.
The case organization had to find a cost effective
way to improve its employees’ UML technology
related skills, knowledge, and motivation globally. It
decided to use Virtual Meeting Tools for UML
technology training. However, the extant literature
provided the organization with little guidance for
designing and implementing such training.
Following the problem-centered approach of
Peffers et al. [23], this research was initiated in the
case organization to fill the identified gap in
knowledge. The research question is as follows:
• Can the UML technology training be organized
and delivered through Virtual Meeting Tools in ways
that learners are satisfied with the training and the
training positively impacts the skills, knowledge and
motivation of the learners?
To answer the research question, the four-phased
design science research methodology presented by
Peffers et al. [23] was deployed. First, Problem
Identification and Motivation revealed that the UML
technology related research did not provide any
insights into the design and implementation of VMT
innovations for UML technology training. Second,
Objectives for an Innovation were defined to resolve
the problem based on the experiences of the case
organization. Third, the key components of the
innovation such as content, organization of training,
training materials, and trainers’ skills and knowledge
were Designed and Developed. Fourth, learner

satisfaction and improvements in skills, knowledge,
and motivation were Evaluated.
The main contribution of this research is the
design, implementation, and evaluation of a VMTbased innovation for UML technology training.
Although the design of the innovation has been
created based on the experiences in the case
organization, we have made every effort to generalize
it and to identify potential prerequisites for the
innovation, so other organizations can maximally
leverage it in UML technology training.
The paper proceeds as follows. Section “Virtual
Meeting Tools, Unified Modeling Language and
Unified Modeling Language Tools” introduces basic
concepts related to VMT, UML modeling, and
modeling tools. Section “A Systematic Literature
Review” presents research related to UML training
and VMT adoption in training. Section “Description
of the case organization and the research method”
describes the case organization; the objectives for the
innovation; the research method; and the innovation
(i.e., key features of training such as contents,
organization of training, training materials, and
trainers skills and knowledge). Section “Preliminary
evaluation of the Virtual Meeting Tool-based
innovation,” details the results of evaluation. Section
“Conclusions and Future Research” concludes the
paper, addresses the limitations of the conducted
research, and provides an outlook to further research.

2. Virtual Meeting Tools and Unified
Modeling Language Tools
This section explains the concepts of VMT and
UML Tool.

2.1. Virtual Meeting Tools
Virtual Meeting Tools enable real-time interactions through features such as chat tools and audio,
video, and user interface screen sharing. They use
common browser plug-ins and connect through a
local or remote hosting service [10]. Most VMTs are
platform independent, allowing users on PCs, Macs,
and Linux machines to share identical features [10].
At the appointed times, participants log on to join the
sessions.
VMT has been used most extensively in education [10], for example, to arrange remote lectures.
But other types of organizations are increasingly
using VMT for collaboration and training purposes.
For example, individuals can use VMT to collaborate
in geographically distributed projects. Learning has
become more flexible as VMT has provided more

opportunities for learning at any place. There is often
a sense of community even if the collaborators are
thousand miles away from each other. Without the
time and expense of travel, experts can attend classes
from any location and respond to the questions of
other participants in real time.
Training through VMT has limitations. Most
importantly, the trainers have reduced control over
the virtual class-rooms compared to on-site training.
As a result, the trainers have to be highly experienced
in using VMT to interact effectively with their
audiences while missing many visual and other cues.

2.2. Unified Modeling Language tools
Some UML tools can generate software from
UML models and UML models from the software.
Some also have a built-in knowledge of UML rules,
so they can automatically validate the correctness of
UML models. Table 1 presents typical high-level
features for the class of UML modeling tools.

3. A Systematic Literature Review
Literature was reviewed to verify to which extent
existing studies cover VMT usage for UML and
UML tool training in industrial settings. To improve
the rigor of the study, a systematic literature review
was conducted following the principles of Kitchenham et al. [15]. VMT related literature is fragmented
and keywords such as e-Learning, online learning,
web-based learning, computer-based training, Internet-based training, and web-based training are used.
We thus decided to use a broader term “training”.
UML tool related literature is also fragmented (e.g.,
using keywords such as “UML tool” or “CASE
tool”), so we decided to use a broader term “UML”.
The following criteria and process were used:
1. The first criterion was to find UML training
related articles by searching words “UML” and
“training” in title, abstract, and keywords. Decision
was based on the title and the abstract of the article.
2. The second criterion was to categorize research
according to industrial experiences, that is, whether
the research reported industrial experiences or not.
The content was visited when it was impossible to
determine based on the abstract and the title whether
the article reported industrial experiences.
3. The third criterion was to categorize research
according to e-Learning, that is, whether the research
reported experiences related to e-Learning or not.
The content was visited when it was impossible to
determine based on the abstract and the title whether
the article reported e-Learning related experiences.

Table 1. Main features of UML modeling tools
(adapted from [16]).
Feature
Purpose of the feature is to help
Modeling & Create, remove, and edit model
Diagramming elements and diagrams; view the
models from different perspectives.
Hierarchy
Create, update, and delete hierarchies
Management in which model elements are assigned.
Collaboration Multiple concurrent users to manage
and Version different versions of assets and to
management resolve conflicts; integrate the UML
tool to version control and/or change
management systems as necessary.
Publishing
Compose and publish views of the selected models or model elements; provide data in different formats (e.g,
JPG); create reports and documents
based on the selected model
(elements).
Tracebility
Create, remove, update, and trace
relationships between models or
model elements.
Simulate dynamic behaviors of
Simulation
models or interface or integrate the
and
tool to simulation tools; validate UML
Validation
model correctness and completeness.
Generate code based on models; creaModel and
Code Synch- te models based on code (reverse engineering); integrate UML tools to sourronization
ce code systems, Eclipse, or Modeldriven architecture tools such as
AndroMDA.
User
Manage access and connectivity to the
Management organization’s directory services (e.g.,
Active Directory).
In the first phase of search, IEEE Explore, ACM
Portal, and Elsevier’s Science Direct were searched.
These databases covered both IS journals and
conferences. The number of found articles and
related references are described in Table 2. Seven
articles related to UML training were found. Three of
them reported UML modeling and/or UML modeling
tool training in industrial settings. In addition, Virvou
and Tourtoglou [28,29] present two potential systems
to support UML learning but no industrial
experiences were reported. Both Anda et al. [1] and
Andersson et al. [2] did not mention usage of any eLearning tools for UML modeling related training.
Bunse et al. [6] reported industrial experiences from
the design, organization, and execution of a training
program blending e-Learning and face-to-face
training to teach 42 employees UML in an
automotive branch of a large German corporation.
The program started with an online learning phase in

the form of web-based training, in which the learners
worked self-directed with the courseware to enhance
their knowledge and skills in applying the UML. The
phase was a prerequisite for the face-to-face trainings
of the second phase. After the face-to-face training, a
several weeks long coaching phase concluded the
training program. The coach consulted the learners
about applying UML in their day-to-day-work. No
UML modeling tool related training was included.
Whenever industrial experiences from UML and
UML modeling tool training were reported, the
importance of organizing UML and UML modeling
tool training in a cost effective way was clear ([1],
[2]). Anda et al. [1] investigated the adoption of
UML modeling principles and tools in a project
where a global company applied a UML-based
development method in a large, international project
with 230 system developers, testers and managers.
Adoption was supported by face-to-face training and
mentoring. Maximum benefits from UML-based
development were not achieved because training (1)
was not adapted to the needs of the project and (2)
was considered too expensive to provide to project
members who were not directly involved with UMLbased development. Andersson et al. [2] researched
the adoption of UML/SysML modeling principles
and tools in an aerospace systems engineering project
at Saab Aerosystems. Introducing UML/SysML with
a methodology and a supporting toolset in the
organization required a clear strategy including justin-time, face-to-face training and mentor support.
Table 2.Results of literature review.
Search criteria
Number of Refearticles
rences
found
UML training
Seven
[1,2,6,22,
27,28,29]
UML and/or UML tool Three
[1,2,6]
training in industrial settings
[6]
Experiences of e-Learning One
adoption for UML training
in industrial settings
Relevant articles may have been published but not
found in this literature review. Nevertheless, we
conclude that the application of e-Learning in general
and VMT in particular for UML modeling and/or
UML modeling tool training has not received much
attention in the literature.

4. Description of the case organization
and the research methodology
4.1. Case Organization
A VMT-supported innovation for UML
technology training was implemented in the global
high-technology corporation. To support product
development, a new UML modeling tool was being
rolled out globally. A web-based VMT was provided
by the IT department. It was not used for voice
sharing but instead employees could use phone lines
or a VoIP application to perform conference calls
while using the VMT.
4.1.1. Introduction of the UML modeling tool in
the case organization
Most of the intended UML tool end-users were
from the R&D organization. Other organizations such
as partners using the same IT infrastructure were
involved as well. Deployment was supported by a
team consisting of personnel from the global IT
department, the department responsible for process
and information systems development and support
for R&D, and the subcontractors working for these
departments. The system was intended to gradually
replace some existing systems and the number of
end-users was thus growing.
4.1.2. The need for the Virtual Meeting Toolbased training innovation
The need for a new way of training was noticed
based on two surveys conducted in 2009. The middle
management responsible for the tool rollout and
support decided to conduct the surveys to evaluate
how satisfied the end-users were with the tool and the
quality of service. The results of the two user
satisfaction surveys are presented in detail by [12].
The team analyzed the results of the surveys and
concluded that instructions, user guides, and training
practices had to be improved. It initiated several
improvement activities accordingly. The challenge
was that end-users were working in distributed sites
while at the same time there was pressure to extend
the use of VMT to cut down travelling costs.
The team had previously used VMT in
information sharing. Face-to-face trainings were
organized in co-operation with the UML tool vendor
which provided globally UML technology training
and consultancy as well as technical support for their
products. However, the vendor had no experience of
VMT-based training. The team decided to design and
pilot an innovation for UML technology training to
improve the overall effectiveness of this training.
Since then, the content, material, and organization of

trainings have been iteratively improved based on
free-form feedback from end-users. The middle
management initiated more formal evaluation during
2010 in the form of a survey but the response rate
was unsatisfactory. Interviews were then determined
to be the best method to verify that the innovation
was viable in 2011 after two years of deployment.

4.2. Research Methodology
4.2.1. Design Science
The first author of this paper was a member of the
team responsible for UML tool deployment. Design
science research was deemed as the most effective
methodology for designing the innovation for UML
technology training. Design science is a discipline of
information systems research which has recently got
ample attention among information systems
researchers. Design science research is relevant to
practitioners as it aims at solving practical and
theoretical problems by creating and evaluating IT
artifacts intended to solve identified organizational
problems [19;11;23]. The artifacts are the final
results of the design process. March and Smith [19]
define artifacts as constructs, models, methods and
instantiations. There are several extensions to their
list of artifacts. Rossi and Sein [25] include the
following artifacts: conceptual designs (e.g.,
definition of a relational model), methods (e.g.,
design patterns), models and systems (e.g.,
prototypes and commercial applications), and better
theories (e.g., relational algebra). Järvinen [13]
includes informational and human resources as
potential artifacts, too.
The designed innovation for UML technology
training is partly an IT artifact but it also includes human (e.g., trainers, end-users, and their skills,
motivations, and stocks of knowledge) and informational resources (e.g., contents of training materials).
The case organization experimented with many different ways of supporting UML tool end-users. No
other combination of IT artifacts and informational
and human resources was found cost effective by the
management or appealing by end-users. This paper
focuses on the innovation that reflects the only
effective combination of the IT artifact (i.e., the VMT
tool) and informational and human resources. The
innovation is an artifact resulting from the systematic
application of the design science methodology.
4.2.2. Design of the Virtual Meeting Tool-based
Innovation
The design of the VMT-based training innovation
was a result of two years of development work
between 2009 and 2011. An initial set of training ses-

sions was created and executed in 2009 in co-operation with the UML tool vendor. The latest set of
sessions is introduced in Table 3. A set of sessions
was organized typically once every two months. Each
set of sessions was delivered during two weeks, so
end-users were able to learn the basics within
reasonable time. Each session was designed to last
between one and two hours, including the time
reserved for questions and answers. After each
session, feedback was asked via e-mail from
participants.
Trainers were not experienced in applying VMT
tools for UML technology training when the training
was started. They were specialists in both the UML
technology and traditional face-to-face training. The
UML tool vendor had to make a substantial effort to
install and learn to use the VMT tool and the
conference call system the case organization had
chosen. The vendor then organized training sessions
in its physical premises and delivered them via VMT,
decreasing the traveling costs of trainers.
Table 3.Names and descriptions of the
sessions.
Name of the Description of the session
session
Introduction Main diagrams of UML, history and
to UML
evolution of UML language
Introduction Main features of tool, how to get
started with hands-on example,
to tool
support resources such as Intranet,
guides, and IT support
Class
Class diagram in UML and demonstradiagrams
tions showing how to create class
diagrams using the tool
Sequence
Sequence diagram in UML and dediagrams
monstrations showing how to create
sequence diagrams using the tool
Composite Composite structure diagram in UML
and demonstrations showing how to
structure
create such diagrams using the tool
diagrams
State
State machine diagram in UML and
machine
demonstrations showing how to create
diagrams
state machine diagrams using the tool
Use Case
Use case diagram in UML and
diagrams
demonstrations showing how to create
use case diagrams using the tool
Introduction Features to support the collaborative
to collabo- maintenance of UML models using
ration
tool (presentation and demonstration)
How to
Features to support the sharing of mopublish
dels in different formats or through
models
Intranet
(presentation
and
demonstration)

