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Abstract. This paper is concerned with understanding the issues that affect the 
adoption of software process standards by Very Small Entities (VSEs), their 
needs from process standards and their willingness to engage with the new 
ISO/IEC 29110 standard in particular. In order to achieve this goal, a series of 
industry data collection studies were undertaken with a collection of VSEs. A 
twin track approach of a qualitative data collection (interviews and focus 
groups) and quantitative data collection (questionnaire) were undertaken. Data 
analysis was being completed separately and the final results were merged, 
using the coding mechanisms of grounded theory. This paper serves as a 
roadmap for both researchers wishing to understand the issues of process 
standards adoption by very small companies and also for the software process 
standards community. 
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1   Introduction 

In the current economic environment software quality is increasingly being seen as a 
subject of concern for growth and evolution of software companies in general, no 
matter what the size or type of products and services. In particular, Very Small 
Entities (VSEs) have a pressing need to develop their products efficiently, effectively, 
and with high quality. With the current trend of outsourcing, it is critical for 
customers to be able to depend on these enterprises to deliver their expected products 
on time or the business will go elsewhere. It is equally important that the businesses 
perform well while making a profit. Of course, all companies have these needs but the 
limited resources of the VSEs, even a small problem occurred, can have huge 
repercussions. Thus it is particularly important that management identifies resource 
issues before they turn into major difficulties. Most software development and 
maintenance time is spent on new product and feature development, not fixing old 
bugs that were never noticed until they became big problems.  

Quality orientated process approaches and standards are maturing and gaining 
acceptance in many companies. Standards emphasise communication and shared 
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understanding more than anything. Examples are: any documentation is consistent 
and what is needed to meet the needs of the organisation; all users understand the 
same meaning of words used - if one person says, ‘Testing is completed!’, all affected 
bodies understand what those words mean. This kind of understanding is not only 
important in a global development environment; even a small group working in the 
same office might have difficulties in communication and understanding of issues 
shared by all. Standards can help in these and other areas to make the business more 
profitable because less time is spent on non-productive work. 

However, at a time when software quality is becoming key to competitive 
advantage, the use of ISO/IEC systems and software engineering standards remains 
limited to a few of the most popular ones. However a new process standard has been 
developed by ISO/IEC JTC1/SC7 [1] known as ISO 29110 Software process 
lifecycles for very small entities. This has the objective to assist and encourage small 
software organization in assessing and improving their software process and it is 
predicted that this new standard could encourage and assist small software companies 
in assessing their software development process.  

This paper is concerned with understanding VSEs issues regarding adoption of 
standards, their needs from process standards and their willingness to engage with the 
new ISO 29110 standards’ in particular.  

This paper is divided into 5 sections. Section 2 presents the background study of 
the present issues including the concept of VSE and describes the characteristics that 
distinguish a VSE from other organizations. Section 3 explains the overall research 
processes that have been applied in this study. A section 4 discusses all the findings 
and results of the study. Section 5 presents some concluding remarks and discusses 
future work. 

2   Background 

2.1   Very Small Entities (VSEs) 

The definition of “Small” and “Very Small” Entities is challengingly ambiguous, as 
there is no commonly accepted definition of the terms. For example, the participants 
of the 1995 Capability Maturity Model (CMM) tailoring workshop [2] could not even 
agree on what “small” really meant. Subsequently in 1998 SEPG conference panel on 
the CMM and small projects [3], small was defined as “3-4 months in duration with 5 
or fewer staff”. [4] define a small organization as “fewer than 50 software developers 
and a small project as fewer than 20 software developers”. Another definition for 
VSE introduced by [1] as “any IT services, organizations and projects with between 1 
and 25 employees”. 

