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Simplified and Stylized SPM 
Context

S. Fricker, P. Grünbacher (2008). "Negotiation Constellations - Method Selection Framework for
Requirements Negotiation”, RefsQ’08.
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Focus

Van de Weerd et al (2006): „Towards a Reference Model for Software Product Management“. RE‘06.
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Contents

Learning Objectives

• Understand application of Win-
Win negotiations to software
product management

• Release negotiations

• Requirements communication

Agenda

• Win-Win Negotiation Basics

• Bargaining

• Integrative Negotiation

• Pareto Analysis of
Release Plans

• Requirements Communication

• Hanshaking with
Implementation Proposals

Samuel Fricker
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Case Study: Selling a Piano

Lewicki, Barry, Saunders (2007): Essentials of Negotiation. McGraw-Hill.



Nov 16, 2010  /  7

Simplified and Stylized SPM 
Context

Release Negotiations with
Management Stakeholders

Samuel Fricker
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Conflicts

Stakeholder

Stakeholder Supplier

Akzeptierte Lösung?

Expectation

Expectation

Value conflicts Conflicts about contentInterest

Interest

Conflicting interests

Relationship conflicts

Structure conflicts

IREB CPRE Syllabus V.2.1
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Basic Options for Resolving
Conflicts
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Goodness of an Agreement: 
Pareto Analysis

Lewicki, Barry, Saunders (2007): Essentials of Negotiation. McGraw-Hill.



Nov 16, 2010  /  11

WinWin Negotiation Process

Fricker: Pragmatic Requirements Communication: The Handshaking Approach.
Dissertation. University of Zurich. 2009.
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• Prepare yourself

• Know and share your aspirations

• Know and hide your BATNA and reservation point

• Elicit aspirations, BATNAs and reservations points

• Create value

• Build trust, share information, adjust negotiation issues

• Invent creative solutions

• Capitalize on differing preferences, timing, risk attitudes…

• Claim value

• Improve BATNA

• Anchor negotiation in area of aspirations

• Follow a planned sequence of concessions

BATNA = Best Alternative 
To a Negotiated Agreement

S. Fricker, P. Grünbacher (2008). "Negotiation Constellations - Method Selection Framework for
Requirements Negotiation”, RefsQ’08.

WinWin Negotiation Principles
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Basic Negotiation Tactics

S. Fricker, P. Grünbacher (2008). "Negotiation Constellations - Method Selection Framework for
Requirements Negotiation”, RefsQ’08.

Tactic Explanation

Constituent Use peripheral players that have an indirect stake in the
outcome to exert pressure on the other side.

Select Stick to the party with the most promising outcome.

Coalition Exert influence on outcomes by collaborating with a minimal but 
sufficient number of partners.

Principal Agent Use an experienced agent to prepare or to run the negotiations on 
behalf of yourself.

Team Negotiation Prepare and run the negotiations as a team to increase
creativity and control of the negotiation.

Intergroup Negotiation Control the conflicts that naturally appear in the confrontation of two 
or more groups.
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• Who am I? Who are the others?

S. Fricker, P. Grünbacher (2008). "Negotiation Constellations - Method Selection Framework for
Requirements Negotiation”, RefsQ’08.
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Ego-centric Perspective: 
Negotiation Tactics
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S. Fricker, P. Grünbacher (2008). "Negotiation Constellations - Method Selection Framework for
Requirements Negotiation”, RefsQ’08.
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Birds-Eye Perspective: 
Negotiation Methods
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S. Fricker, P. Grünbacher (2008). "Negotiation Constellations - Method Selection Framework for
Requirements Negotiation”, RefsQ’08.
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Concluding Negotiations

• Agreement: Convince

• Dialogue based on information, arguments, and opinions

• Compromise: „Fairness“

• Find yourself in the middle, get as much as you need, or get your
invested share

• Voting: Democracy

• Chose the alternative with most votes

• The boss is always right: Escalation

• More powerful party (boss or court) decides

• Plus-minus-interesting: acceptable consequences

• Evaluate all positive and negative consequences of each alternative

• Decision matrix: justified decision

• Define and use criteria to evaluate and select from alternatives

IREB CPRE Syllabus V.2.1
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Contents

Learning Objectives

• Understand application of Win-
Win negotiations to software
product management

• Release negotiations

• Requirements communication

Agenda

• Win-Win Negotiation Basics

• Bargaining

• Integrative Negotiation

• Pareto Analysis of
Release Plans

• Requirements Communication

• Hanshaking with
Implementation Proposals

Samuel Fricker
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Simplified and Stylized Structure
of Product Development

Requirements Communication 
(from Product Mgr to Dev Team)
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Requirements Communication
Defined

Requirements communication
is the process of conveying needs

from a given customer
to a given supplier

that enables the supplier to implement
a solution that is accepted by the customer.