Each set of on-line training sessions was
advertised through email and Intranet pages.
Employees registered in the sessions got personal
invitations to the calendar system used in the case
organization. However, it was possible to join the
sessions without registration because the conference
phone number and the link shared during each VMT
session remained the same. This flexibility was well
received by employees but the VMT technology did
not provide the team with possibilities to keep track
of the employees joining the sessions. The number of
trained employees is thus an estimation based on the
invitations sent. 107 employees were invited for the
training sessions in 2009 and 150 in 2010. Employees
could join the sessions in their offices, in meeting
rooms they had reserved, or in other premises, for
example, when traveling. They used their mobile
phones, conference phones, or PC software (such as
VOIP) for conference calls. Both muted and nonmuted lines were reserved for calling purposes. When
calling to muted lines, they could not make any
comments or questions verbally. However, it was
possible to send questions or comments through chat
to the trainers, who checked the questions and
comments and answered them as necessary during
the sessions.
Training materials were originally developed for
the purposes of face-to-face training. Each concept
(e.g., a UML diagram or feature) was introduced first
and then the use of the UML modeling tool was
demonstrated in the same context. Later on the
materials were further developed to better meet the
training needs when there is no face-to-face contact.
For example, questions were added that trainers
could ask to activate learners remotely. Questions
charted the ways of using the UML technology (e.g.,
“Do you use Class Diagram (Yes/No)? Do you find
Sequence Diagram useful in your work?”) and tested
the learners (e.g., “Which one of the following statements is correct?”). It was also possible for the trainers to share information during the sessions about
the test results and the opinions of learners. Training
material was available in Intranet for end-users to
study before, during, or after the training. All the
materials followed the same agreed upon way of
presentation (e.g., all menu options were presented in
italics).
4.2.3. Methodology for validating the innovation
The qualitative data was collected through seven
interviews after two sets of sessions were organized
during June 2011 and September 2011. To keep the
interviews informal, semi-structured questions were
used. The interviews were conducted over the phone.
They were transcribed to a standard format following

the semi-structured questions and related themes and
sent to the interviewees for review. The transcripts
were cross-checked by the research team to capture
misunderstandings
and
potentially
missing
information. Surveys could not be used for this
research despite the substantial number of learners
because the response rates for surveys are very low in
the case organization. Formalized ways of testing
improvements in skills and stocks of knowledge
before and after the training sessions (pre-testing and
post-testing) were impossible to deploy as the endusers were located all over the world and there were
no resources available to collect all the necessary
data from them.
To improve the rigor of interviews, the following
studies were applied when planning the questions:
• Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä [16] for categorizing the ways of using UML modeling tools,
• Kang and Santhanam [14] and Kraiger et al. [18]
for identifying potential areas for improvements
in skills, stock of knowledge, and motivation,
• Azadeh and Songhori [4] for identifying
potential areas of learner satisfaction.
Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä [16] proposed that the
ways of using UML models for communication can
be categorized as follows: human to human, human
to machine, machine to human, and machine to
machine. Kang and Santhanam [14] identified three
knowledge domains that training programs should
cover: Application knowledge covering commands
and tools embedded in IS applications; business context knowledge covering the use of IS applications to
effectively perform business tasks; and collaborative
task knowledge covering the task interdependencies
between various actors and how the IS application
coordinates and mediates these interdependencies
(Table 4). End-users of UML modeling tools need to
master all the knowledge domains. The business
context needs to be mastered because UML modeling
tools are general purpose tools applicable to several
business processes. Collaborative task knowledge is
vital too because UML modeling tools (possibly
integrated with other tools) mediate collaborative
activities in distributed software development. Table
4 illustrates UML modeling tool related knowledge
needs with examples. This study focuses on
application and collaborative training as the training
sessions supported them. Although Kang and
Santhman [14] did not consider motivational aspects
in their study, training can positively affect
individuals’ motivations [18]. Interviews thus charted
also motivation issues from application and
collaborative task perspective.
Azadeh et al. [4] proposed seven factors that
should be taken into account when evaluating end-

Table 4.The model for training users of UML tools (adapted from [14]).
Domain of knowledge
Definition
Example in UML tool context
Application Knowledge
1) Commands/keystrokes needed to 1) Commands/keystrokes in order to
create a UML element
1) Command based
execute an operation
2) Tool-procedural
2) Knowledge required to combine 2) Combine multiple commands to
complete a UML diagram
3) Tool-conceptual
multiple
commands
and
3) Which types of diagrams should be
complete a generic task
used together and when, and how
3) Knowledge to understand the
the tool facilitates this?
bigger picture of what to do with
a tool
Business context knowledge 1) How to apply the above levels of 1) Which diagrams to apply and when
to support a particular business
1) Business-procedural
knowledge to execute a specific
process
(e.g.,
requirements
2) Business-motivational
business task?
management)?
2) What the tool can do for my job?
3) What is the role of the tool in the 2) Which business processes of the
organization are supported by the
organization?
UML tool and why?
Collaborative
task 1) Interdependencies between tasks 1) How tasks completed through the
UML tool affect and are affected by
and their effects upon using a
knowledge
other users of the tool (and/or related
UML tool
1) Task interdependencies
tools)?
2) Collaborative problem 2) Collaborative problem solving
2) Knowledge sharing between users to
effort between users
solving approach
solve problems
user training programs from learners’ perspective:
relevance of the course to the learner's job,
satisfaction with course content and presentation,
quality of instruction, effectiveness of the trainer, and
overall satisfaction with the training. Interviews
covered all the factors comprehensively.

5. Preliminary Evaluation of the Virtual
Meeting Tool-based Innovation
Interviewees’ previous knowledge of UML
technology varied a lot. Three interviewees had
several years of experience of using UML technology
and had used this particular UML tool for more than
one year. Two had applied UML technology but had
used this particular UML tool little or not at all. Two
had very little knowledge of UML technology. All of
the interviewees shared models with other employees
but only one used built-in collaboration
functionalities. They did not use models for
communication between humans and machines (e.g.,
code generation or reverse engineering) on a regular
basis but some knew such possibilities exist or had
even tried using them. Interviewees represented
different continents (Asia and Europe) and
programmer and architect roles. Most interviewees
joined five or more sessions. Those joining less than
five sessions were more experienced and wanted to
learn specific topics.

5.1. Skills, knowledge and motivation after
training
All interviewees were able to name new UML
diagrams (or semantics related to a particular UML
diagram) or functionalities they had learned during
on-line training, indicating that their tool-procedural
and tool-conceptual skills had improved. However,
the results varied with respect to learning command
level skills. An interviewee with limited previous
UML technology knowledge mentioned: “If the
application is new, you cannot learn everything at
one glance.” Learners with limited knowledge may
thus be overloaded and unable to follow detailed
command level instructions. One interviewee had
found a solution to support his learning of command
level skills. He had completed notes during training
so he could later find the right menus more easily.
Another interviewee proposed that training sessions
should be recorded so the instructions can be
reviewed whenever necessary. We can conclude that
learners were able to find their ways to learn
command level skills over time with the help of online training.
Interviewees were not able to name any concepts
or practices (e.g., collaborative maintenance of
models) related to collaborative task knowledge after
training. Only one of the interviewees used
collaborative modeling and it can be expected that
interviewees focused on those sessions they

considered most relevant to their immediate needs.
Thus it cannot be concluded that on-line training is
unsuitable for learning collaborative knowledge.
Instead, lack of such knowledge after training
indicates that interviewees lacked motivation to learn
such knowledge. Some interviewees stated that they
had not started to use collaborative modeling and
therefore had now skipped the related session but
were interested to join such a session later.
Most interviewees agreed that they were more
motivated to use the UML tool after training. For one
user, the usage of the tool was compulsory and he
indicated that training neither increased nor
decreased his motivation. Another user had a long
experience of UML technology and his expectations
for the course were learning business-procedural
skills and knowledge rather than application level
skills. On the other hand, one experienced user
indicated increased motivation due to the possibility
to refresh his UML technology knowledge. Our
preliminary conclusion is that those using the tool
voluntarily and joining sessions to learn application
level skills were more motivated after the training.
Interviewees did not express increased motivations to
solve UML technology related problems with other
end-users after the training. They mentioned their
own teams, Intranet, and Internet as the sources they
would use to solve the problems. Training thus
improved or maintained motivation at the application
level but not at the collaborative level.
In sum, the innovation for UML technology training improved application related skills and knowledge and increased or maintained the motivation to
apply UML technology. However, improvements in
command level skills and collaborative task
knowledge and motivation were limited.

5.2. Learner Satisfaction
Interviewees were satisfied with content, training
material, voice, presentation sharing, and the way
learning was organized (Table 5). As the content and
training materials had been specifically tailored for
on-line training of application and collaborative task
knowledge during the previous two years, it is
possible that the interviewees did not see any major
improvement proposals necessary. The proposals for
new content came mainly from the users having most
extensive previous knowledge. They indicated needs
for training either business context related knowledge
or very detailed additional knowledge. But additional
details might neither be interesting nor useful for
novices. Accordingly, the scope of using the VMT
innovation must be extended for training business
context knowledge in future.

Table 5.Examples of answers for learner
satisfaction.
Domain for Example answers
learner
satisfaction
Content
“Content was a compact packet.”
“I think content was good and some
good examples were presented. “
“Potentially it could go into more
details and more advanced things.”
Demonstra- “Demonstrations were clear and
tions
presented smoothly.” “Good to have
the sessions on UML modeling and the
use of the tool after each other.”
“When showing how to make menu
selections, the trainer should pause and
show the selections slowly.”
“Material was ok”. “I have read those
Training
materials I need for the three types of
material
diagrams I use.” “Good enough
whatever there was during those two
sessions I attended.” “Material does
not support finding information.
Searching and linking capabilities
would be improvements.”
Trainer
“Trainer knew the material and the
UML tool.” “Trainer was fluent in
English and knew what he was doing.”
“He did know his topic and was clear
presenting it.” “Content was good but
sometimes too difficult to follow due to
fast speed.”
Voice
“No problems.” “Mostly ok.”
Means
of “No problems”. “Surprisingly good.
presentation Only one small break.”
“It was good to have a chance to make
Questions
for
the questions. Trainer answered them
promptly.”
trainer
Questions
“Most learners only listened. As far as I
for
other remember, one person in two sessions
interviewees asked something.”
The way the “A full day session is difficult to allocate nowadays. This [short session] was
on-line
good for me... I would probably miss it
training
if it were a longer face-to-face or onsessions
line session. On-line sessions are diffiwere
cult to follow if they last several hours.
organized
Face-to-face trainings need full day
allocations and negotiations with the
manager.” “Length of sessions was ok”.
One interviewee proposed that it should be possible
to find information in the material more easily. The
material was tailored for training purposes and did
not support the searching of particular pieces of

information. As learners were not able to fully learn
command level skills during training sessions, the
material should support the searching of relevant
content after training.
The organization of the training sessions got some
positive remarks. UML was always introduced first
and the use of the tool was focused on after that. This
combination of tool-conceptual and tool-procedural
training was seen beneficial. In addition, the lengths
of the sessions were suitable both from practical and
learning perspectives (see the last row of Table 4).
No interviewees mentioned other types of diagrams
that should also be covered in training sessions but
some detailed proposals for other topics were
mentioned (e.g., how to move elements in a
hierarchical model).
Interviewees were mostly satisfied with
demonstrations and the trainer but they agreed that
presentation speed was sometimes too fast. This is
understandable as the trainer could not see learners’
reactions and adapt the speed as necessary. On-line
training thus requires paying special attention to
presentation pace.
Interviewees were familiar with VMT and conference calling. They were satisfied with voice and presentation sharing but stated that sometimes PC applications used for presentation sharing or conference
calling were not working properly. However,
interviewees knew from their earlier experiences that
such incidents happen from time to time. This may
explain why the incidents did not decrease their
perceived satisfaction. When the studied sets of
sessions were organized, all trainers had previous
knowledge of applying VMT and voice sharing for
training. In organizations where trainers or learners
lack similar VMT skills and knowledge, learner
satisfaction may be lower than in this organization.

5.3. Generalizable
evaluation

findings

from

the

The evaluated innovation for UML technology
training is based on experiences from one
organization during the period of two years.
However, it is possible to make some general
recommendations because both the innovation and
the related informational and human resources have
been specified. VMT can be applied for complex
technology training successfully (in terms of learner
satisfaction, sustained motivation to use the
technology, and improved tool-conceptual and toolprocedural skills and knowledge) in organizations
where end-users are familiar with VMT and there are
trainers experienced in conducting customized online training using the innovation. Organizations,

searching for a viable solution for training large
numbers of globally distributed employees to use
complex software technologies, should thus carefully
analyze both employees’ and trainers’ abilities to use
VMT and conference calls.
Subjective opinions of interviewees do not
necessarily correlate with real improvements in skills
and knowledge or learner satisfaction. However,
other data sources within the organization support the
interview results. First, a user satisfaction survey
completed in the organization indicated that after the
UML technology training sessions were initiated,
user satisfaction was increased (see details in [12]).
Second, the case organization tried out other ways of
supporting end-users’ efforts to learn UML
technology but they were unsuccessful in terms of
popularity amongst the end-users.
It should also be noted that in the case organization, both business context knowledge creation and
collaborative task knowledge creation were also
supported by other means. Business context
knowledge creation was supported by UML
technology experts who joined deployment projects
where teams or projects took the UML tool into use.
Experts suggested suitable diagrams, structured the
models, and provided tailored training for team-,
project-,
and
department-specific
purposes.
Collaborative task knowledge creation was enhanced
by finding and training contact persons for each team,
project, and department, and encouraging the sharing
of experiences in user forums.

6. Conclusions and Future Research
This research described an innovation for UML
technology training that results from a few years of
iterative development of the case organization,
content, material, and trainers’ skills and knowledge.
It was found that VMT can be applied for training
people to use complex technologies successfully (in
terms of learner satisfaction and motivation and
knowledge to use the technology) in organizations
where end-users routinely use VMT and there are
trainers experienced in on-line training. Information
systems professionals benefit from the proposed
innovation for UML training when planning,
implementing, and evaluating UML training sessions
organized through VMT. Information systems
management can take advantage of the results when
making decisions about VMT usage in complex
technology training.
The single case study methodology may not provide a sound basis for generalization. Future research
in other organizations is necessary to probe the
applicability of VMT in training people to use

especially nontrivial information systems. The UML
technology is considered to be complex and difficult
to learn. This study indicates that it is possible to
support the learning of complex technologies through
VMT by structuring the complex content in an
appropriate way from the end-users’ perspectives.
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ABSTRACT

The research community has delivered many comprehensive instruments to measure user satisfaction and service quality.
However, they may be tedious to deploy in industrial settings, often leading to low response rates. Industrial organizations
are thus looking for simpler and more cost effective ways to measure both user satisfaction and service quality. This paper
presents and validates a lightweight 8-item instrument to measure the user satisfaction and the quality of service experienced
by the users of a Unified Modeling Language tool. The instrument merges ease of use and service-related items. The analysis
of the results of two surveys, conducted in a global high-tech corporation, indicates that the instrument has adequate
reliability and validity. It is short, easy to use, and appropriate for both practical and research purposes. Future research is
needed to validate the instrument in the context of other organizations and other classes of information systems.
Keywords

Service Quality Measurement, User Satisfaction Measurement, UML tools.
INTRODUCTION

