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Abstract

This paper defines rapid deployment projects and describes how mediation and other
alternative dispute resolution (ADR) techniques can be used to facilitate their development.

Introduction

The need for Requirement Management Systems (RMS) processes to ensure the successful
development of Information Technology (IT) projects is being increasingly accepted throughout
the private and governmental sectors. Numerous studies® have demonstrated the connection
between project failure and the lack of adequate RMS processes. Slowly and grudgingly RMS is
being recognized as a best practices procedure. The days when a relatively small group of
managers and developers could realistically create complex software and network applications
with business, system, and requirements analysis being produced in an off-the-cuff, ad hoc
basis, are long gone.

Numerous software applications have been developed to assist development teams in the
process of discovering and tracking project requirements and their associated risks. Most
notable among these are: Rational's suite of tools that comprise its unified process (RUP) and
Integrated Chipware's requirements and traceability management (RTM) tools.? To be sure,
these products are great improvements to the virtual void they have attempted to fill within the
IT industry. All add substance and schema to requirements analysis. All, however, fall short in
one significant area: the resolution of human conflict within the context of rapid deployment
projects.

What is a Rapid Deployment Project?
A rapid deployment project is defined as:

Any multi-user application or system whose mandated full-life cycle period creates an
institutional imperative to emphasize code and product generation over requirements
analysis.

To any experienced programmer or manager, it is clear that this definition would include
practically all the IT projects ever conceived. It flies-in-the-face of the conventional wisdom of
defining IT projects as being "large", "mid-range", or "small" by virtue of the time set aside for
their development, the complexity and scale of their technology, or the size of their budget. The

reader may wonder: "How can such a definition be useful when it includes everything?"

The above definition, however, is quite deliberate. Almost all projects are rapid deployment
because almost all operate under the shadow of any number of severe constraints - typically
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time, budgetary, manpower, and market constraints. Rapid deployment, therefore, has less to
do with its being "large" - regardless of the criteria being used in the definition - and more to do
with the perception of severe resource shortages. These perceptions - whether accurate or
inaccurate - increase management pressure to push product out the door to demonstrate
results. This mind set creates a crisis mentality whose end result are often ill conceived projects
that miss their mandated goals by a wide margin.

The Foxhole Mentality

Academia is replete with books and scholarly articles that attempt to dissect the human
condition during periods of crisis decision-making 3. Much of this seminal work came from early
social scientists studying social conflict . These pioneers attempted to understand the sociology
and psychology of normative human behavior within the context of institutional and other
group settings. These important works were latter used as the basis for those who labored to
understand the psychological dimensions of foreign policy °>. Much of the literature about
decision-making under pressure has been visited numerous times over the years. It is best
illustrated by the work done by the Harvard Negotiation Project, the subsequent bestseller by
Roger Fisher and William Ury &, of which more will be discussed below. Many of these insights
gleaned from this cumulative effort are now routinely passed-on to decision-makers through the
curriculum of virtually all of the schools of business, as well as management training seminars
offered at-large to the business and governmental sectors.

What makes the decision-making process for IT requirements so different from all others is the
extremely complex interaction between a series of interconnected technologies and the
individuals who have the responsibility for managing them. The IT industry - once relatively
small and homogeneous - has now become vast and divergent. Tools and technologies
considered to be on the cutting edge six months ago are now routinely considered woefully out-
of-date. Specialization has become the norm. What was once primarily an individual activity
has been replaced by a group effort by a team of experts. ” Often these application
"stakeholders" are widely dispersed geographically. Where once an annual or even biannual
software application release schedule was considered more than adequate to remain
commercially competitive, it is not uncommon now for new software versions to be released on
a semi-annual basis. With the current emphasis on World Wide Web applications for mission
critical systems, this rate of change has been reported as being Internet development cycles
have been reported in "Web years," roughly seven times shorter than that of previous
development cycles @

This rate of technological change continues to accelerate. It staggers even the best prepared to
keep abreast.