To take a legalistic perspective the European Commission defines three levels of 
small to medium-sized enterprise (SME) as being: Small to medium - “employ fewer 
than 250 persons and which have an annual turnover not exceeding 50 million Euro, 
and/or an annual balance sheet total not exceeding 43 million Euro”; Small - “which 
employ fewer than 50 persons, and whose annual turnover or annual balance sheet 
total does not exceed 10 million Euro” and Micro - “which employ fewer than 10 
persons and whose annual turnover”[28]. 
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To better understand the dichotomy between the definitions above it is necessary to 
examine the size of software companies operating in the market today. In Europe, for 
instance, 85% of the Information Technology (IT) sector's companies have 1 to 10 
employees. In the context of indigenous Irish software firms 1.9% (10 companies), 
out of a total of 630 employed more than 100 people whilst 61% of the total 
employed 10 or fewer, with the average size of indigenous Irish software firms being 
about 16 employees [5]. In Canada, the Montreal area was surveyed, it was found that 
78% of software development enterprises have less than 25 employees and 50% have 
fewer than 10 employees [6]. In Brazil, small IT companies (companies with less than 
50 employees) represent about 70% of the total number of companies [7].  

Therefore based on the above discussions and the debate within the ISO 
community, for the purposes of this paper we are adopting the definition for VSE 
introduced in [6] as “any enterprise, organisation, department and project having up 
to 25 people”. 

The unique characteristics of small enterprises as well as the uniqueness of their 
needs, make their business styles different [8]. These unique characteristics and 
unique situations have influenced VSEs in their business style compare to large 
companies [8]. In addition, their constraints in financial and resources also give an 
impact to companies’ process infrastructures [9] [10] such as limited training 
allocation, limited allocation in performing process improvement, low budget to 
response the risk and may other constraints. Moreover due to the small number of 
people involved in the project and the organization, most of the management 
processes are performed through an informal way and less documented. This situation 
shows that human-oriented and communication factors are very important and 
significant in VSEs [1]. Despite constraints in resources, difference in business style 
and diversity in level of software development process among VSEs, there are some 
common characteristics in VSEs software development processes [11]: 

• The software development lifecycle is often highly simplified and some of the 
development phases (e.g. analyzing, implementation and testing) are not 
formalized. 

• The maturity levels of processes within the same company can be mixed up 
between very good processes and low level processes. 

• In general, quality control procedures are not very formalized. 
• In general, most of the project management and planning practices in VSEs are not 

standardized across organization and always depend on the project, clients, teams 
and project manager. 

• The resources allocated to training and human resources are very limited because 
of strict financial allocation. 

• Most of the software projects are driven by a short term strategy and rarely driven 
by a long term strategy. 

• Due to the size, VSEs have difficulties to impose a standard methodological 
approach in their software project. 

• In general, the issue of risk management is less important and not taken seriously. 
This is due to the short term strategy in VSEs software development project. 

• Quality issues are not addressed explicitly with an actual involvement of 
management.  
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2.2   SPI Models and Standards 

There are a number of SPI models and standards developed by the international 
organizations, industry consortia, large software purchasers and software developers. 
Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI) [13] and Trillium [12] are among the 
SPI models that have been produced. In addition, The International Organisation for 
Standardisation (ISO) also embarked on the programme to create a range of standard 
for software companies such as ISO 9000, a series of standards used to certify the 
quality system used by an organization [25] and ISO/IEC 15504 also known as SPICE 
(Software Process Improvement and Capability dEtermination) [14].  

In general, it is reasonable to say that most process standards and models were 
initially created with larger organization in mind and have slowly being adopted by 
medium and small organization (SMEs) [15]. In addition, some organizations create 
their own in-house software development process model, mostly by tailoring / 
adapting commercial standard such as CMMI and SPICE [6] [16]. However, this 
situation is different in the majority of small software organization which is not 
adapting any standard and perceived that those models as being oriented toward the 
large organization [6] [17]. Some studies have shown that this negative perception on 
the software process model is driven by a negative view of cost, documentation and 
bureaucracy [5] [18]. Moreover, it has been reported that the small software 
organization found that it is difficult to relate the existing standards (e.g. CMMI, ISO 
12207) to their business need and justified the international standard in their business 
operation [5]. [1] added that most of the small software organization which have few 
employees cannot afford to establish and follow the software process as defined by 
the current standard.  