Modern business organizations have typically invested ample resources to improve their business processes and Information
Technology (IT) infrastructures over the years. During the current economic downturn, most business organizations have
continued to increase their IT investments (Kanaracus, 2008) but only in the areas of IT where most business value can be
obtained. Organizations thus need to assess the returns of IT investments.
The extant research in information systems (IS) evaluation considers the user satisfaction and the service quality as the
central constructs or surrogate measures of the business value of IT. It has produced comprehensive approaches and multidimensional instruments (DeLone and McLean, 2003; Petter et al., 2008; Smithson and Hirschheim, 1998; Symons, 1991).
However, the instruments are complex and tedious to use in industrial settings. The surveys collect data using so many timeconsuming evaluation dimensions that the response rates may deteriorate (Jarrett, 2005; Urbach et al., 2009). For example,
the widely adopted instrument End User Computing Satisfaction (EUCS) (Doll and Torkzadeh, 1988) deploys 12 questions
to measure user satisfaction. If the management also wants to measure service quality using, for example, the IS ZOT
SERVQUAL (Kettinger and Lee, 2005), there are 54 additional questions to be answered.
The situation is worsened by the fact that the IT organizations typically offer large portfolios of applications and evaluate all
or most of them regularly. For example, the outsourcing of applications and related services is common and the service
qualities and applications of all providers must be surveyed frequently to ensure the fulfillment of service level agreements.
Because each user is likely to use a substantial portion of the entire portfolio of applications, the same users need to fill
numerous lengthy questionnaires to assess the systems and related services. For example, if each user deploys on average ten
applications and the IT organization measures each application and related services biannually using EUCS and IS ZOT
SERVQUAL, each user should answer 2*10*(12+54) =1320 questions annually. In practice, most users are unlikely to
answer all surveys, decreasing the reliability of the results. Finally, the analysis of vast amounts of multi-dimensional data is
so cumbersome especially in large organizations that IT departments may find the task insurmountable.
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Organizations would thus benefit from lightweight instruments to evaluate the systems and services. They also need to plan
sampling and other mechanisms carefully to devise the overall structure for measurement. To address these concerns, this
paper draws upon the experiences obtained in a global high-tech corporation that wanted to measure user satisfaction and
service quality systematically and organization-wide. The corporation could not accomplish this objective effectively because
it experienced all the challenges discussed above. This paper presents and applies a new lightweight instrument containing 8
questions to evaluate a Unified Modeling Language (UML) tool used in the corporation and the services supporting tool
deployment. The instrument has been designed to be generally applicable for evaluating a variety of systems and services.
The paper proceeds as follows. Section “Evaluation of user satisfaction and service quality” reviews the research on the
measurement of user satisfaction and service quality. Section “UML Modeling tools for UML modeling” introduces the basic
concepts related to UML modeling and modeling tools. Section “Case organization” describes the case organization and the
UML modeling tool used. Section “Research methodology” presents the research methodology and the proposed instrument.
Section “Validation of the proposed instrument” presents the preliminary validation. Section “Conclusions and future
research” concludes the paper.
EVALUATION OF USER SATISFACTION AND SERVICE QUALITY
User Satisfaction measurement

User satisfaction has received considerable research attention since the 1980s (Bailey and Pearson, 1983; Baroudi et al.,
1986; Benson, 1983; DeLone and McLean, 1992; DeLone and McLean, 2002; Ives et al., 1983). It is an important measure of
information systems success, often regarded as the easiest and the most useful way to evaluate the IS. Bailey and Pearson
(1983, p. 531) define user satisfaction as the “sum of one’s positive and negative reactions to a set of factors.” Doll and
Torkzadeh (1988, p. 261) describe it as “the affective attitude toward a specific computer application by someone who
interacts with the application directly.” Eagly and Chaiken (1998, p. 296) regard user satisfaction as a “psychological
tendency expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favor and disfavor”. Huang et al. (2004) conclude
that user satisfaction is the most often used construct to measure the success of information systems.
Bailey and Pearson (1983) developed a 39-item instrument to measure user satisfaction of data processing personnel. Ives et
al. (1983) developed a 39-item User Information Satisfaction (UIS) instrument and a separate 4-item UIS measure using a
sample of 200 production managers. Due to some limitations, these instruments are not used as much as the 12-item EUCS
instrument (Doll and Torkzadeh, 1988), comprising content, accuracy, format, ease of use, and timeliness factors. EUCS is
very comprehensive and addresses most limitations of the previously developed instruments. After the exploratory study was
completed in 1988, confirmatory studies with different samples concluded the instrument was valid (Doll et al., 1994; Doll
and Xia, 1997). A test-retest of the reliability of the instrument found the instrument was reliable over time (Torkzadeh and
Doll, 1991). Harrison and Rainer (1996) showed that the instrument could be used generically to evaluate computer
applications. The instrument has become widely adopted and it has served as the reference model for many user satisfaction
measurement instruments. Lewis (1995) developed the 19-item Computer Usability Satisfaction Questionnaires to measure
system usefulness, information quality, and interface quality. Other authors have developed user satisfaction models for
specific areas (e.g, Bargas-Avila et al., 2009; Huang et al., 2004; Muylle et al., 2004; Ong and Lai, 2007; Palvia, 1996; Wang
and Liao, 2007).
Service quality measurement

Marketing researchers developed the 22-item SERVQUAL instrument to assess service quality through the following five
dimensions (Parasuraman et al., 1988):
(1) Tangibles: Physical facilities, equipment, and appearance of personnel;
(2) Reliability: The ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately;
(3) Responsiveness: The willingness to help customers and provide prompt service;
(4) Assurance: The knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to inspire trust and confidence; and
(5) Empathy: Providing caring and individualized attention to customers.
SERVQUAL has been adopted in a variety of domains such as healthcare, education, banking, financial services and IS (e.g.,
Jiang et al., 2002; Pitt et al., 1995). Nyeck et al. (2002, p. 102) stated the SERVQUAL instrument “remains the most
complete attempt to conceptualize and measure service quality.” In the IS field the application of the instrument has garnered
a great deal of debate recently (for a review of most debated issues, see (Landrum et al., 2009)). The case organization did
not find SERVQUAL attractive for two reasons. First, SERVQUAL includes only one training and documentation related
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question: “Useful support materials (such as documentation, training, videos, etc.)”. Yet, the role of documentation is
emphasized in the context of open source tools because nobody may be supporting these tools. Second, when the support is
centralized, the users may not be able to meet the support personnel face-to-face in order to evaluate physical facilities,
equipment, or personnel-related tangibles. Therefore, SERVQUAL may not be attractive when open source tools are used or
the support organization is centralized.
UML MODELING TOOLS FOR UML MODELING

Unified Modeling Language™ has become an international standard for systems modeling (ISO, 2005). UML modeling tools
offer graphical editors to enable architects, developers, and engineers to model requirements, architectures, data structures,
dynamic behaviors, and other characteristics of systems. UML models can be used to support communication between
people, document a system, generate test cases, predict the realized system’s quality, and automate code generation. UML
tools may generate software from the UML models and UML models from the software (reverse engineering) and may have
a built-in knowledge of UML rules to validate the correctness of the models automatically. Table 1 presents high-level
features for the UML modeling tools (adapted from Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä, 2010).
The use of UML and UML modeling tools do not automatically lead to productivity improvements. Their potential may not
be reached, if engineers need to struggle with the problems related to the poor availability or usability of modeling tools or
the lack of user support and training. For example, Arisholm et al. (2006, p. 365) studied the impact of UML documentation
on software maintenance and concluded that “for complex tasks and past a certain learning curve, the availability of UML
documentation may result in significant improvements in the functional correctness of changes as well as the quality of their
design. However, there does not seem to be any saving of time. For simpler tasks, the time needed to update the UML
documentation may be substantial compared with the potential benefits, thus motivating the need for UML tools with better
support for software maintenance.” Dzidek et al. (2008) found that using the UML could be beneficial when a developer
must extend a nontrivial system with which he/she is unfamiliar and that better UML tools and more experience would likely
yield even a larger return on investment. These results indicate that when the processes and capabilities are improved
through, for example, better UML tools, training, and user support, returns on UML-related investments can be substantial.
Measuring user satisfaction and service quality is crucial to focus the required improvement actions appropriately.
CASE ORGANIZATION

This research project was conducted in a global high-technology corporation, developing products in multiple sites with
multiple partners. To support product development, a new UML modeling tool was being rolled out globally when the
research project started. Most of its users were from the R&D organization. It was supported by a virtual team consisting of
personnel from the global IT department and the department responsible for process and information systems development
and support for R&D as well as subcontractors working for these departments. The middle management responsible for the
tool rollout and support decided to conduct two surveys to evaluate how satisfied the users were with the tool and the quality
of service. The tool was intended to gradually replace some existing tools. Numerous users thus adopted the tool between the
two conducted surveys. The section “Research methodology” describes the process of study design. The name of the UML
tool selected for rollout is not disclosed here. The main functionalities of the tool are presented in Table 1.
RESEARCH METHOLODOGY
Study design

Two surveys were conducted. Table 2 provides their sample details. The email invitations were sent to all the people who had
registered as users by the date of each survey. One reminder was sent to the same users.
Instrumentation

The instrumentation of the survey was developed in co-operation with the virtual team responsible for tool support and
deployment. The team had three main requirements for the instrumentation: 1) it should measure both the service quality and
the user satisfaction with respect to the tool; 2) there should be no more than 10 questions, 3) the survey should be applicable
to develop the service and the tool further together with the tool vendor. The first requirement limited the possibility to use a
standard survey as to our knowledge there is no standard survey to cover both the service quality and the tool related
satisfaction. The authors of this paper created a new instrument, which was accepted by the case organization. The list of
questions in the instrument is given in Appendix. Identifiers (Q1-Q11) express the questions in short form. Q8, “Overall, how
satisfied are you with <UML Modeling Tool> tool and service” was included for use as the criterion for data analysis because
it covers both the service quality and the user satisfaction with respect to the tool. A five scale measure was used from ‘5 =
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Very Satisfied’ to ‘1 = Very Dissatisfied’ for questions, Q1-Q8. In our data collection, we randomized the questions in the
instrument, mostly eliminating the common method bias (Straub et al., 2004).
Feature

Purpose of the feature is to help

Modeling
&
Diagramming

Hierarchy
Management
Collaboration
and
Version
management

Publishing

Tracebility

Simulation
Validation

and

Model and Code
Synchronization

User
Management

Functionalities that the UML modeling tool in the case
organization supports:
Create, remove, and edit model elements Yes. Create, remove and edit of the following UML
and diagrams; view the models from diagrams: Use Case, Class, Object, Composite Structure,
different perspectives.
State Machine, Protocol State Machine, Activity, Sequence,
Communication, Component, and Deployment Diagrams
Create, update, and delete hierarchies in Yes. Possible to create a package hierarchy.
which model elements are assigned.
Multiple concurrent users to manage Yes. Integration to version control which enables multiple
different versions of assets and to resolve users to manage models concurrently.
conflicts; integrate the UML tool to
version
control
and/or
change
management systems as necessary.
Compose and publish views of the se- Yes. Possibilities such as report generation, publishing in
lected models or model elements; pro- the HTML format, and copying diagrams in different
vide data in different formats (e.g, JPG); formats. Open Application Programming Interface for
create reports and documents based on accessing models. XML Metadata Interchange and Eclipse
the selected model (elements).
Modeling Framework support model interchange.
Create, remove, update, and trace Yes. Possibility to create relationships between model
relationships between models or model elements and trace those relationships.
elements.
Simulate dynamic behaviors of models Limited. No simulation possibilities for dynamic
or interface or integrate the tool to behaviors. Validation of UML models is possible (Object
simulation tools; validate UML model Constraint Language or Java).
correctness and completeness.
Generate code based on models; create Yes. Code generation/reverse engineering: (e.g., Java 5,
models based on code (reverse engi- EJB 2.0). Integration with Integrated Development
neering); integrate UML tools to source Environments.
code systems, Eclipse, or Model-driven
architecture tools such as AndroMDA.
Manage access and connectivity to the No. However, integrated version control system may be
organization’s directory services (e.g., connected to directory services.
Active Directory).

Table 1. Main features of UML modeling tools (adapted from Koivulahti-Ojala and Käkölä, 2010)

Survey
Survey 1
Survey 2

Number of invitations
267
444

Number of responses (N)
42
62

Percentage of responses
15.73%
13.96%

Table 2. Sample data
Actions taken in the case organization

The virtual team supporting the UML Modeling tool analyzed the results of the surveys. As the validation results were not
available during that time, the team made decisions based on the means of all questions and the total mean of all questions.
Based on the 1st survey, communication and training practices had to be improved because the means of questions related to
instructions, user guides, and training were lower than the mean of all questions.
Based on the 1st survey, information sharing with the users was improved in several ways and training sessions were
organized. Information letters were emailed to the users, new guides were created, and the Intranet pages providing
information about the tool and related support were improved. Tens of users were trained in on-line and face-to-face training
sessions before the second survey was organized. Conference calls and virtual meeting tools were used, respectively, to share
voice and presentations in on-line training sessions.
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The answers to the feedback question Q11 were analyzed together with the tool vendor. In 1st and 2nd surveys, respectively,
20 and 18 users gave feedback. A requirements management process and tool were used to manage the UML tool related
requirements sourced from the answers.
The results of the second survey revealed that the improvements related to information sharing and training had raised user
satisfaction and that the availability and speed of the tool would be the next areas to improve. Fortunately, the software
upgrades had already been planned to increase the reliability and usability of the version management features and to make
the features faster to use. No separate action plan was thus necessary.
VALIDATION OF THE PROPOSED INSTRUMENT

This section presents the univariate and bivariate analyses for the two surveys. The PASW 18.0 software was used for data
analysis.
Central tendency computation

All the questions in the study are either nominal or ordinal. The central tendency of nominal/ordinal variables can be best
explained by the Median and Mode (Bryman and Cramer, 1999). Besides them, the mean, standard deviation, and range of all
the questions are presented in Table 3.
Question

Mean

Median

1

2

Q1

3.79 , 3.52

Q2

4.001, 4.032
1

3.79 , 3.57

Q4

3.511, 3.632
3.93 , 4.02

Q6

3.301, 3.922

1

4,4

4.12 , 4.00

Q8

3.881, 4.002

2

4 1, 4 2
1

4,4

2

3 1, 4 2

2

Q7

2

4 1, 4 2

2

Q5

1

4,4

2

Q3

1

1

1

4,4

2

4 1, 4 2

Mode
1

4,4

2

51, 42
1

4,4

2

41, 42
1

4,4

2

41, 42
1

4,4

2

41, 42

Std

Range
1

.782 , .880

2

1.0361, .8492
1

31, 42
31, 32

2

31, 42

.7461, .8212

31, 32

.871 , .819
1

2

41, 42

.9661, 1.012

41, 42

.877 , .833
1

2

31, 42

.7391, .8102

31, 32

.803 , .923

1: Survey 1, 2: Survey 2

Table 3. Central tendency computation
Linear Regression Method

In order to ensure statistical conclusion validity (Straub et al., 2004), we perform regression analysis. The regression analysis
assumes Q8 (criterion) is the dependent variable and the others (Q1-Q7) are independent variables. Table 4 provides the
results of the regression analysis.
Question
Q1