S. Fricker (2009). Pragmatic Requirements Communication: The Handshaking Approach.
Dissertation. University of Zurich.
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Requirements Communication

Customer Supplier

Needs

Accepted Solution

S. Fricker (2009). Pragmatic Requirements Communication: The Handshaking Approach.
Dissertation. University of Zurich.
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Project Milestone
„Agree on Requirements“

• Project Customer:

• How do I assure that the project team delivers an 
acceptable solution, already with the first attempt?

• Project Team (Supplier):

• How do I get the needed inputs for architecting and 
designing an accepted solution, even if requirements 
are of low-quality or not even existing?

• Steering Committee:

• How long is it going to take?
How much do we need to invest?

S. Fricker, M. Glinz, P. Kolb (2006). „A Case Study on Overcoming the Requirements Tar Pit“.
J.UKM 1, 2. 85-98.
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Project Milestone
„Agree on Requirements“

• Project Customer:

• How do I assure that the project team delivers an 
acceptable solution, already with the first attempt?

• Project Team (Supplier):

• How do I get the needed inputs for architecting and 
designing an accepted solution, even if requirements 
are of low-quality or not even existing?

• Steering Committee:

• How long is it going to take?
How much do we need to invest?

The interface between
marketing and development
is the most critical in terms of

challenges and criticality for success!

A. Griffin and J. Hauser (1996). "Integrating R&D and Marketing: A Review and Analysis of the Literature.“
J Product Innovation Mgmt 13:191-215.



Nov 16, 2010  /  24

Push: High-Quality Requirements
Specification

Customer Supplier

Specification

Will he ever
understand?
Let‘s pray…

S. Fricker (2009). Pragmatic Requirements Communication: The Handshaking Approach.
Dissertation. University of Zurich.
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Pull: Requirements Elicitation and
Validation

Customer Supplier

Specification

Is she really
so passive?

S. Fricker (2009). Pragmatic Requirements Communication: The Handshaking Approach.
Dissertation. University of Zurich.
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Do things really need
to be so complicated?

Proactive Balanced:
QFD, Easy-WinWin

Customer Supplier

Specification

S. Fricker (2009). Pragmatic Requirements Communication: The Handshaking Approach.
Dissertation. University of Zurich.
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Reactive Balanced:
Agile Development

Customer Supplier

SoftwareSpecification

How can you scale up if
you implement first?

S. Fricker (2009). Pragmatic Requirements Communication: The Handshaking Approach.
Dissertation. University of Zurich.
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Expectations on
Requirements Communication

Requirements communication should:

• allow both customer and supplier to be proactive,

• be agile (simple, flexible, and incremental),

• allow to agree on requirements before implementation.

Customer Supplier

pragmatic requirements
communication

S. Fricker (2009). Pragmatic Requirements Communication: The Handshaking Approach.
Dissertation. University of Zurich.
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“[…] to ascertain the meaning of an intellectual
conception one should consider what practical
consequences might conceivably result […] and the sum
of these consequences will constitute the entire meaning
of the conception.”

Charles Sanders Peirce (1905)

Pragmatic Maxim

Interpretation for Requirements Communication:

• The meaning of requirements is visible in the design
that results from interpreting these requirements.

• Ambiguity can be reduced by choosing the right 
design from all possible alternatives.

S. Fricker (2009). Pragmatic Requirements Communication: The Handshaking Approach.
Dissertation. University of Zurich.
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Formation of a
Customer-Supplier Agreement

S. Fricker, T. Gorschek, C. Byman, A. Schmidle (2010). "Handshaking with Implementation Proposals:
Negotiating Requirements Understanding", IEEE Software 27, 2. 72-80.



Nov 16, 2010  /  31

Interdependency of
Requirements and Design

Questions

• How much does understanding of requirements influence design?

• How much does understanding of design influence requirements?

• How can requirements understanding be measured?