Therefore to overcome the above issues, ISO is currently developing a new 
standard to encourage small software organization to actively assess the development 
process [5]. This proposed international standard is ISO/IEC 29110 software process 
lifecycles for very small entities [1]. This new standard has been specifically 
developed for VSE, with an objective to assist and encourage small software 
organization (which has less than 25 employees) in assessing and improving their 
software process. 

3   Research Process 

In order to assess the perception of VSEs towards the adoption of process standards 
and ISO/IEC 29110 in particular it is necessary to engage with VSE. A twin track 
approach was decided, composed of a qualitative data collection (interviews and 
focus groups) and quantitative data collection (questionnaire), with data analysis 
being completed separately and finally the results were merged. The overall data 
collection process is shown in Figure 1. 

The context for this research has limited its scope only to the software product 
companies whose primary business is software development. Software product 
companies are companies whose primary business is software development and 
performed task by a group of software developers. As a software developer, they 
would be familiar with several software development processes and considerable 
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awareness about the process development models. The context has also been decided 
to confine the study to Irish Software product companies. The reasons are based on 
the geographical location of the researcher, practicality and ease of access to those 
software companies and comparability of research data due to companies same 
jurisdiction, same economic and regulatory regimes governing their operation.  
Moreover, based on a European Software Institute (ESI) report which stated that, in 
Europe, 85% of the Information Technology (IT) sector companies have 1 to 10 
employees [4]. In the context of Irish software firms, 61% of indigenous Irish 
software firms which employed 10 or fewer, with the average size of indigenous Irish 
software firm being about 16 - 22 employees [5] [19]. This has shown that most of the 
Irish software companies belong to Very Small Entities (VSEs) category. 
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Fig. 1. Research Concurrent Design- Data Collection 

For quantitative data collection two complimentary data collection methods, (i) 
individual and focus group interviews, and (ii) survey questionnaire have been 
adopted in this study. The individual interview approach was used in this study in 
order to discuss the topics in depth, to get respondents’ candid discussion on the topic 
and to be able to get the depth of information of the study situation for the research 
context [20][21]. This process followed by semi-structured interviews approach 
which includes the open-ended and specific questions. This approach allowed us to 
gather not only the information foreseen, but also unexpected type of information 
[22]. The respondents for the individual interview session are the managers from the 
identified Irish Software VSEs and went around 20 to 30 minutes in duration. The 
second interview method is the focus group interview. The focus group interview 
approached was used in this study because team members develop the software and 
the existence team interactions helped to release inhibitions amongst the team 
members and are from the same company as the individual interviews participants. 
Focus group interviews were also chosen because it was the most appropriate method 
to study attitudes and experiences; to explore how opinion were constructed [23] and 
to understand behaviors, values and feelings, [24].  

We followed the qualitative contents analysis method [25] and adopted the 
Grounded Theory (GT) [26] data coding process to analyse all collected data and have 
a systematic data coding activities. In this part all qualitative data gathered from 
individual interviews and focus group interviews were analyzed and coded. This 
process involves the development of the codes, code-categories and inter-relationship 
of categories based on the GT process and coding strategy [26].  

In order to gain more input and also to validate the above qualitative data for this 
study, we have developed and distributed a survey questionnaire to several Irish 
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software VSEs. These companies were selected using personal contacts and were all 
directly involved in software product development, for a variety of business domains. 
The survey consists of 12 close-ended questions that use 5 – point response scale. The 
close-ended questions examined the level of agreement of the related to companies 
acceptance and views on software quality standard issues as found in the literature, 
applied in their organization. Moreover in order to gain more input from the 
respondents regarding the study issues, several open ended question that are related to 
the close-ended question have been asked in the survey. The purpose was to 
understand more thorough respondents’ perceptions, experiences and understandings 
in their organization.  

Each received and completed questionnaire are compiled and analysed. The close-
ended questionnaires were grouped according to the issue and analyse using a 
statistical analysis. Three main statistical analysis were run in processing the data, 
which are the frequency, mean and descriptive analysis. For this purpose, we use a 
statistical tool (SPSS) in processing the data.  Meanwhile, on the open ended data, we 
analyze and categories the data according to the category that this study intends to 
understand. The answers were group, coded and list into a table in respect to the study 
category issues. In overall we adopted the qualitative contents analysis approach in 
analyzing the open-ended answer [27]. In addition, we have merged the both analysis 
results in order to gain more understanding and validate the results. Moreover, in 
order to produce details analysis result, we have divided the survey respondents into 2 
main group namely the  Micro VSE (1-9 employees) and Larger VSE (10-25 
employees) [1]. 