R-Squared

Constant

1

2

1

2

.142 , .305

B

1

2

.3561, .5082

1

2

.4321, .3412

2.533 , 2.208

Q2

.366 , .128

Q3

.1421, .2442

2.6711, 2.2532

.3201, .4892

Q4

.2681, .2422

2.0531, 2.4722

.5201, .4402

1

2

Q5

.100 , .305

Q6

.0121, .2602

Q7

1

.466 , .524

2

2.154 , 2.623

1

2.904 , 2.113

2

4.0881, 2.6232
1

1.292 , 1.462

2

.2481, .4862
-0.801, .3692
.6281, .6352

1: Survey 1, 2: Survey 2

Table 4. Regression analysis results
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The following rule proposed by Bryman and Cramer (1999) is followed in identifying how well each question fits the data:
x <0.1: poor fit
x 0.11– 0.3: modest fit
x 0.31– 0.5: moderate fit
x
> 0.5: strong fit
Table 4 shows there is at least the modest fit for all questions except Q6 in both surveys. The R squared values for Q6 in the
1st and 2nd surveys are, respectively, 0.012 (poor fit) and 0.260 (modest fit). It means that the overall satisfaction is not
explained by Q6 in the 1st survey because people were not satisfied with the available training or training had low importance
in measuring overall satisfaction. However, the 2nd survey suggests that training impacted the overall satisfaction. People
were not satisfied with the training in the first survey and their overall satisfaction level was mainly caused by other areas
(Q1-Q5 and Q7). The low satisfaction level of training revealed by the 1st survey is also visible from the mean of Q6 which is
3.30 while in the 2nd survey the mean is 3.92 (Table 3). The difference may be explained by the fact that both on-line and
face-to-face training sessions were arranged between the surveys. The strongest fit is observed for Q7.
Item to Criterion correlation

In order to ensure the criteria-related validity (Boudreau et al., 2001), the correlation of each item with the overall criterion is
computed. Table 5 shows the correlation coefficients. Some prior studies (e.g., Doll and Torkzadeh, 1988) suggest having a
cut-off point as 0.40 for this criteria-related validity check. Table 5 shows most of the correlation results are above the cut-off
point. However, the coefficient for Q5 in the first survey is slightly below the cut-off point. On the other hand, the correlation
coefficient of Q6 in the first survey is very low (also confirmed by the regression method). The explanation to this was given
in the previous subsection.
Question

Correlation Coefficient

Q1

.4261, .4882

Q2

.6211, .4062

Q3

.4221, .4742

Q4

.5321, .4912

Q5

.3901, .5442

Q6

.0421, 4472

Q7

.7191, 6692
1: Survey 1, 2: Survey 2

Table 5. Item to Criterion correlation
Item to total correlation

To ensure higher model reliability, the correlation of each item’s score with the total of all items’ scores has been computed.
A threshold of 0.45 is used for this validity check. Table 6 shows that the correlation values are well above the threshold
except the result of Q6 in the 1st survey (see the explanation in ‘Linear Regression Method’ subsection).
Factor analysis

The factor analysis was performed only for the data from the second survey that had enough responses. The principle
component analysis was used as the extraction technique and varimax was used as the method of rotation. Two formative
factors (Petter et al., 2007) were revealed with eigenvalues greater than 1.00, explaining about 61% of the total variance:
System Use and System & Support Richness. The item loadings are given in Table 7. Some prior studies (Ong and Lai, 2007;
Bargas-Avila et al., 2009) suggested using 0.5 as the threshold value for the item loadings. All item loadings are above the
threshold, except the Q2 loadings. Q2 represented both factors to some extent, demanding some more validation of the
instrument using more data. The Cronbach’s alphas for the factors were 0.65 and 0.792 respectively.
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Question

Correlation Coefficient

Q1

.4581, .5692

Q2

.5491, .6342

Q3

.6831, .6182

Q4

.6001, .7082

Q5

.5441, .7372

Q6

.3721, .7562

Q7

.7341, .6162
1: Survey 1,

2: Survey 2

Table 6. Item to total correlation

Question/
Item

Factor 1
(System Use)

Factor 2 (System &
Support Richness)

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7

.699
.421
.888

.437
.559
.848
.808
.749

Table 7. Rotated Factor Matrix
Test-retest reliability

Based on the central tendency computation and the regression and correlation-based analyses, both surveys provide similar
results and relationships, thus confirming the test-retest reliability check. However, there were some exceptions due to a
limited number of responses in the first survey and lack of training and communications.
CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The extant literature provides few, if any, methodologies and instruments that could be used effectively to measure user
satisfaction with respect to applications and services in industrial contexts where the effective execution of business
processes is dependent on the use of tens of application systems. New instruments are thus needed that enable IT
organizations on a regular basis (i.e., even several times a year) to measure user satisfaction with respect to all the
applications and related services that belong to the portfolios of the IT organizations.
This paper presents a lightweight 8-item instrument, merging ease of use and service-related items, to measure user
satisfaction with respect to both an application and related services. Based on the use of the instrument in one organization to
assess user satisfaction with respect to one application and the related services, the instrument appears to have adequate
reliability and validity. It is easy to use and appropriate for both practical and research purposes. The case organization was
able to plan and implement improvements by analyzing the means of all questions. We thus encourage practitioners to adapt
and test the instrument in their own application and service contexts and academics to further validate and refine the
instrument in different organizations and for a variety of classes of systems.
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APPENDIX

Q1. How satisfied are you with the speed of <UML Modeling Tool>?
Q2. How satisfied are you with the availability of <UML Modeling Tool>?
Q3. How satisfied are you with the ease of use of <UML Modeling Tool>?
Q4. How satisfied are you with the instructions and user guides available for <UML Modeling Tool>?
Q5. When needed, I get support fast and in a professional way
Q6. How satisfied are you with training available for <UML Modeling Tool>?
Q7. How well does <UML Modeling Tool> tool meet your modeling needs?
Q8. Overall, how satisfied are you with <UML Modeling Tool> tool and service?
Q9. How often do you use <UML Modeling Tool> (Weekly, Daily, Monthly, Less than Monthly)?
Q10. Your area is (EMEA, APAC, Americas)
Q11. Please give feedback (E.g.Improvements, development ideas)

Proceedings of the Sixteenth Americas Conference on Information Systems, Lima, Peru, August 12-15, 2010.
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7UDLQLQJSHRSOHWRPDVWHUFRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHVWKURXJKH/HDUQLQJ

7UDLQLQJSHRSOHWRPDVWHUFRPSOH[
WHFKQRORJLHVWKURXJKH/HDUQLQJ&DVHRI
80/WHFKQRORJ\WUDLQLQJLQDJOREDO
RUJDQL]DWLRQ
&RPSOHWHG5HVHDUFK3DSHU

0HUYL.RLYXODKWL2MDOD
8QLYHUVLW\RI-\YlVN\Ol
PHHOKHNR#M\XIL

7LPR.lN|Ol
8QLYHUVLW\RI-\YlVN\Ol
WLPRNN#M\XIL



$EVWUDFW
(/HDUQLQJWRROVIDFLOLWDWHDV\QFKURQRXV HJZLNL DQGV\QFKURQRXV HJYLGHRFRQIHUHQFLQJ OHDUQLQJ
7KH\ PD\ SURYLGH D FRVW HIIHFWLYH ZD\ WR WUDLQ ODUJH QXPEHUV RI SHRSOH LQ JOREDO VHWWLQJV WR OHYHUDJH
FRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHVVXFKDV8QLILHG0RGHOLQJ/DQJXDJH 80/ WRROV)HZLQGXVWULDOH[SHULHQFHVIURP
WKH XVH RI H/HDUQLQJ WRROV WR WUDLQ FRPSOH[ WHFKQRORJLHV KDYH EHHQ UHSRUWHG ,W LV XQFOHDU ZKHWKHU H
/HDUQLQJ WRROV FDQ EH GHSOR\HG WR OHDUQ WKUHH W\SHV RI NQRZOHGJH DSSOLFDWLRQ EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W DQG
FROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH7KLVSDSHUGUDZVXSRQDFDVHVWXG\LQDJOREDOFRUSRUDWLRQWRHYDOXDWHWKH
DSSOLFDELOLW\ RI VHYHUDO FODVVHV RI H/HDUQLQJ WRROV IRU VXSSRUWLQJ WKH OHDUQLQJ RI DSSOLFDWLRQ EXVLQHVV
FRQWH[WDQGFROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJHUHTXLUHGWRGHSOR\D80/PRGHOLQJWRROJOREDOO\,QWUDQHWH
PDLODQGD9LUWXDO0HHWLQJ7RRO 907 SURYHGPRVWEHQHILFLDOIRUOHDUQLQJWKHWKUHHW\SHVRINQRZOHGJH
2WKHURUJDQL]DWLRQVPD\EHQHILWIURPXVLQJWKHVHFODVVHVRIH/HDUQLQJWRROVWRWUDLQSHRSOHWRXVHVLPLODU
FRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHVLQJOREDORUJDQL]DWLRQV
.H\ZRUGV
(/HDUQLQJWUDLQLQJJOREDOVRIWZDUHGHYHORSPHQW80/80/WRRO

,QWURGXFWLRQ
8VHU WUDLQLQJ LV FULWLFDO IRU VXFFHVVIXO GHSOR\PHQW RI LQIRUPDWLRQ V\VWHPV ,6  HJ $WWHZHOO 
%RVWURP HW DO  &RPSHDX HW DO  1HOVRQ HW DO   &ROODERUDWLYH ,6 DSSOLFDWLRQV LPSURYH
RUJDQL]DWLRQDO FRRUGLQDWLRQ DQG FROODERUDWLRQ DPRQJ XVHUV WR FRPSOHWH EXVLQHVV SURFHVVHV DQG KDYH
H[WHQVLYH EXLOWLQ FRQWURO HQIRUFLQJ VWDQGDUG DQG VKDUHG ZRUN SUDFWLFHV .DQJ DQG 6DQWKDQDP  
7KH\ DUH LQFUHDVLQJ LQ FRPSOH[LW\ DQG QHHG WR EH GHHSO\ HQJUDLQHG LQ RUJDQL]DWLRQDO FRRUGLQDWLRQ
FROODERUDWLRQDQGEXVLQHVVSUDFWLFHV8VHUVQHHGWROHDUQDSSOLFDWLRQEXVLQHVVFRQWH[WDQGFROODERUDWLYH
WDVN NQRZOHGJH WR XVH FROODERUDWLYH ,6 DSSOLFDWLRQV HIIHFWLYHO\ .DQJ DQG 6DQWKDQDP   0HHWLQJ
WKHVH UHTXLUHPHQWV LV QRQWULYLDO DQG SRWHQWLDOO\ H[SHQVLYH 2UJDQL]DWLRQV DUH ORRNLQJ IRU QHZ ZD\V WR
DFFHOHUDWHOHDUQLQJDQGWRFXW,6WUDLQLQJFRVWV
8VLQJ(/HDUQLQJWRROVLVDZD\WRPHHWWKHUHTXLUHPHQWV2UJDQL]DWLRQVRIWHQURXWLQHO\GHSOR\WRROVWR
VXSSRUW DV\QFKURQRXV HJ ZLNL GLVFXVVLRQ IRUXPV  DQG V\QFKURQRXV HJ YLGHRFRQIHUHQFLQJ FKDW 
PHHWLQJ DQG FROODERUDWLRQ SUDFWLFHV ,I WKH\ FDQ XVH WKH VDPH WRROV IRU WUDLQLQJ DQG OHDUQLQJ FRPSOH[
WHFKQRORJLHV OLWWOH LI DQ\ DGGLWLRQDO GHSOR\PHQW LQYHVWPHQWV IRU H/HDUQLQJ WRROV DUH W\SLFDOO\ QHHGHG
+RZHYHUIHZLQGXVWULDOH[SHULHQFHVIURPWKHXVHRIWKHVHWRROVWRWUDLQFRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHVKDYHEHHQ
UHSRUWHG 6RPH SULRU UHVHDUFK UHVXOWV LQGLFDWH WKDW H/HDUQLQJ PD\ EH LQHIIHFWLYH ZKHQ WKH WRSLFV DUH
FRPSOH[ $FFRUGLQJ WR 3LFFROL HW DO   OHDUQHUV ZHUH OHVV VDWLVILHG ZLWK H/HDUQLQJ ZKHQ OHDUQLQJ
XQIDPLOLDU DQG FRPSOH[ WRSLFV DQG PRUH VDWLVILHG ZKHQ OHDUQLQJ IDPLOLDU DQG QRQFRPSOH[ WRSLFV OLNH
ZRUG SURFHVVLQJ +UDVWLQVNL   IRXQG WKDW H/HDUQLQJ LV VXLWDEOH IRU GLVFXVVLQJ DQG UHIOHFWLQJ HYHQ
FRPSOH[ WRSLFV EXW PD\ QHHG WR EH FRPSOHPHQWHG ZLWK IDFHWRIDFH PHHWLQJV ,W LV XQFOHDU ZKHWKHU H
/HDUQLQJFDQEHVXFFHVVIXOO\XVHGDVWKHRQO\PHDQVWRVXSSRUWWKHWUDLQLQJRIFRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHVLQD
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6WUDWHJLFDQG&RPSHWLWLYH8VHRI,QIRUPDWLRQ7HFKQRORJ\



ZD\WKDWOHDUQHUVDUHVDWLVILHGZLWKWKHWUDLQLQJDQGOHDUQDSSOLFDWLRQEXVLQHVVFRQWH[WDQGFROODERUDWLYH
WDVNNQRZOHGJH
7KLV SDSHU DQVZHUV WKH IROORZLQJ UHVHDUFK TXHVWLRQ ZKLFK FODVVHV RI H/HDUQLQJ WRROV DUH WKH PRVW
DSSOLFDEOH RQHV IRU RUJDQL]LQJ DQG GHOLYHULQJ WHFKQRORJ\ WUDLQLQJ VFDODEO\ VR WKDW ODUJH QXPEHUV RI
OHDUQHUV OHDUQ DSSOLFDWLRQ EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W DQG FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH LQ RUGHU WR PDVWHU
FROODERUDWLYH ,6 DSSOLFDWLRQV DQG RWKHU VLPLODU FRPSOH[ WHFKQRORJLHV" 7KLV UHVHDUFK GUDZV XSRQ D FDVH
VWXG\ LQ D JOREDO KLJKWHFK FRUSRUDWLRQ GHSOR\LQJ FRPSOH[ WHFKQRORJLHV FRUSRUDWHZLGH WR SURYLGH
LQVLJKWVLQWRHIIHFWLYHLQGXVWULDOSUDFWLFHVIRUDSSO\LQJH/HDUQLQJLQWKHWUDLQLQJRIFRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHV
:HH[SHFWWKHSUDFWLFHVWREHJHQHUDOL]DEOHWRRWKHURUJDQL]DWLRQVOHYHUDJLQJFRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHV

/LWHUDWXUHUHYLHZ
7KLVVHFWLRQLQWURGXFHVWKHFRQFHSWVRIH/HDUQLQJDQG80/WHFKQRORJ\DQGDQDO\]HVWKHOLPLWDWLRQVRI
WKHFXUUHQW80/WHFKQRORJ\WUDLQLQJUHVHDUFKLQLQGXVWULDOVHWWLQJV