Under these conditions a foxhole mentality has developed among the stakeholders of IT
projects. Each has their respective functional roles. Each has a set of group-oriented needs,
responsibilities and their own spoken and unspoken parochial agendas. In many cases, these
groups compete for funding and prestige at the expense of the others. Each, certainly,
perceives themselves as the one group most "under the gun" to produce results. Like soldiers
caught in an enemy attack, each prays that someone else's foxhole will be hit. Under such
conditions, it is not uncommon for strong differences of opinion to erupt and mutually exclusive
positions to be taken.
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A Model of Conflict

The perception of scarce resources or time often leads to competitive human behavior.
Competition, in turn, may lead to conflict behavior. As Lewis Coser has pointed out, conflict
need not always be viewed as being dysfunctional. Indeed, conflict can have positive results.
Business conflicts over scarce resources or tight timelines for deliverables may act as a catalyst
for new ideas that result in more efficient, more cost-effective, and less time consuming
methods. Conflict often forces members of a group to think “outside the circle” for new
solutions. Therefore, the object of applying mediation and other dispute resolution techniques
to rapid development projects is to discover and resolve conflict issues, not to avoid them.

Conflict may be classified as being either rational or irrational. Rational conflict recognizes the
legitimate needs and concerns of the other party. Irrational conflict fails to recognize that
certain conflict outcomes should not be pursued, because to do so is so completely
unacceptable to their opponent that it will escalate the conflict to an entirely new level.
Irrational conflict pursues outcomes based on belief, needs, or wants of one party at the
expense of the other. Pursuit of irrational conflict goals forces the other party to preemptively
retaliate in self-defense.

For example, if during a budget debate between two department heads, it would be irrational
for either party to propose the total dismemberment of the other’s department as a viable
means of resolving the scarcity of budgetary resources. What was before a budgetary
disbursement and allocation issue has suddenly been escalated to a much more serious conflict
over whose department is less important and more deserving of being dismantled. Rational
conflict actively seeks to cooperate with one’s opponent and to explore option where all sides
can win — called “Win-Win” solutions. Irrational conflict seeks to actively to compete at the
other’s expense — called a “zero-sum” game.

The most famous zero-sum game in conflict literature is the Prisoner’s Dilemma:

Two men are arrested for committing a crime. Each is placed in an interview room alone,
prevented from communicating with the other prisoner in any way. Each is separately given
the opportunity to confess their crime and go free, in exchange for their testimony against the
other. What should the prisoners do? If both cooperate with the other and refuse to confess
they each will be set free. If one refuses to confess and the other agrees to confess, then the
refusing prisoner will go to jail. If both prisoners confess, both go to jail. The possible outcomes
of the Prisoner’s Dilemma can be represented as payoffs in a simple 2 X 2 matrix:
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So long as each prisoner trusts the other to maintain their silence in cooperation with the other,
both will “win” and go free. If either distrust the other, he must confess before the other one
does the same to him. But if both distrust the other, and confess, both prisoners will “loose”
and go to jail. Cooperative behavior, therefore, is “rational” because it allows both prisoners to
win. Conversely, uncooperative behavior is “irrational” because it results in one or both
prisoners “loosing”.

Mapping Conflict Behavior and Its Resolution

From this very simple model of conflict can be generated some important propositions. For
example, we can extrapolate that there are only three general conflict resolution strategies,
assuming that neither side is willing to completely abandon pursuit of its own interests (i.e.,
“conflict avoidance”):

e The parties may choose to negotiate cooperatively.
e The parties may choose to negotiate uncooperatively.

e The parties may choose to not negotiate at all and pursue their own goals until one of them
“wins”, or until some outside “authority” intervenes.

None of these strategies are mutually exclusive of the other. Using one strategy at any given
moment does not imply movement to one of the others is not possible. Indeed, in the “real
world” of human interactions it is quite likely that a complex strategy that uses all three of these
conflict resolution modes is taking place simultaneously on various aspects and sub-issues of the
conflict.

Conflict Resolution Techniques

As the incomparable Yogi Berra once said, “If you don't know where you are going, you will wind
up somewhere else.” ° It is much the same way with conflict resolution, but more so. Not only
will you wind up somewhere else, but also (to remain in the same vein of Yogisms) you’ll end up
wondering just how you managed to get there when you didn’t want to get there at all.

How you attempt to resolve conflicts depends on where both parties are in relation to the
other.
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If both parties are realistically negotiating with the other,
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The Role of the Requirements Analyst

Into this fray enters the requirements analyst.

Summary

We have covered quite a bit of ground in this paper. First, we discussed why business rule
modeling may be a useful addition to your professional skill set. Second, we described what
business rules are and referred you to two major contributors to the field. Then, we presented
a simplified framework for organizing business rules and gave instructions on how to store them
in Designer/2000. Each of the sample rule patterns in that framework was listed along with a
brief description. We were careful to describe the limitations of our “poor man’s
methodology”. Finally, we touched on how the recognition of these business rule patterns
allows us to programmatically find business rules in our data models.
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