Operation (ABB and University of Zurich)

• PO1: product manager specifies requirements

• HO: product manager hands requirements off to development

• PO2: development performs requirements and system analysis

• NE: both review implementation proposals

• CO: both document negotiation results

S. Fricker, M. Glinz (2010): “Comparison of Requirements Hand-Off, Analysis, and Negotiation: Case Study”. accepted at IEEE Intl Conf on Requirements 
Engineering (RE’10).
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Research-Enabling Concepts:
Formalized Implementation Proposals

Fricker, Glinz (2010): “Comparison of Requirements Hand-Off, Analysis, and Negotiation: Case Study”, RE’10.

Product Manager:
Goal-Oriented Requirements Catalogue
Technology: RAM (Gorschek, Wohlin, 2006)

Architect:
Solution-Oriented System Specification
Technology: ADORA (Glinz et al, 2002)

Dialogue between Product Manager and Architect:
Implementation Proposals
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Positioning 1: Product Manager 
Specifies Requirements

Architect‘s 
Perspective

Product 
Manager‘s 
Perspective
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Fricker, Glinz (2010): “Comparison of Requirements Hand-Off, Analysis, and Negotiation: Case Study”, RE’10.
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Hand-Off: Product Manager Hands 
Requirements Off

„the meeting was too 
short to absorb the large 
amount of information“
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Fricker, Glinz (2010): “Comparison of Requirements Hand-Off, Analysis, and Negotiation: Case Study”, RE’10.
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Positioning 2: Architect Performs 
Analysis
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„too many design 
decisions are based on 

assumptions“

Fricker, Glinz (2010): “Comparison of Requirements Hand-Off, Analysis, and Negotiation: Case Study”, RE’10.
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Negotiation: Both Review 
Implementation Proposals

96.4%
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„I understand the requirements 
just good enough to implement 

an accepted solution.“

Effect of improved 
requirements

Example: „Yes, but you should add 
here a thin client to allow adapting 

the software to local customs.“

Effect of proposed design 
on requirements

Fricker, Glinz (2010): “Comparison of Requirements Hand-Off, Analysis, and Negotiation: Case Study”, RE’10.
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Confirmation: Both Parties 
Document Negotiation Results
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„The documentation 
confirmed that I correctly have 
understood the requirements.“

„I am satisfied 
with the results.“

Fricker, Glinz (2010): “Comparison of Requirements Hand-Off, Analysis, and Negotiation: Case Study”, RE’10.
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Handshaking with
Implementation Proposals

S. Fricker, T. Gorschek, C. Byman, A. Schmidle (2010). "Handshaking with Implementation Proposals:
Negotiating Requirements Understanding", IEEE Software 27, 2. 72-80.
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Requirements and Solution 
Specifications

Requirements Specification

• …

• Mobile Client
• Datentransfer manuell anstossen
• Automatischer Datentransfer ein/ausschalten
• Zeitintervall für automatischen Datentransfer 

einstellen
• Anmelden
• Sprache ändern
• Verwendbarkeit bei Extrembedingungen
• Erweiterbarkeit
• Konfigurierbarkeit
• Portierbarkeit
• Lernbarkeit
• Sicherheit

• Schneeprofil
• Erfassen eines Schneeprofils
• …

• …

Solution Architecture and Design

• Systemarchitektur

• Softwarearchitektur (Client)
• Übersicht auf die Komponenten
• Das Eventsystem
• Application API
• User Interface API
• Configuration API
• Event Manager
• Data Store
• Transaction API

• Softwarearchitektur (Server)
• Übersicht auf die Komponenten
• Response API
• Request API

• Detailentwurf (Client)
• …

Samuel Fricker
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Implementation Proposals: 
Coarse-Grained Traceability

Requirements Specification

• …

• Mobile Client
• Datentransfer manuell anstossen
• Automatischer Datentransfer ein/ausschalten
• Zeitintervall für automatischen Datentransfer 

einstellen
• Anmelden
• Sprache ändern
• Verwendbarkeit bei Extrembedingungen
• Erweiterbarkeit
• Konfigurierbarkeit
• Portierbarkeit
• Lernbarkeit
• Sicherheit

• Schneeprofil
• Erfassen eines Schneeprofils
• …

• …

Architecture Specification

• Systemarchitektur

• Softwarearchitektur (Client)
• Übersicht auf die Komponenten
• Das Eventsystem
• Application API
• User Interface API
• Configuration API
• Event Manager
• Data Store
• Transaction API

• Softwarearchitektur (Server)
• Übersicht auf die Komponenten
• Response API
• Request API