80/WHFKQRORJ\
8QLILHG 0RGHOLQJ /DQJXDJH 80/  LV DQ LQWHUQDWLRQDO VWDQGDUG IRU REMHFWRULHQWHG V\VWHPV PRGHOLQJ
/DUPDQ  S   ,W RIIHUV  W\SHV RI GLDJUDPV DQG QXPHURXV V\PEROV ,62,(&   80/
PRGHOLQJWRROVRIIHUJUDSKLFDOHGLWRUVIRUPRGHOLQJV\VWHPV 7RROVJHQHUDWHVRIWZDUHIURP80/PRGHOV
DQG FUHDWH 80/ PRGHOV IURP WKH VRIWZDUH KDYH D EXLOWLQ NQRZOHGJH RI 80/ UXOHV DQG VXSSRUW
FROODERUDWLYH VRIWZDUH GHYHORSPHQW 7KHUHIRUH WKH\ DUH FROODERUDWLYH ,6 DSSOLFDWLRQV 80/ DQG WKH
PRGHOLQJ WRROV FRQVWLWXWH DQ LPSRUWDQW WHFKQRORJ\ KHUHDIWHU ³80/ WHFKQRORJ\´  IRU VXSSRUWLQJ JOREDO
5 '7KHH[WDQWOLWHUDWXUHSURYLGHVIHZOHVVRQVIRUXVLQJH/HDUQLQJWRROVLQ80/WHFKQRORJ\WUDLQLQJLQ
LQGXVWULDOVHWWLQJV .RLYXODKWL2MDODDQG.lN|Ol 
:H FRQVLGHU 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ D FRPSOH[ WHFKQRORJ\ GXH WR WKH IROORZLQJ UHDVRQV )LUVW WKHUH LV D KLJK
QXPEHURIGLDJUDPVDQGV\PEROVWKDWOHDUQHUVQHHGWRJHWIDPLOLDUZLWK6HFRQGPRGHOLQJUHTXLUHVERWK
WKHXQGHUVWDQGLQJRI80/DQGWKHDELOLW\WRXVHWKHPRGHOLQJWRROV7KLUGXVLQJ80/UHTXLUHVORQJWHUP
WUDLQLQJDQGOHDUQLQJLQYHVWPHQWV 'RUL.REU\Q 

(/HDUQLQJ
(/HDUQLQJ FRPSULVHV DOO IRUPV RI LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG FRPPXQLFDWLRQ WHFKQRORJ\ ,&7  PHGLDWHG OHDUQLQJ
7DYDQJDULDQHWDO ,WFDQEHXVHGDORQHRUWRFRPSOHPHQWRWKHUWUDLQLQJPRGHV(/HDUQLQJWRROV
VHUYHDVDPHGLDWRLPSOHPHQWWKHOHDUQLQJSURFHVV 7DYDQJDULDQHWDO (/HDUQLQJWRROVPD\YDU\
IURPVRIWZDUHGHYHORSHGIRUWKHSXUSRVHVRIWHDFKLQJWRJHQHUDOSXUSRVHVRIWZDUHZKLFKFDQEHXVHGIRU
VKDULQJSUHVHQWDWLRQVRYHUWKHQHWZRUNRULQWKHFODVV,QSDUWLFXODU9LUWXDO0HHWLQJ7RROV 907 HQDEOH
UHDOWLPHLQWHUDFWLRQVWKURXJKIHDWXUHVVXFKDVFKDWWRROVDXGLRYLGHRDQGXVHULQWHUIDFHVFUHHQVKDULQJ
7KH\KDYHEHHQXVHGPRVWH[WHQVLYHO\LQHGXFDWLRQIRUH[DPSOHWRDUUDQJHUHPRWHOHFWXUHV (/, 

/HDUQLQJLQWKH80/WHFKQRORJ\FRQWH[W
80/WHFKQRORJ\VXSSRUWVFROODERUDWLYH5 'SURFHVVHVVXFKDVUHTXLUHPHQWVPDQDJHPHQWDQGVRIWZDUH
HQJLQHHULQJ .DQJ DQG 6DQWKDQDP   LGHQWLI\ WKUHH NQRZOHGJH GRPDLQV WKDW XVHU WUDLQLQJ VKRXOG
GHOLYHU LQ WKH FRQWH[W RI DSSOLFDWLRQV WKDW VXSSRUW FROODERUDWLRQ DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH FRYHULQJ
FRPPDQGV DQG WRROV HPEHGGHG LQ WKH DSSOLFDWLRQV EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W NQRZOHGJH FRYHULQJ WKH XVH RI ,6
DSSOLFDWLRQVWRHIIHFWLYHO\SHUIRUPEXVLQHVVWDVNVDQGFROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJHFRYHULQJKRZRWKHUV
XVHWKHDSSOLFDWLRQLQWKHLUWDVNV 7DEOH 
8VHUV RI 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ QHHG WR PDVWHU DOO WKUHH NQRZOHGJH GRPDLQV 7KH\ QHHG WR XQGHUVWDQG WKH
EXVLQHVVFRQWH[WEHFDXVH 80/WHFKQRORJ\LVDSSOLFDEOHWRPDQ\EXVLQHVVSURFHVVHV7KH\QHHGWRNQRZ
FROODERUDWLRQ ZLWK RWKHU XVHUV EHFDXVH 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ PHGLDWHV FROODERUDWLYH DFWLYLWLHV LQ GLVWULEXWHG
V\VWHPGHYHORSPHQW.QRZOHGJHRIWKH80/PRGHOLQJODQJXDJHLVDQHFHVVDU\SUHUHTXLVLWHIRUPDVWHULQJ
DOO WKUHH NQRZOHGJH GRPDLQV )RU H[DPSOH FUHDWLQJ QHZ 80/ GLDJUDPV UHTXLUHV D GHWDLOHG
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHGLDJUDPVWUXFWXUH7DEOHLOOXVWUDWHV80/WHFKQRORJ\UHODWHGNQRZOHGJHQHHGV



7ZHQWLHWK$PHULFDV&RQIHUHQFHRQ,QIRUPDWLRQ6\VWHPV6DYDQQDK
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3UHYLRXVUHVHDUFKRQ80/WHFKQRORJ\WUDLQLQJ
$ V\VWHPDWLF OLWHUDWXUH UHYLHZ ZDV FRQGXFWHG .LWFKHQKDP   WR YHULI\ WR ZKLFK H[WHQW H[LVWLQJ
VWXGLHVFRYHUH/HDUQLQJXVDJHIRU80/WHFKQRORJ\WUDLQLQJLQLQGXVWULDOVHWWLQJV:HXVHGEURDGZRUGV
³WUDLQLQJ´ DQG ³OHDUQLQJ´ EHFDXVH WKH H/HDUQLQJ OLWHUDWXUH UHIHUV WR QXPHURXV NH\ZRUGV HJ RQOLQH
OHDUQLQJZHEEDVHGOHDUQLQJFRPSXWHUEDVHGWUDLQLQJ,QWHUQHWEDVHGWUDLQLQJDQGZHEEDVHGWUDLQLQJ 
7KHUHYLHZSURFHVVLVDVIROORZV
7KHILUVWFULWHULRQZDVWRILQG80/WUDLQLQJUHODWHGDUWLFOHVE\VHDUFKLQJZRUGV³80/´DQG³WUDLQLQJ´RU
³OHDUQLQJ´LQWKHWLWOHDEVWUDFWRUNH\ZRUGV'HFLVLRQZDVEDVHGRQWKHWLWOHDQGWKHDEVWUDFW
7KHVHFRQGFULWHULRQZDVWRFDWHJRUL]HUHVHDUFKDFFRUGLQJWRZKHWKHUWKHUHVHDUFKUHSRUWHGLQGXVWULDO
H[SHULHQFHVRUQRW'HFLVLRQZDVEDVHGRQWKHWLWOHDQGWKHDEVWUDFWRIWKHDUWLFOH7KHFRQWHQWZDVYLVLWHG
ZKHQLWZDVLPSRVVLEOHWRGHWHUPLQHRWKHUZLVHZKHWKHUWKHDUWLFOHUHSRUWHGLQGXVWULDOH[SHULHQFHV
7KHWKLUGFULWHULRQZDVWRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUWKHUHVHDUFKUHSRUWHGH[SHULHQFHVUHODWHGWRH/HDUQLQJ
'HFLVLRQ ZDV EDVHG RQ WKH WLWOH DQG WKH DEVWUDFW RI WKH DUWLFOH 7KH FRQWHQW ZDV YLVLWHG ZKHQ LW ZDV
LPSRVVLEOHWRGHWHUPLQHRWKHUZLVHZKHWKHUWKHDUWLFOHUHSRUWHGH/HDUQLQJUHODWHGH[SHULHQFHV

.QRZOHGJH'RPDLQ 'HILQLWLRQ

80/
NQRZOHGJH
H[DPSOH
$SSOLFDWLRQ
 &RPPDQGVNH\VWURNHV
.QRZOHGJHRI
QHHGHGWRH[HFXWHDQ
.QRZOHGJH
GLIIHUHQWGLDJUDPV
 &RPPDQGEDVHG RSHUDWLRQ

 7RROSURFHGXUDO  .QRZOHGJHUHTXLUHGWR
:KLFKW\SHVRI
 7RROFRQFHSWXDO FRPELQHPXOWLSOH
GLDJUDPVDUHUHODWHG
FRPPDQGVDQGFRPSOHWHD WRHDFKRWKHUDQG
JHQHULFWDVN
ZKHQLWLV
 .QRZOHGJHWRXQGHUVWDQG DSSURSULDWHWRXVH
WKHELJJHUSLFWXUHRIZKDWWR WKHP"
GRZLWKDWRRO
%XVLQHVVFRQWH[W
 +RZWRDSSO\WKHDERYH
:KLFKGLDJUDPVDUH
NQRZOHGJH
OHYHOVRINQRZOHGJHWR
DSSURSULDWHIRU
 %XVLQHVV
H[HFXWHDVSHFLILFEXVLQHVV ZKLFKSXUSRVHV"
SURFHGXUDO
WDVN"

 %XVLQHVV
 :KDWWKHWRROFDQGRIRU 
PRWLYDWLRQDO
P\MRE"
 :KDWLVWKHUROHRIWKH
WRROLQWKHRUJDQL]DWLRQ"
&ROODERUDWLYHWDVN  ,QWHUGHSHQGHQFLHV
,QWHUGHSHQGHQFLHV
NQRZOHGJH
EHWZHHQWDVNVDQGWKHLU
EHWZHHQ80/DQG
HIIHFWVXSRQXVLQJD80/
 7DVN
RWKHUPRGHOLQJ
LQWHUGHSHQGHQFLHV WRRO
ODQJXDJHV
 &ROODERUDWLYH
 &ROODERUDWLYHSUREOHP
SUREOHPVROYLQJ
VROYLQJHIIRUWEHWZHHQXVHUV
DSSURDFK


80/PRGHOLQJWRRONQRZOHGJH
DQGVNLOOVH[DPSOH
 &RPPDQGVNH\VWURNHVLQ
RUGHUWRFUHDWHD80/HOHPHQW

 &RPELQHPXOWLSOH
FRPPDQGVWRFRPSOHWHD80/
GLDJUDP

 +RZWKHWRROIDFLOLWDWHVWKH
XVHRIPXOWLSOHGLDJUDPV
WRJHWKHU"
 :KLFKGLDJUDPVWRDSSO\
DQGZKHQWRVXSSRUWD
SDUWLFXODUEXVLQHVVSURFHVV
HJUHTXLUHPHQWV
PDQDJHPHQW "
 :KLFKEXVLQHVVSURFHVVHVRI
WKHRUJDQL]DWLRQDUHVXSSRUWHG
E\WKH80/WRRODQGZK\"
 +RZWDVNVFRPSOHWHG
WKURXJKWKH80/WRRODIIHFW
DQGDUHDIIHFWHGE\RWKHUXVHUV
RIWKHWRRO DQGRUUHODWHG
WRROV "
 .QRZOHGJHVKDULQJEHWZHHQ
XVHUVWRVROYHSUREOHPV

7DEOH7KHFRQWHQWIRUWUDLQLQJ80/WHFKQRORJ\ .RLYXODKWL2MDODDQG.lN|Ol
 


$&03RUWDO,(((([SORUHDQG3UR4XHVWZHUHVHDUFKHG7KH\FRYHUHG,6MRXUQDOVDQGFRQIHUHQFHV6HYHQ
DUWLFOHVUHODWHGWR80/WHFKQRORJ\WUDLQLQJLQLQGXVWULDOVHWWLQJVZHUHIRXQG7KUHHRIWKHPIRFXVHGRQH
/HDUQLQJ :KHQHYHU LQGXVWULDO H[SHULHQFHV IURP 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ WUDLQLQJ ZHUH UHSRUWHG WKH FRVW
HIIHFWLYHQHVVRIWUDLQLQJZDVHPSKDVL]HG HJ$QGDHWDO%XQVHHWDO 
$QGDHWDO  LQYHVWLJDWHGWKHDGRSWLRQRI80/WHFKQRORJ\LQDJOREDOFRUSRUDWLRQDSSO\LQJD80/
EDVHGGHYHORSPHQWPHWKRGLQDQLQWHUQDWLRQDOSURMHFWZLWKV\VWHPGHYHORSHUVWHVWHUVDQGPDQDJHUV
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6WUDWHJLFDQG&RPSHWLWLYH8VHRI,QIRUPDWLRQ7HFKQRORJ\