4   Study Findings and Discussion 

From the qualitative data analysis process which adopted the GT coding approach, we 
categorise the issues into several identified categories as shown in table 1. 

Table 1. Software Quality Standard 

Sub Category Category Main Category 

Low Acceptable 

Less Priority 

Level of Acceptance 
 

High Awareness on Standard 

Standard Benefit Awareness 

Level of Interest 
and Awareness 

 
New Standard Guideline New Standard Criteria 

Quality 
Standard 

Acceptance 
Level 

 
 

4.1   Acceptance and Awareness 

The first category in this part is to understand the level of acceptance of standards 
amongst VSEs. Based on the analysis of the data the researchers found that none of 
the VSEs are or have plans to adopt or accredited any particular standard in their 
software development process. Interview data analysis identified several reasons that 
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have been divided to 2 subcategories (Low Acceptable and Less Priority) in order to 
understand the problem in adopting standards.  

The first subcategory is on the low standard acceptable issues, which is due to the 
perception that process standards are overly involved / complicated and lacking in 
detailed implementation guidance. In addition, the adoption of standards would 
require additional resources which would have an additional cost to the company. 
Participants also believed that the processes as described in software standards are not 
easy to actually tailor and implement in these organizations. For example, the view 
was consistently expressed that current software quality standards such as ISO9000 
cannot be adapted and followed. In relation to that, all the interviewees believed that 
involving or adapting software quality standard in their process will increase the 
project cost and delay the project delivery. Meanwhile, they argue that the process 
involved software quality standards are not tailored with the current development 
process, which are more brief, informal and very light in process. The following 
interview extracts describe this situation: 
 
“In a company of our size they [standards] would not necessarily add value… we 
would need more sophisticated process if we were a larger company.” 
 
“Too much documentation and you need somebody to just work on the software 
process alone. Because our developers are busy with coding, documentation is the 
last thing they do.”  
 

In addition, the analysis also indicates that the lack of requirement from the market 
in general and their customer in particular has contributed to low acceptance of such 
standards. During the interviews it was also shown that accreditation against software 
quality standards is only important when companies involved or plan to work with the 
government bodies or state agencies that have such a requirement. Contributing to this 
is the fact that most VSEs clients are private, small or individual companies which do 
not have a standards accreditation requirement. Below interviews quotes explains the 
above situation. The following interview extracts best describe this situation: 

 
“We had never had a problem selling our stuff or not selling our stuff because of an 
ISO standard. Microsoft Windows standard are sometimes important, but ISO who 
cares!” 
 
“I never heard anything from sales that we couldn’t sell anything because of lack of 
ISO standard.” 
 
The second subcategory in this part is on the low priority issues. The interviews 
analysis also indicates that a software quality standard is a low priority task in 
software development process and activities in VSEs. The interviewees have 
explained several reasons which indicate this situation. Not compulsory or low 
demand of the accreditation to standards from their client is the main reasons given by 
all the interviewees. Higher quality of code and delivery time are seen as more 
important that the evaluation of the development process. Software quality standards 
were seen as ‘sale tool’ only. They also responded that current software quality 
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standard objective such as encapsulated in standards such as ISO 9000 are more 
toward on the management and services of the software development process rather 
than a software technical issues and product. They also believed that the software 
quality standards are built for the big companies rather than for VSEs. This is 
illustrated in these interview extracts: 
 
“If you want to get done quickly then what you need is focusing to the output not the 
process.” 
 
“A lot of process in quality standard is nonsense. Some ISO standards tell you to do 
XYZ steps but they may be not being beneficial to our business.” 
 
“We do informal research if we found something cool article I will try to followed to 
improve our process. But seriously standards quality is not on my list.” 
 