• Detailentwurf (Client)
• …

Theme: 
Schneeprofilerfassung

Samuel Fricker
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Implementation Proposal
„Schneeprofil erfassen“

• Requirements:
• Erfassen eines Schneeprofils

• Verwendbarkeit bei 
Extrembedingungen

• Konfigurierbarkeit

• Lernbarkeit

• Design:
• UserInterface API

→ JavaME Umgebung
→ konfigurationsbasierte 

Generierung der Formulare

• Configuration API
→ Schneeprofildefinition

• Data Store
→ Buffer für Synchronisation

mit Server

Samuel Fricker
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Implementation Proposal
„Schneeprofil erfassen“

• Requirements:
• Erfassen eines Schneeprofils

• Verwendbarkeit bei 
Extrembedingungen

• Konfigurierbarkeit

• Lernbarkeit

• Design:
• UserInterface API

→ JavaME Umgebung
→ konfigurationsbasierte 

Generierung der Formulare

• Configuration API
→ Schneeprofildefinition

• Data Store
→ Buffer für Synchronisation

mit Server

Optional Attribute Groups:
- Negotiation Support
- Planning Support
- Acceptance Testing Support

S. Fricker, T. Gorschek, C. Byman, A. Schmidle (2010). "Handshaking with Implementation Proposals:
Negotiating Requirements Understanding", IEEE Software 27, 2. 72-80.
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Use of Implementation Proposals

Understood requirements
(design, effort, etc.)

Scope and
priority decisionsMeasure

requirements
understanding
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Measurements

Coverage of requirements with 
implementation proposals (in %)

Am I able to 
implement an 

acceptable solution?

Am I able to 
implement an 

acceptable solution?

Exec-Ability
(Ability to Execute)

R-Cov
(Requirements Coverage)

Subjective 
Self-Evaluation

Repeatable

100%: perfectly able to 
deliver an accepted 
solution

60%: good-enough
0%: not able to deliver an 

accepted solution

Fricker, Glinz (2010): “Comparison of Requirements Hand-Off, Analysis, and Negotiation: Case Study”, RE’10.
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Evolution of
Perceived and Measured
Requirements Understanding

Negotiation Meeting

Fricker, Glinz (2010): “Comparison of Requirements Hand-Off, Analysis, and Negotiation: Case Study”, RE’10.
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Predicting the Quality
of a Development Project

Subjective
Measurement

R-Cov: coverage of
requirements with ImPRepeatable

Measurement

Achieved
Results

perceived ability
to implement
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Industrial Evaluation

Questions

• Does handshaking work in practice?

• How does handshaking compare with requirements hand-over?

• How sustainable is handshaking?

Operation (10 projects at ABB and Danaher Motion)

• Introduce and train handshaking to product management and 
development organization

• Prepare measurement system

• Let practitioners perform handshaking

• Measure handshaking effects

• Reflect with practitioners on lessons-learned

S. Fricker, T. Gorschek, C. Byman, A. Schmidle (2010). "Handshaking with Implementation Proposals:
Negotiating Requirements Understanding", IEEE Software 27, 2. 72-80.
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Correlation of R-Cov with Project 
Planning Accuracy (5 Projects)

R-Cov
Measurement

Result
Measurement

S. Fricker, T. Gorschek, C. Byman, A. Schmidle (2010). "Handshaking with Implementation Proposals:
Negotiating Requirements Understanding", IEEE Software 27, 2. 72-80.
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Lessons Learned (10 Projects)

Strengths

• “Enforced” improvement of requirements.

• Improved identification, analysis, and selection of alternatives.

• Deep, agreed requirements understanding.

• More information for decision-making and better defense of effort 
estimates.

Limitations

• Some requirements could not be communicated because they 
have not sufficiently been justified.

• Authoring implementation proposals requires domain knowledge.

• Requirements understandability for external people not improved.

S. Fricker, T. Gorschek, C. Byman, A. Schmidle (2010). "Handshaking with Implementation Proposals:
Negotiating Requirements Understanding", IEEE Software 27, 2. 72-80.
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Contents

Learning Objectives

• Understand application of Win-
Win negotiations to software
product management

• Release negotiations

• Requirements communication

Agenda

• Win-Win Negotiation Basics

• Bargaining

• Integrative Negotiation

• Pareto Analysis of
Release Plans

• Requirements Communication

• Hanshaking with
Implementation Proposals

Samuel Fricker