$GRSWLRQ ZDV VXSSRUWHG E\ IDFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ DQG PHQWRULQJ 0D[LPXP EHQHILWV IURP 80/EDVHG
GHYHORSPHQWZHUHQRWDFKLHYHGEHFDXVHWUDLQLQJZDV  QRWDGDSWHGWRWKHQHHGVRIWKHSURMHFWDQG  
WRR H[SHQVLYH WR SURYLGH WR SHRSOH ZKR ZHUH QRW GLUHFWO\ LQYROYHG ZLWK 80/EDVHG GHYHORSPHQW
$QGHUVVRQ HW DO   UHVHDUFKHG WKH DGRSWLRQ RI 80/6\V0/ PRGHOLQJ SULQFLSOHV DQG WRROV LQ DQ
DHURVSDFH V\VWHPV HQJLQHHULQJ SURMHFW DW 6DDE $HURV\VWHPV 7KH DGRSWLRQ UHTXLUHG D FOHDU VWUDWHJ\
LQFOXGLQJMXVWLQWLPHIDFHWRIDFHWUDLQLQJDQGPHQWRUVXSSRUW7KHVHDUWLFOHVGLGQRWPHQWLRQXVDJHRI
H/HDUQLQJ WRROV IRU 80/ WUDLQLQJ %XQVH HW DO   VWXGLHG WZR HQWHUSULVHV DLPLQJ DW FRQWUROOHG
VRIWZDUH GHYHORSPHQW SURFHVVHV WKDW XVH VWDQGDUGL]HG VSHFLILFDWLRQ ODQJXDJHV VXFK DV WKH 80/ )LUVW
OHDUQLQJ JRDOV DQG VNLOOV ZHUH DQDO\]HG DQG IDFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ VHVVLRQV ZHUH MRLQHG LQ ZRUNVKRSV
2QOLQH OHDUQLQJ DQG FRDFKLQJ DQG IDFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ ZHUH WKHQ SURYLGHG )LQDOO\ FRPSOH[ GRPDLQ
VSHFLILFH[HUFLVHVKDGWREHVROYHGE\WKHSDUWLFLSDQWVLQWHDPV
%XQVH HW DO   DQDO\]HG WKH GHVLJQ DQG H[HFXWLRQ RI D 80/ WUDLQLQJ SURJUDP EOHQGLQJ H/HDUQLQJ
DQG IDFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ LQ D *HUPDQ FRUSRUDWLRQ )LUVW WKH SDUWLFLSDQWV ZRUNHG VHOIGLUHFWHG ZLWK WKH
ZHEEDVHG FRXUVHZDUH 7KLV SKDVH ZDV D SUHUHTXLVLWH IRU IDFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ LQ WKH VHFRQG SKDVH $
VHYHUDO ZHHNV ORQJ FRDFKLQJ SKDVH FRQFOXGHG WKH SURJUDP 7KH FRDFK FRQVXOWHG WKH SDUWLFLSDQWV DERXW
DSSO\LQJ 80/ LQ WKHLU ZRUN 1R 80/ WRRO UHODWHG WUDLQLQJ ZDV LQFOXGHG .RLYXODKWL2MDOD DQG .lN|Ol
 LQYHVWLJDWHGKRZDJOREDOFRUSRUDWLRQOHYHUDJHG907IRU80/WHFKQRORJ\WUDLQLQJRIKXQGUHGVRI
HPSOR\HHV+RZHYHUWKHXVHRIRWKHUH/HDUQLQJWRROVZDVEH\RQGWKHVFRSHRIWKHLUUHVHDUFK
,QVXPWKH H[WDQWUHVHDUFKRI H/HDUQLQJ SUDFWLFHVDQGWRROVIRU80/WHFKQRORJ\WUDLQLQJFRQVLVWVRI D
IHZSDSHUVFRYHULQJDOLPLWHGQXPEHURIH/HDUQLQJWRROV/RQJLWXGLQDOVWXGLHVDUHPLVVLQJ

&DVHVWXG\
,Q FDVH VWXGLHV UHVHDUFKHUV ILQG RXW WKH FRQGLWLRQV RI WKH WDUJHW RUJDQL]DWLRQV E\ PDNLQJ REVHUYDWLRQV
LQWHUYLHZLQJ DUFKLYLQJ DQG UHFRUGLQJ <LQ   %HQEDVDW HW DO   VWDWH WKUHH UHDVRQV ZK\ FDVH
VWXGLHVDUHVXLWDEOHIRU,6UHVHDUFK


7KHUHVHDUFKHUFDQVWXG\WKHLQIRUPDWLRQV\VWHPLQDQDWXUDOVHWWLQJ



7KHUHVHDUFKHUFDQDQVZHUKRZDQGZK\TXHVWLRQV



,WLVVXLWDEOHIRUVWXG\LQJWRSLFVLQZKLFKOLWWOHIRUPDOUHVHDUFKKDVEHHQFRQGXFWHGSUHYLRXVO\

$OOWKUHHUHDVRQVDUHYDOLGLQWKLVUHVHDUFK
7KH FDVH RUJDQL]DWLRQ LV D JOREDO KLJKWHFKQRORJ\ FRUSRUDWLRQ GHYHORSLQJ SURGXFWV LQ PXOWLSOH VLWHV $
FRPPHUFLDO80/PRGHOLQJWRROZDVEHLQJUROOHGRXWJOREDOO\WRVXSSRUWGLVWULEXWHGSURGXFWGHYHORSPHQW
7KHQDPHRIWKHWRROLVFRQILGHQWLDO5ROORXWKDGVWDUWHGLQ8VHUVZHUHZRUNLQJLQYDULRXVVLWHVDQG
GLIIHUHQW WLPH ]RQHV 7KH QXPEHU RI XVHUV ZDV DSSUR[LPDWHO\  E\ WKH HQG RI  DQG DIWHU
RUJDQL]DWLRQDOFKDQJHVE\WKHHQGRI0RVWXVHUVZHUHIURPWKH 5 'RUJDQL]DWLRQ 7KHWRRO
ZDVVXSSRUWHGE\DYLUWXDOWHDPFRQVLVWLQJRISHUVRQQHOIURPWKHJOREDO,7GHSDUWPHQWWKHGHSDUWPHQW
UHVSRQVLEOH IRU SURFHVV DQG ,6 GHYHORSPHQW DQG VXSSRUW IRU 5 ' DQG VXEFRQWUDFWRUV ZRUNLQJ IRU WKH
GHSDUWPHQWV7KHYLUWXDOWHDPFRXOGGHFLGHZKLFKPHGLDWRDSSO\IRUYDULRXVSXUSRVHVZLWKLQWKHEXGJHW
DYDLODEOH
7KHSULPDU\VRXUFHVRILQIRUPDWLRQIRUWKHFDVHVWXG\ZHUHWKHFRQWHQWFUHDWHGIRUH/HDUQLQJWRROVE\WKH
YLUWXDOWHDPDQGWKHLQWHUQDOGRFXPHQWV HJPHHWLQJPHPRVRIWKHYLUWXDOWHDPVWUDWHJ\DQGSODQVWR
LPSURYHWRROVXSSRUW <LQ  HPSKDVL]HVWKHIROORZLQJGDWDFROOHFWLRQSULQFLSOHV
  3UHSDUH D FDVH VWXG\ GDWDEDVH ZKHUH WKH UDZ GDWD DQG DOO WKH GDWD DQG GRFXPHQWV WKH UHVHDUFKHU
SURGXFHV DUH HQWHUHG 7KH FDVH VWXG\ GDWDEDVH LQFOXGHG DOO WKH PDWHULDO XVHG LQ WKH DQDO\VLV VXFK DV
VFUHHQ VKRWV RI ZLNLV HQWULHV LQ ,QWUDQHW GLVFXVVLRQ IRUXPV DQG WUDLQLQJ FDOHQGDUV PHHWLQJ PHPRV RI
WKH YLUWXDO WHDP WUDLQLQJ PDWHULDOV GUDIW UHSRUWV FRPPHQWV IRU UHSRUWV DQG ILQDO UHSRUWV LQWHUYLHZ
SODQVDQGLQWHUYLHZUHSRUWV
 8VHDFDVHVWXG\SURWRFRO$GGLWLRQDOLQIRUPDWLRQZDVUHTXHVWHGIURPYLUWXDOWHDPPHPEHUVLQUHODWLRQ
WRWKHXVHRIH/HDUQLQJWRROVDQGWKHSODQVDQGGHFLVLRQVPDGHUHODWHGWRH/HDUQLQJSUDFWLFHVDQGWRROV
7KHPHPEHUVDOVRUHYLHZHGDQGFRPPHQWHGWKHDQDO\VLVUHVXOWV
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7KH ILUVW DXWKRU ZDV SUHYLRXVO\ LQYROYHG LQ WKH 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ GHSOR\PHQW SURMHFW RI WKH FDVH
RUJDQL]DWLRQ 6KH KROGV D PDQDJHULDO SRVLWLRQ LQ WKH GHSDUWPHQW VXSSRUWLQJ 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ 7KH
SUHSDUDWLRQ RI WKH FDVH VWXG\ GDWDEDVH DQG IROORZLQJ WKH XVH FDVH VWXG\ SURWRFRO ZHUH RI XWPRVW
LPSRUWDQFH WR UHGXFH SRVVLEOH ELDV FDXVHG E\ WKH LQYROYHPHQW RI WKH ILUVW DXWKRU LQ WKH VXSSRUW
RUJDQL]DWLRQ 6HFRQG DXWKRU RI WKLV SDSHU UHYLHZHG DOO WKH SKDVHV RI WKH VWXG\ LQFOXGLQJ WKH FRQWHQW RI
FDVH VWXG\ GDWDEDVH DQG WKH FDVH VWXG\ SURWRFRO HJ FRQFOXVLRQV PDGH EDVLV RQ PHHWLQJ PHPRV  7KH
PDQDJHULDO SRVLWLRQ RI WKH ILUVW DXWKRU HQDEOHG WKH DXWKRUV WR DFFHVV DOO LQWHUQDO PDWHULDOV LQFOXGLQJ
PHHWLQJPHPRVHPDLOVDQGSURMHFWGRFXPHQWV$VWKHFRUSRUDWHFXOWXUHHQFRXUDJHGNQRZOHGJHVKDULQJ
LWZDVSRVVLEOHWRUHFHLYHIHHGEDFNDQGGHDOZLWKRSHQLVVXHVHDVLO\

$QDO\VLVDQGILQGLQJV
&ODVVHV RI WRROV DSSOLHG LQ WKH FDVH RUJDQL]DWLRQ IRU H/HDUQLQJ DUH OLVWHG LQ 7DEOH  &RQWHQW RI WKH
NQRZOHGJHVKDUHGWKURXJKWKHWRROVZDVHYDOXDWHGZLWKUHVSHFWWRWKHSURSRVHGPRGHOIRU80/WUDLQLQJ
7DEOH 

:LNL
8VHUVFRXOGDFFHVVDZLNLWRVKDUHDSSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJH HJFRPPHUFLDOSOXJLQVDQGWKHLULQVWDOODWLRQ
LQVWUXFWLRQV  DQG FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH 7KH YLUWXDO WHDP PDGH PRVW XSGDWHV LQ WKH ZLNL 7KH
XVDJHRIWKHZLNL E\RWKHU VWDNHKROGHUVZDVPRGHVW /DWHURQWKHYLUWXDOWHDP DEDQGRQHGWKHZLNLDQG
SODFHG WKH VDPH PDWHULDO LQ ,QWUDQHW QRW RQO\ GXH WR WKH PRGHVW XVH EXW DOVR EHFDXVH WKH FDVH
RUJDQL]DWLRQKDGKDGWKUHHPXWXDOO\LQFRPSDWLEOHWHFKQLFDOLPSOHPHQWDWLRQVRIZLNLVUXQQLQJLQSDUDOOHO
DQG ZLWK YDU\LQJ IXQFWLRQDOLW\ IRU VHYHUDO \HDUV ,W ZDV WHFKQLFDOO\ HDVLHU WR GHDO ZLWK RQH ,QWUDQHW VLWH
WKDQWKHLQFRPSDWLEOHZLNLLPSOHPHQWDWLRQV

,QWUDQHW
8VHUVFRXOGDFFHVV,QWUDQHWSDJHVIRUDSSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJH HJVHOIVWXG\PDWHULDOV FROODERUDWLYHWDVN
NQRZOHGJH HJ FRQWDFW LQIRUPDWLRQ IRU WHDPV DSSO\LQJ 80/ WHFKQRORJ\  DQG EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W
NQRZOHGJH HJEHVWSUDFWLFHVLQWHUPVRIEXVLQHVVWDUJHWVIXOILOOHGE\OHYHUDJLQJ80/WHFKQRORJ\ 7KH
YLUWXDO WHDP XSGDWHG ,QWUDQHW SDUWO\ EDVHG RQ GLVFXVVLRQV DQG PHHWLQJV ZLWK XVHUV ,QWUDQHW EHFDPH
LQFUHDVLQJO\ LPSRUWDQWZKHQWKHYLUWXDOWHDP KDGWR DEDQGRQWKH ZLNLDQGWKH GLVFXVVLRQIRUXPGXHWR
WHFKQLFDOUHDVRQVDQGWKHLUPRGHVWXVDJH

'LVFXVVLRQIRUXP
8VHUV KDG DFFHVV WR D GLVFXVVLRQ IRUXP WR VKDUH DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH DQG WR VROYH SUREOHPV
FROODERUDWLYHO\ 7KH WRSLFV GLVFXVVHG ZHUH IRU H[DPSOH TXHVWLRQV UHODWHG WR 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ IHDWXUH
LPSURYHPHQWSURSRVDOVDQGWLSVDQGWULFNVIRUXVLQJ80/WHFKQRORJ\PRUHHIIHFWLYHO\7KHLQWHQVLW\RI
WKHGLVFXVVLRQIRUXPXVDJHZDVPRGHVW)RUH[DPSOHRQO\HLJKWPHVVDJHVZHUHVHQWEHWZHHQ-XQH
DQG 1RYHPEHU  /DWHU RQ WKH YLUWXDO WHDP DEDQGRQHG WKH GLVFXVVLRQ IRUXP PDLQO\ GXH WR WKH
PRGHVWXVDJH

(PDLO
7KH YLUWXDO WHDP XVHG HPDLO WR VKDUH DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH ZLWK DOO XVHUV ,W VHQW EXVLQHVVFULWLFDO
PHVVDJHVWRDOOXVHUV HJFRQFHUQLQJPDLQWHQDQFHEUHDNV DQGRWKHUPHVVDJHV HJUHODWHGWRWUDLQLQJ
HYHQWV WRWKRVHZKRKDGUHTXHVWHGLQIRUPDWLRQVKDULQJHPDLOV8VHUVGLGQRWXVHWKHGLVWULEXWLRQOLVWIRU
VKDULQJ FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH DQG EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W NQRZOHGJH 7KH QXPEHU RI PHVVDJHV VHQW
ZLWKLQDFHUWDLQSHULRGYDULHGVLJQLILFDQWO\)RUH[DPSOHHPDLOVZHUHVHQWGXULQJDVL[PRQWKSHULRG
-XQH1RYHPEHU 

9LUWXDO0HHWLQJ7RRO 907 
907 ZDV DSSOLHG WR VKDUH DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH DQG EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W
NQRZOHGJH 7HQV RI WUDLQLQJ VHVVLRQV ZHUH RUJDQL]HG DQG XVHUV VKDUHG EHVW SUDFWLFHV RI WRRO XVDJH ZLWK
RWKHU WHDPV $SSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH ZDV VKDUHG LQ WUDLQLQJ VHVVLRQV SURYLGHG LQ FRRSHUDWLRQ ZLWK WKH
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80/ WRRO YHQGRU 7KH YHQGRU SURYLGHG WUDLQLQJ FRQVXOWDQF\ DQG WHFKQLFDO VXSSRUW IRU LWV SURGXFWV
JOREDOO\(DFKVHVVLRQODVWHGKRXUVLQFOXGLQJWKHWLPHIRUTXHVWLRQVDQGDQVZHUV7KHVHVVLRQVFRYHUHG
WKHVH VXEMHFWV ,QWURGXFWLRQ WR 80/ ,QWURGXFWLRQ WR 80/ 7RRO &ODVV 'LDJUDPV 6HTXHQFH 'LDJUDPV
&RPSRVLWH 6WUXFWXUH 'LDJUDPV 6WDWH 0DFKLQH 'LDJUDPV 8VH &DVH 'LDJUDPV ,QWURGXFWLRQ WR
&ROODERUDWLRQ &DSDELOLWLHV RI 80/ 7RRO DQG ,QWURGXFWLRQ WR 3XEOLVKLQJ 0RGHOV $OO WKH VHVVLRQV DSDUW
IURP ,QWURGXFWLRQ WR 80/ DQG ,QWURGXFWLRQ WR 80/ 7RRO RIIHUHG DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH IURP WKUHH
SHUVSHFWLYHV   FRPPDQGEDVHG   WRROSURFHGXUDO DQG   WRROFRQFHSWXDO )RU H[DPSOH LQ WKH &ODVV
'LDJUDPV VHVVLRQ EDVLFV RI D 80/ &ODVV GLDJUDP ZHUH LQWURGXFHG WRROFRQFHSWXDO  H[DPSOHV KRZ WR
FUHDWHDQHOHPHQWLQDFODVVGLDJUDPZHUHJLYHQ FRPPDQGEDVHG DQGH[DPSOHVKRZWRFRPSOHWHDFODVV
GLDJUDP ZHUH SURYLGHG WRROSURFHGXUDO  %XVLQHVV FRQWH[W DQG FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH ZHUH DOVR
VKDUHG)RUH[DPSOH,QWURGXFWLRQWR80/7RROFRPPXQLFDWHGWKHVWDWXVRI80/GHSOR\PHQWLQWKHFDVH
RUJDQL]DWLRQ HJ LQ ZKLFK SDUWV RI WKH RUJDQL]DWLRQ 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ KDG EHHQ GHSOR\HG DQG IRU ZKDW
SXUSRVHV 
(/HDUQLQJWRRO
:LNL