“Standard is just a sale tool.” 
 
The second category is level of interest and awareness category. This category 
explains VSEs level of interest and awareness regarding software quality standards. 
Even though in the first category they have shown low acceptance and priority level 
regarding software quality standard, this analysis has also shown that there is an 
indicator that VSEs are interested and are aware about software process standards and 
the potential benefits from having a quality standard especially the ISO standards. 
Leading to a quality product, create consistency, improve company image, create 
consistency in development work, improve work process and good for business are 
the main points that the interviewees gave, which indicates VSEs high awareness and 
interest about the benefit of having software quality standard. One company explicitly 
expressed that the company had planned to adopt the ISO 9000 but due to several 
constraints as have been discussed above made the plans to be put on hold. This 
situation shows that VSEs have an interest and are aware about the benefit adopting 
software quality standard. This level of interest and awareness is illustrated in the 
following interview extracts: 

 
“Yes we do plan too, but since we started we have growth so quickly… we spend time 
learning how we want to do… we started to put those processes in place so when we 
grow we have a good platform.” 
 
“They [software quality standard] are nice. It would be great to have them in order to 
have a consistence software process up and running.” 

4.2   Requirements of a Standard 

In order to understand more about software quality standards in VSEs, we asked the 
interviewees the criteria they considered important in a software quality standard. The 
purpose here is to understand in detail the criteria that should adopted in future software 
quality standard in order to encourage VSEs seriously involved standard quality 
process. From the analysis, researchers found several criteria to be criteria below: 
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• Align with current development process style 
• Provide detailed guidelines and assistances 
• Provide clear templates 
• Provide workshop and/or training on how to actually apply it 

In lightweight process subcategory, interviewees have proposed several criteria as: 

• Minimum documentation requirement 
• Easy to administer 
• Less change from current development process 
• Minimum overhead in terms of cost and resources 

In business and technical process subcategory, interviewees have proposed several 
criteria below: 

• Align with company existing business and development process. 
• Align with others specific software technical standard and process.  

4.3   Level of Acceptance and Knowledgeable of Standard 

In the second analysis stage which was the analysis of the survey questionnaire stage 
and involved the qualitative and quantitative data analysis process as discussed in 
section 3. In this part, researchers would like to explore VSEs acceptance and views 
on software quality standard issues. From the survey researchers found that 60% of 
them pointed out that the companies did not have a plan in adopting any quality 
standard in the near future. No demand from the market and customer, no implied 
benefit and not important to their business are the mains reasons behind this issue. 
Therefore, in order to validate these issues researchers have asked several close ended 
questions in the questionnaire. The questions were group in 2 different segments; (i) 
reason of not adopted quality standard and (ii) the development process standard; in 
order to have a clear picture on this issue.  

The main reason of not adopting standards is the lack customer requirement for 
standards accreditation. In addition, the time and effort involved and the perceived 
difficulties in defining an organizational process were important reasons of why the 
VSEs were not interested in adopting any quality standard. Based on our data analysis 
even though the respondents agreed that the development team and management 
people in the organization are knowledgeable in development quality standard but 
they did not refer to any development standard or model in improving the software 
development process quality. 

In relation to the above, from qualitative contents analysis approach in analyzing 
the open-ended answer in survey questionnaire showed that there are some criteria 
that need to be considered to encourage VSEs to seriously take part in adopting 
software quality standard. Light weight process, low overhead, supplement of 
training, align with current development process, clear and simple template and rapid 
assistance from the expert are among the criteria that should be considered by the 
related body or institution in developing a new quality standard specifically to this 
size of organization.  

The results of this part of analysis gave researchers a pattern and indication that the 
acceptance level of quality standard such as ISO among VSEs are still low even 
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though the staff and management are knowledgeable and aware the benefit about 
adopting  quality standard. The main reasons are more related to the lack of the 
customer requirement and the limited resources in the company. Beside that the 
heavyweight process especially the documentation, cost and not align with current 
development process are among the reasons why the companies did not plan to adopt 
it. However from the analysis, VSEs may still be interested in quality standard if 
certain important criteria are met and they are closely related to their tasks. 