.QRZOHGJH
&RQWHQW
$SSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJH
6KDULQJFRPPHUFLDOSOXJLQVDQGUHODWHGLQVWDOODWLRQ

LQVWUXFWLRQVWUDLQLQJPDWHULDOV

&ROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH 6KDULQJSOXJLQVPDGHE\XVHUVDQGUHODWHG
LQVWDOODWLRQLQVWUXFWLRQVWUDLQLQJPDWHULDOV
,QWUDQHW
$SSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJH
6HOIVWXG\WUDLQLQJPDWHULDOV

)UHTXHQWO\$VNHG4XHVWLRQV
1HZIHDWXUHVRIHDFKWRROUHOHDVH
,QVWDOODWLRQLQVWUXFWLRQV
+RZWRDSSO\WRXVHWKHWRRO
5HFRUGHGWUDLQLQJVHVVLRQV
0DWHULDOIURPRWKHUVHVVLRQV

&ROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH /LVWRIFRQWDFWSHUVRQVIRUWHDPVXVLQJ80/
WHFKQRORJ\
&RQWDFWLQIRUPDWLRQIRUWRROVXSSRUWWHDP
5HFRUGHGWUDLQLQJVHVVLRQV
0DWHULDOIURPRWKHUVHVVLRQV

%XVLQHVVFRQWH[WNQRZOHGJH
%HVWSUDFWLFHVLQWKHIRUPRIEXVLQHVVWDUJHWV80/

PRGHOLQJFRQYHQWLRQVDQGGHSOR\PHQWDFWLYLWLHV
5HFRUGHGWUDLQLQJVHVVLRQV
0DWHULDOIURPRWKHUVHVVLRQV
'LVFXVVLRQIRUXP $SSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJH
6KDUHGDSSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJH


&ROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH 6ROYLQJSUREOHPVFROODERUDWLYHO\
(PDLO
$SSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJH
,QIRUPLQJ DOO XVHUV DERXW PDLQWHQDQFH EUHDNV QHZ
IHDWXUHVWUDLQLQJDQGRWKHUVHVVLRQVWREHRUJDQL]HG
907
$SSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJH
7UDLQLQJVHVVLRQV

6HVVLRQVZKHUHDFWLYHXVHUVVKDUHGEHVWSUDFWLFHVDQG
DSSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJHZLWKRWKHUWHDPVDERXW
DSSO\LQJWKHWRRO

&ROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH 7UDLQLQJVHVVLRQV
6HVVLRQVZKHUHDFWLYHXVHUVVKDUHGEHVWSUDFWLFHV
ZLWKRWKHUWHDPVDERXWDSSO\LQJWKHWRROIRU
PRGHOLQJLQFOXGLQJFROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH

%XVLQHVVFRQWH[WNQRZOHGJH
7UDLQLQJVHVVLRQV
6HVVLRQVZKHUHDFWLYHXVHUVVKDUHGEHVWSUDFWLFHV
ZLWKRWKHUWHDPVDERXWDSSO\LQJWKHWRROIRU
PRGHOLQJLQFOXGLQJEXVLQHVVFRQWH[WNQRZOHGJH
7DEOH(/HDUQLQJWRROVWKHYLUWXDOWHDPDSSOLHGIRUH/HDUQLQJLQWKHFDVHRUJDQL]DWLRQ
7UDLQHUVZHUHHLWKHUYHQGRUSHUVRQQHORUVSHFLDOLVWVRIWKHFDVHRUJDQL]DWLRQH[SHULHQFHGLQERWKWUDLQLQJ
DQG 907 6HVVLRQV ZHUH RUJDQL]HG XVLQJ VWDQGDUG FRQIHUHQFH FDOOV DQG D 907 0RVW XVHUV KDG VHYHUDO
\HDUV RI H[SHULHQFH LQ XVLQJ ERWK FRQIHUHQFH FDOOV DQG 907 'XULQJ D VL[PRQWK SHULRG -XQH 
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1RYHPEHU KRXUVHVVLRQVZHUHRUJDQL]HG$IWHUWKUHH\HDUV907ZDVVWLOOH[WHQVLYHO\XVHG
'XULQJ D VL[PRQWK SHULRG -XQH 1RYHPEHU     KRXUVHVVLRQV ZHUH RUJDQL]HG 8VHUV
LQFUHDVLQJO\ SURILFLHQW LQ 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ VWLOO IRXQG LW EHQHILFLDO WR MRLQ VHVVLRQV EHFDXVH WKH VHVVLRQV
VXSSRUWHG ERWK QRYLFH DQG DGYDQFHG OHDUQHUV DQG WKH RQJRLQJ LPSURYHPHQW RI ZD\V RI ZRUNLQJ 8VHUV
DOVRHQFRXQWHUHGQHZEXVLQHVVFRQWH[WVUHTXLULQJWKHPWRXVHIRUH[DPSOH80/GLDJUDPVXQIDPLOLDUWR
WKHP
&ROODERUDWLYHWDVNDQGEXVLQHVVFRQWH[WNQRZOHGJHZHUHPDLQO\VKDUHGLQVHVVLRQVRUJDQL]HGLQD\HDU
IRUORFDOFRQWDFWSHUVRQVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUVXSSRUWLQJWKHLUWHDPVLQ80/WHFKQRORJ\XVDJH)RUH[DPSOH
VHVVLRQV RIIHUHG EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W NQRZOHGJH DERXW RQJRLQJ 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ GHSOR\PHQW SURMHFWV DQG
DVNHG XVHUV WR VKDUH WKHLU PRGHOLQJ SUDFWLFHV LH FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH  ,Q VXP 907 ZDV
PRVWO\ XVHG IRU DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH WUDLQLQJ EXW VRPH EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W DQG FROODERUDWLYH WDVN
NQRZOHGJH ZHUH DOVR VKDUHG 7KH YLUWXDO WHDP KDG SODQV WR DSSO\ 907 WR VKDUH EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W
NQRZOHGJH PRUH LQWHQVLYHO\ IRU H[DPSOH E\ FRPPXQLFDWLQJ EXVLQHVV QHHGV DQG SURSRVDOV IRU PRUH
DGYDQFHGZD\VRIXVLQJ80/WHFKQRORJ\
)DFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ VHVVLRQV ZHUH DOVR RUJDQL]HG 80/ WHFKQRORJ\ H[SHUWV IRU H[DPSOH VXJJHVWHG
VXLWDEOHGLDJUDPVVWUXFWXUHGWKHPRGHOVDQGSURYLGHGWDLORUHGWUDLQLQJWRPHHWVSHFLILFPRGHOLQJQHHGV
8VHUVSDUWLFLSDWHGLQRQOLQHWUDLQLQJVHVVLRQVEHIRUHDQGDIWHUIDFHWRIDFHWUDLQLQJVHVVLRQVUHVSHFWLYHO\
WR JHW IDPLOLDU ZLWK WKH VXEMHFW DQG WR UHIUHVK WKHLU PHPRULHV 6XUYH\V FRQGXFWHG WR XQGHUVWDQG XVHUV¶
EDFNJURXQGVEHIRUHWUDLQLQJUHYHDOHGWKDWXVHUV¶SUHYLRXV80/WHFKQRORJ\H[SHULHQFHVYDULHGIURPQRQH
WRVHYHUDO\HDUV

(YROXWLRQRIH/HDUQLQJRYHUWLPH
5DWKHUWKDQYLHZLQJWUDLQLQJDVDQDFWLYLW\FRQILQHGWRFRDFKLQJXVHUVEHIRUHWKHGHSOR\PHQWRIDV\VWHP
WUDLQLQJDFWLYLW\KDVWRH[WHQGWRFRDFKLQJXVHUVIRUDSHULRGGXULQJWKHDFWXDOXVHRIWKHV\VWHP .DQJDQG
6DQWKDQDP   7KHUHIRUH ZH H[WHQGHG WKH DQDO\VLV WR WKH SKDVH ZKHQ WKH 80/ WHFKQRORJ\
GHSOR\PHQW ZDV VWDUWHG DQG SUREHG IXWXUH WUDLQLQJ SODQV 7DEOH  VXPPDUL]HV WKH H/HDUQLQJ WRROV
LQYROYHGLQGLIIHUHQWSKDVHV
7KH DSSOLFDWLRQ RI H/HDUQLQJ WRROV ILUVW H[WHQGHG RYHU WLPH LQ WHUPV RI   DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH
EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W NQRZOHGJH DQG FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH DQG   WKH QXPEHU RI H/HDUQLQJ WRROV
DSSOLHG :KHQ WKH GHSOR\PHQW SURMHFW VWDUWHG 907 ZDV XVHG RQO\ IRU PHHWLQJ SXUSRVHV 'XULQJ
GHSOR\PHQWDXVHUVDWLVIDFWLRQVXUYH\ZDVRUJDQL]HG ,VODPHWDO 7UDLQLQJFRPPXQLFDWLRQDQG
XVHU JXLGHV ZHUH LPSURYHG EDVHG RQ WKH VXUYH\ UHVXOWV 907 ZDV DSSOLHG IRU WUDLQLQJ DV ZHOO EHFDXVH
XVHUV ZHUH ZRUNLQJ LQ GLVWULEXWHG VLWHV DQG WKH WUDYHOOLQJ FRVWV QHHGHG WR EH FXW GRZQ $OO H/HDUQLQJ
WRROV ZHUH XVHG IRU VKDULQJ DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH ZKHQ WKH GHSOR\PHQW VWDUWHG 7KHUH DUH WZR PDLQ
UHDVRQVIRUWKLV)LUVWWKHGHSOR\PHQWZDVPDGHRQDYROXQWHHUEDVLVVRRUJDQL]DWLRQDOXQLWVZHUHDEOHWR
GHFLGHDERXW80/WHFKQRORJ\GHSOR\PHQW7KHUHZDVWKXVOLPLWHGFROODERUDWLYHWDVNDQGEXVLQHVVFRQWH[W
NQRZOHGJHDYDLODEOHWRWUDLQRUVKDUHLQWKHHDUO\SKDVHRIGHSOR\PHQW6HFRQGWKHYLUWXDOWHDPPHPEHUV
ZHUHPDLQO\H[SHULHQFHGLQWKHDUHDRIDSSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJHVKDULQJ7KH\IHOWPRVWFRPIRUWDEOHWRVWDUW
DSSO\LQJH/HDUQLQJWRROVLQDSSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJHVKDULQJDQGWUDLQLQJ
2YHU WLPH H/HDUQLQJ ZDV XVHG WR VXSSRUW DOVR WKH FUHDWLRQ DQG VKDULQJ RI EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W DQG
FROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH'XULQJWKHDQDO\]HGSHULRGWKHZLNLDQGWKHGLVFXVVLRQIRUXPDSSOLFDEOH
WR VKDULQJ ERWK DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH DQG FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH ZHUH LQ OLPLWHG XVH IRU WKRVH
SXUSRVHVZKHUHDV907ZDVH[WHQVLYHO\XVHGIRUDSSOLFDWLRQNQRZOHGJHWUDLQLQJDQGWRVRPHH[WHQWIRU
VKDULQJFROODERUDWLYHWDVN NQRZOHGJHDQG EXVLQHVVFRQWH[WNQRZOHGJH:KHQWKHQXPEHURI80/XVHUV
VWDUWHG WR UHGXFH WKH YLUWXDO WHDP VWRSSHG XVLQJ WKH ZLNL DQG WKH GLVFXVVLRQ IRUXP PDLQO\ GXH WR WKH
PRGHVW XVDJH +RZHYHU WKH ZLNL DQG WKH GLVFXVVLRQ IRUXP KDG EHHQ XVHG GXULQJ WKH GHSOR\PHQW WR
FUHDWH DQG VKDUH VRPH KLJKO\ UHOHYDQW FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH 7KH YLUWXDO WHDP WUDQVIHUUHG WKLV
NQRZOHGJHWR,QWUDQHW:LWKRXWWKHZLNLDQGWKHGLVFXVVLRQIRUXPWKLVNQRZOHGJHPLJKWQHYHUKDYHEHHQ
FUHDWHG 7KHUHIRUH WKHVH WZR FODVVHV RI WRROV PD\ EH YDOXDEOH WR RWKHU RUJDQL]DWLRQV HYHQ LI WKH XVH RI
WKHLULQVWDQFHVZDVVWRSSHGGXULQJWKHFDVHVWXG\7RGHSOR\80/WHFKQRORJ\PRUHH[WHQVLYHO\907ZDV
XVHG HYHQ PRUH IRU WKH WUDLQLQJ RI EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W NQRZOHGJH 'XULQJ  XVHUV ZHUH LQFUHDVLQJO\
FRPSHWHQWZLWK80/WHFKQRORJ\DQGQHHGHGOLWWOHIDFHWRIDFHWUDLQLQJ907ZDVWKHPDLQWRROWRGHOLYHU
DSSOLFDWLRQFROODERUDWLYHWDVNDQGEXVLQHVVFRQWH[WNQRZOHGJH
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(
/HDUQLQJ
WRRO
:LNL