5   Conclusions 

As we discussed above, the software quality standard in VSEs issues could be divided 
into 3 categories which are the level of acceptance, level of awareness and new 
standard criteria. The first category has prevailed that the acceptance level of any type 
or model of software quality standard in VSEs is very low and less priority. The 
reasons are mainly related to the low level of customer or market requirement, lack of 
resources and, lengthy and difficult procedures. However, the analysis also showed 
that the level of awareness of software quality standards and its advantage are high 
and there are some initiatives or plans to adopt in the future. The third category 
indicates the criteria needed or proposed by the VSEs, which include the detail 
guideline and assistance, less overhead and resources and aligned with VSEs current 
process, that must be aware in order to encourage or to attract VSEs seriously 
involved in software quality standards.  

Meanwhile, in quantitative data analysis we found that all respondents’ software 
development process did not accredit with any type of software quality certification 
and 60% of them do not plan to adopt any kind of standard in the near future. As in 
the first stage in data analysis result, stage two data analysis result also agreed that 
customer requirement, length and difficult procedure and insufficient resources are 
the main reasons of not adopting any kind of software quality standard. In addition, 
the level of awareness and additional criteria needed results are aligned with the first 
stage data analysis results. Overall, both analyses have shown that the acceptance and 
priority on any software quality standard in VSEs is very low. This is due to the lack 
of resources (e.g. time, people and financial), lack of customer requirements, detail 
and difficult current software quality standard procedure and VSEs software 
development project priority are more towards quality product and delivery time 
rather than quality process. However, results from both analyses indicate that the level 
of awareness on advantages of having or being accredited with software quality 
standards and respondents knowledge in these issues is moderate and acceptable. 
Furthermore some additional criteria, as discussed in section 4, need to be present in 
any software quality standard in order to encourage them seriously participate in 
software quality standard.  

With regard to future work, we plan to extend our study by identifying more 
suitable VSEs throughout Ireland and other European countries in order to gain more 
insight. This could help us in generalizing our results and findings in future. In 
addition, since majority of the software companies’ fall in VSEs category, the 
adoption of this study in different continent (especially in Asia) could generate more 
understanding and could relate with the Global Software Development (GSD) Issues. 



 Understanding the Perception of Very Small Software Companies 163 

Acknowledgments. This work is supported, in part, by Science Foundation Ireland 
grant 03/CE2/I303_1 to Lero, the Irish Software Engineering Research Centre 
(www.lero.ie). 

References 

1. Laporte, C.Y., Alexandre, S., O’Connor, R.: A Software Engineering Lifecycle Standard 
for Very Small Enterprises. In: O’Connor, R.V., et al. (eds.) Proceedings of EuroSPI. 
CCIS, vol. 16, pp. 129–141. Springer, Heidelberg (2008) 

2. Ginsberg, M., Quinn, L.: Process Tailoring and the Software Capability Maturity Model. 
Software Engineering Institute, CMU/SEI-94-TR-024 (November 1995) 

3. Hadden, R.: Key Practices to the CMM: Inappropriate for Small Projects, Panel. In: 
Proceedings of the Software Engineering Process Group Conference, Chicago (1998) 

4. Johnson, D., Brodman, J.: Applying the CMM to Small Organizations and Small Projects. 
In: Proceedings of Software Engineering Process Group Conference, Chicago 

5. Coleman, G., O’Connor, R.V.: Investigating Software Process in Practice: A Grounded 
Theory Perspective. Journal of System and Software 81(5) (2008) 

6. Laporte, C.Y., April, A., Renault, A.: Applying ISO/IEC Software Engineering Standards 
in Small Settings: Historical Perspectives and Initial Achievements. In: Proceedings of 
SPICE Conference, Luxembourg (2006) 

7. Anacleto, A., von Wangenheim, C.G., Salviano, C.F., Savi, R.: Experiences gained from 
applying ISO/IEC 15504 to small software companies in Brazil. In: 4th International 
SPICE Conference on Process Assessment and Improvement, Lisbon, Portugal (April 
2004) 