:KHQ 80/ WHFKQRORJ\
GHSOR\PHQW
VWDUWHG
 
9LUWXDOWHDPXVHGLWIRU
VKDULQJ
DSSOLFDWLRQ
NQRZOHGJH

6WDWXVLQ

6WDWXVLQ

9LUWXDOWHDPDQGXVHUVXVHGLWIRU :LNLZDVQRORQJHUXVHG,WV
VKDULQJ
DSSOLFDWLRQ
DQG PRVW UHOHYDQW NQRZOHGJH
KDG EHHQ WUDQVIHUUHG WR
FROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH
,QWUDQHW
,QWUDQHW
9LUWXDOWHDPXVHGLWIRU 9LUWXDO WHDP XVHG LW IRU VKDULQJ 9LUWXDO WHDP H[WHQGHG LWV
VKDULQJ
DSSOLFDWLRQ DSSOLFDWLRQ
NQRZOHGJH XVH IRU EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W
NQRZOHGJH
FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH DQG NQRZOHGJH VKDULQJ PRUH
WR VRPH H[WHQW EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W H[WHQVLYHO\
NQRZOHGJH
'LVFXVVLRQ 9LUWXDOWHDPXVHGLWIRU 9LUWXDOWHDPDQGXVHUVXVHGLWIRU 'LVFXVVLRQ IRUXP ZDV QR
IRUXP
VKDULQJ
DSSOLFDWLRQ VKDULQJ DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH ORQJHU XVHG ,WV PRVW
NQRZOHGJH
DQGFROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH UHOHYDQW NQRZOHGJH KDG
EHHQWUDQVIHUUHGWR,QWUDQHW
(PDLO
9LUWXDOWHDPXVHGLWIRU 9LUWXDO WHDP XVHG LW IRU VKDULQJ 9LUWXDO WHDP XVHG LW IRU
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NQRZOHGJH
7DEOH(/HDUQLQJWRROVWKHYLUWXDOWHDPDSSOLHGIRUH/HDUQLQJRYHUWLPH

(YDOXDWLRQRIWKHGHSOR\HGH/HDUQLQJWRROV
%DVHG RQ WKH FDVH VWXG\ IDFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ DQG VXSSRUW ZHUH DFFRPSDQLHG E\ D ZLGH YDULHW\ RI H
/HDUQLQJ WRROV LQFOXGLQJ ZLNL GLVFXVVLRQ IRUXP ,QWUDQHW HPDLO DQG D 907 7KH DSSOLFDWLRQ RI H
/HDUQLQJ WRROV IRU VRIWZDUH DSSOLFDWLRQ WUDLQLQJ IRFXVHG ILUVW RQ DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH WUDLQLQJ EXW
H[WHQGHGRYHUWLPHWRLQFOXGHEXVLQHVVFRQWH[WNQRZOHGJHDQGFROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJH7KHQXPEHU
RIH/HDUQLQJWRROVDSSOLHGLQFUHDVHGIRUVRPHWLPHDQGWKHQUHGXFHGWRDIHZ,QWKHEHJLQQLQJWKH80/
WRROYHQGRUDQGWKHYLUWXDOWHDPUHVSRQVLEOHIRUWKHJOREDOGHSOR\PHQWRI80/WHFKQRORJ\SURGXFHGPRVW
OHDUQLQJFRQWHQWEXWRYHUWLPHWKHFRPPXQLW\XVLQJWKHWHFKQRORJ\EHFDPHDPRUHDQGPRUHSURPLQHQW
FRQWHQWFRQWULEXWRU
7KHHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHVXFFHVVRIH/HDUQLQJWRROVLQWKHFDVHRUJDQL]DWLRQZDVFRQGXFWHGERWKGLUHFWO\DQG
LQGLUHFWO\907WRROXVHZDVHYDOXDWHGLQRQOLQHWUDLQLQJVHVVLRQVFRYHULQJ80/WHFKQRORJ\$FFRUGLQJ
WR WKH VWXG\ VNLOOV NQRZOHGJH DQG PRWLYDWLRQ RI XVHUV ZHUH LPSURYHG DQG OHDUQHUV ZHUH VDWLVILHG ZLWK
WKH WUDLQLQJ .RLYXODKWL2MDOD DQG .lN|Ol   ,Q DGGLWLRQ WZR XVHU VDWLVIDFWLRQ VXUYH\V ZHUH
FRQGXFWHG LQ  ,VODP HW DO   7KH WHDP DQDO\]HG WKH UHVXOWV RI WKH VXUYH\V FRQFOXGHG WKDW
LQVWUXFWLRQVXVHUJXLGHVDQGWUDLQLQJSUDFWLFHVKDGWREHLPSURYHGDQGLQLWLDWHGLPSURYHPHQWDFWLYLWLHV
GXULQJ7DEOHUHIOHFWVSUHVXUYH\DQGSRVWVXUYH\VWDWXV7KHXVHUVDWLVIDFWLRQLPSURYHGDIWHUWKH
907ZDVGHSOR\HGLQWUDLQLQJDQGWKHXVDJHRI,QWUDQHWZDVH[WHQGHGWRVXSSRUWWKHVKDULQJRIDOOWKUHH
W\SHVRINQRZOHGJH
7KLV VWXG\ ZDV FRQGXFWHG ZLWKLQ RQH FDVH RUJDQL]DWLRQ OLPLWLQJ WKH JHQHUDOL]DELOLW\ RI WKH UHVXOWV 7KH
DQDO\VLV DOVR FRQFHQWUDWHG RQ WKH H/HDUQLQJ FRQWHQW WRROV DQG SUDFWLFHV SURYLGHG E\ WKH YLUWXDO WHDP
7KHFRPPXQLW\XVLQJ80/WHFKQRORJ\PD\KDYHOHYHUDJHGRWKHUH/HDUQLQJFRQWHQWDQGSUDFWLFHVDVZHOO
EXWLWLVEH\RQGWKHVFRSHRIWKLVSDSHUWRDQDO\]HWKHFRQWHQWDQGSUDFWLFHVFUHDWHGE\VHYHUDOWKRXVDQGV
RI80/WHFKQRORJ\XVHUVLQGHSWKORQJLWXGLQDOO\
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7UDLQLQJSHRSOHWRPDVWHUFRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHVWKURXJKH/HDUQLQJ



&RQFOXVLRQVDQGIXWXUHUHVHDUFK
/LWWOH ORQJLWXGLQDO VFLHQWLILF UHVHDUFK KDV EHHQ FRQGXFWHG WR KHOS SUDFWLWLRQHUV WR GHSOR\ H/HDUQLQJ
SUDFWLFHVDQGWRROVLQLQGXVWULDOVHWWLQJVIRUWHDFKLQJDQGOHDUQLQJFRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHVVXFKDVWKH80/
WHFKQRORJ\ 7KLV SDSHU SUREHG WKURXJK D FDVH VWXG\ ZKLFK FODVVHV RI H/HDUQLQJ WRROV RUJDQL]DWLRQV
VKRXOG OHYHUDJH IRU RUJDQL]LQJ DQG GHOLYHULQJ WHFKQRORJ\ WUDLQLQJ VFDODEO\ VR WKDW ODUJH QXPEHUV RI
OHDUQHUVOHDUQDSSOLFDWLRQEXVLQHVVFRQWH[WDQGFROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJHLQRUGHUWRPDVWHUFRPSOH[
WHFKQRORJLHV ,Q DGGLWLRQ WR IDFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ VHVVLRQV WKH FDVH RUJDQL]DWLRQ H[SHULPHQWHG LQ ODUJH
VFDOH ZLWK LQVWDQFHV RI VHYHUDO FODVVHV RI H/HDUQLQJ WRROV LQFOXGLQJ ZLNL GLVFXVVLRQ IRUXP ,QWUDQHW H
PDLO DQG D 907 ,QWHUHVWLQJO\ WKH FDVH RUJDQL]DWLRQ XVHG PRVW WRROV WR VXSSRUW WKH DSSOLFDWLRQ
FROODERUDWLYH WDVN DQG EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W NQRZOHGJH OHDUQLQJ DQG VKDULQJ DV FDOOHG IRU E\ .DQJ DQG
6DQWKDQDP  (/HDUQLQJLPSURYHGXVHUVDWLVIDFWLRQZLWK80/WHFKQRORJ\ ,VODPHWDO 7KH
GLVFXVVLRQIRUXPDQGWKHZLNLSURYHGLQHIIHFWLYHRYHUORQJWHUPXVHLQFRPSDULVRQZLWK,QWUDQHWHPDLO
DQG 907 DQG ZHUH DEDQGRQHG ,Q VXP ,QWUDQHW HPDLO DQG 907 SURYHG WKH PRVW HIIHFWLYH FODVVHV RI
WRROV IRU OHDUQLQJ DSSOLFDWLRQ EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W DQG FROODERUDWLYH WDVN NQRZOHGJH 907 ZDV WKH PRVW
FUXFLDO FODVV RI WRROV EHFDXVH WKH 907 LQVWDQFH QRW RQO\ FRQWULEXWHG WR WKH VKDULQJ RI DOO WKUHH W\SHV RI
NQRZOHGJHLQWKHFDVHRUJDQL]DWLRQEXWDOVRLPSURYHGWKHPRWLYDWLRQRIWKHXVHUVWRXVH80/WHFKQRORJ\
2UJDQL]DWLRQV SODQQLQJ WR DSSO\ H/HDUQLQJ IRU FRPSOH[ WHFKQRORJ\ WUDLQLQJ VKRXOG FRQVLGHU WKH
IROORZLQJ OHVVRQV   $GRSWLQJ H/HDUQLQJ WRROV VWDNHKROGHUV DUH XQIDPLOLDU ZLWK UHTXLUHV VXEVWDQWLDO
HIIRUWRYHUWLPH)RUH[DPSOHGXULQJWKHFDVHVWXG\WKH80/WRROYHQGRUQHHGHGWRLQYHVWVLJQLILFDQWO\LQ
OHDUQLQJ DQG LQVWDOOLQJ WKH QHHGHG VHW RI WRROV 2UJDQL]DWLRQV PXVW HQVXUH WKRVH SODQQLQJ DQG VKDULQJ
FRQWHQWZLOOJHWIDPLOLDUZLWKWKHWRROV,IDQRUJDQL]DWLRQDOUHDG\KDVZLGHO\XVHGH/HDUQLQJWRROVWKRVH
WRROV DUH JRRG FDQGLGDWHV IRU FUHDWLQJ DQG VKDULQJ H/HDUQLQJ FRQWHQW   )DFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ DQG H
/HDUQLQJ QHHG WR EH SODQQHG DQG GHOLYHUHG LQ D FRRUGLQDWHG IDVKLRQ HVSHFLDOO\ IRU VKDULQJ FROODERUDWLYH
WDVN DQG EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W NQRZOHGJH 7UDLQHUV H/HDUQLQJ WRRO VSHFLDOLVWV DQG WRRO VXSSRUW SHUVRQQHO
QHHG WR ZRUN WRJHWKHU WR SODQ LPSOHPHQW DQG GHSOR\ H/HDUQLQJ DQG IDFHWRIDFH WUDLQLQJ   7UDLQLQJ
VHVVLRQVQHHGWREHRUJDQL]HGVRWKHFRQWHQWLVPHDQLQJIXOIURPWKHXVHUV¶SHUVSHFWLYHVDQGWKHVHVVLRQV
DUH VKRUW HQRXJK WR ILW PRVW XVHU VFKHGXOHV ,Q WKH FDVH RUJDQL]DWLRQ WKH 907VXSSRUWHG WUDLQLQJ
VHVVLRQV ZHUH UXQQLQJ IRU VHYHUDO \HDUV VXFFHVVIXOO\ LQ WHUPV RI LQFUHDVHG NQRZOHGJH VNLOOV DQG
PRWLYDWLRQ 7KH VHVVLRQV ZHUH SODQQHG HVSHFLDOO\ IRU WKH WDUJHW JURXS KHOSLQJ OHDUQHUV WR UHDFK WKHLU
OHDUQLQJ REMHFWLYHV   :KHQHYHU WKH XVH RI WKH WHFKQRORJ\ UHTXLUHV DSSOLFDWLRQ FROODERUDWLYH WDVN DQG
EXVLQHVVFRQWH[WNQRZOHGJHWUDLQLQJPXVWHQDEOHWKHVKDULQJRIDOOWKUHHW\SHVRINQRZOHGJH,QWKHFDVH
RUJDQL]DWLRQWKH80/WUDLQLQJZDVH[WHQGHGGXULQJWKHILYH\HDUVRIORQJLWXGLQDOVWXG\WRFRYHUWKHWKUHH
W\SHVRINQRZOHGJH
)XWXUHUHVHDUFKLVQHHGHGWRGHWHUPLQHZKLFKFRPELQDWLRQVRIWRROVDQGIDFHWRIDFHWUDLQLQJDUHWKHEHVW
WRVXSSRUWWKHOHDUQLQJRIFRPSOH[WHFKQRORJLHVLQ ZD\VWKDWOHDUQHUVDUHVDWLVILHGZLWKWKHWUDLQLQJDQG
WKHWUDLQLQJSRVLWLYHO\LPSDFWVWKHVNLOOVNQRZOHGJHDQGPRWLYDWLRQRIWKHOHDUQHUV7KHXVHRIH/HDUQLQJ
WRROV HYROYHG RYHU WLPH LQ WKH FDVH RUJDQL]DWLRQ ZLWK UHVSHFW WR WKH QXPEHU RI WRROV GHSOR\HG DQG WKH
FRYHUDJH RI QRW RQO\ WKH DSSOLFDWLRQ NQRZOHGJH WUDLQLQJ EXW DOVR WKH EXVLQHVV FRQWH[W NQRZOHGJH DQG
FROODERUDWLYHWDVNNQRZOHGJHWUDLQLQJ7KHXVDJHRIYDULRXVFODVVHVRIH/HDUQLQJWRROVVKRXOGEHVWXGLHG
LQIXWXUHORQJLWXGLQDOVWXGLHVWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHVHSKHQRPHQDEHWWHU)RUH[DPSOHWKHFODVVHVRIZLNLDQG
GLVFXVVLRQIRUXPWRROVQHHGWREHLQYHVWLJDWHGIXUWKHUEHFDXVHGXULQJWKLVVWXG\WKH\ZHUHLQLWLDOO\IRXQG
XVHIXO EXW HYHQWXDOO\ DEDQGRQHG 6HYHUDO WKHRUHWLFDO OHQVHV DUH DSSOLFDEOH WR XQGHUVWDQG EHWWHU WKH
HYROXWLRQRIH/HDUQLQJWRROXVHRYHUWLPH7KHLQQRYDWLRQGLIIXVLRQWKHRU\LVD SRVVLEOHOHQVEHFDXVHH
/HDUQLQJSUDFWLFHVDQGWRROVFDQEHVHHQDVDWHFKQRORJ\ZKLFKLVDGRSWHGDQGUHFRQVWLWXWHGRYHUWLPH
7KHGLIIXVLRQRIWHFKQRORJ\FDQEHFRQFHSWXDOL]HGLQWHUPVRIRUJDQL]DWLRQDOOHDUQLQJVNLOOGHYHORSPHQW
DQGNQRZOHGJHEDUULHUV $WWHZHOO $SSOLFDWLRQRIGLIIXVLRQWKHRULHVLQVWXGLHVRIH/HDUQLQJFRXOG
SURYLGH UHVHDUFKHUV DQG SUDFWLWLRQHUV ZLWK D EHWWHU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ WR VXFFHVVIXOO\ DGRSW H/HDUQLQJ LQ
LQGXVWULDOVHWWLQJV
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