8. Mtigwe, B.: The entrepreneurial firm internationalization process in the Southern African 
context: A comparative approach. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & 
Research 11(5), 358–377 (2005) 

9. Sapovadia, Vrajlal K.: Micro Finance: The Pillars of a Tool to Socio-Economic 
Development. Development Gateway. SSRN (2006), 
http://ssrn.com/abstract=955062 

10. Kaltio, T., Kinlula, A.: Deploying the Defined SW Process. Software Process: 
Improvement and Practice 5(1), 65–83 (2000) 

11. Habra, N., Alexander, S., Desharnais, J.-M., Laporte, C.Y., Renault, A.: Initiating software 
process improvement in very small enterprises. Experience with a light assessment tool. 
Journal Information & Software Technology 50(7-8) (2008) 

12. Zahran, S.: Software Process Improvement: Practical Guidelines for Business Success. 
Addison Wesley, Boston (1998) 

13. CMMI Product Team, CMMI for Development Version 1.2, Carnegie Mellon. Software 
Engineering Institute, Pittsburgh (2006), 
http://cc.ee.ntu.edu.tw/~farn/courses/SE/CMMI_DEV_V12.pdf  

14. Rout, T.: ISO/IEC15504- Evolution to an International Standard. Software Process 
Improvement and Practice 8(1), 27–40 (2004) 

15. Hauck, J.C.R., von Wangenheim, C.G., de Souza, R.H., Thiry, M.: Process Reference 
Guides- Support for Improving Software Process in Alignment with reference Model and 
Standard. In: O’Connor, R.V., et al. (eds.) EuroSPI 2008. CCIS, vol. 16, pp. 70–81. 
Springer, Heidelberg (2008) 

16. Von Wangenheim, C.G., Anacleto, A., Salviano, C.F.: Helping small companies assess 
software processes. IEEE Software 23(1), 91–98 (2006) 



164 S. Basri and R.V. O’Connor 

17. Patton, M.Q.: Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods, 3rd edn. Sage Publications, 
Inc., Newbury Park (2002) 

18. Pino, F.J., García, F., Piattini, M.: Software process improvement in small and medium 
software enterprises: a systematic review. Software Quality Journal 16(2), 237–261 (2008) 

19. ICT Ireland, Ireland as Location (2009), 
http://www.ictireland.ie/Sectors/ICT/ICTDoclib4.nsf/ 
vLookupHTML/Key_Industry_Statistics?OpenDocument  

20. Taylor, S.J., Bodgan, R.: Introduction to Qualitative research Method. John Wiley & Sons, 
Chichester (1984) 

21. Kvale, S.: Doing Interviews. The Sage Qualitative Research Kit, Sage (2007) 
22. Li, J.Y.: Process Improvement and Risk Management in Off-the Shelf Component-Based 

Development, PhD Thesis, Norwegian University science and Technology (2006) 
23. Kitzinger, J.: Introducing focus groups. British Medical Journal 311, 299–302 (1995) 
24. Patton, M.Q.: Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods, 3rd edn. Sage Publications, 

Inc., Newbury Park (2002) 
25. Kitzinger, J.: Introducing focus groups. British Medical Journal 311, 299–302 (1995) 
26. Strauss, A., Corbin, J.: Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and procedures for 

developing grounded theory, 2nd edn. Sage, Thousand Oaks (1998) 
27. Elo, S., Kyngäs, H.: The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of Advanced 

Nursing 62(1), 107–115 (2008) 
28. European Commission, The New SME Definition: User Guide and Model Declaration 

(2005), http://europa.eu.int/comm./enterprise/enterprisepolicy/ 
sme_definition/sme_user_guide.pdf (accessed February 26, 2007)  


	Understanding the Perception of Very Small Software Companies towards the Adoption of Process Standards
	Introduction
	Background
	Very Small Entities (VSEs)
	SPI Models and Standards

	Research Process
	Study Findings and Discussion
	Acceptance and Awareness
	Requirements of a Standard
	Level of Acceptance and Knowledgeable of Standard

	Conclusions
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 149
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 149
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 599
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /DEU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




