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Abstract 
This research explored the use of ambient devices for the purpose of monitoring build status. Within 

agile software development teams, particularly those employing continuous integration procedures, 

the build process is the most frequent opportunity to assess the source code and the system under 

development. Ambient devices present dynamic digital information directly within an environment 

in an easily perceivable manner. The separate channel provided by ambient devices ensures that 

users perceive their contents as separate and distinct from their standard workflow. A number of 

teams within the software industry anecdotally reported using these types of technologies to 

monitor their build processes, but no formal research has been conducted to assess their efficacy or 

to delineate the requirements for such a system. 

We conducted a case study with a software team using a linear action research framework. An initial 

set of observations of the team, and interviews with each team member, found that the build 

process was a dominant part of the team’s daily workflow. While team members recognised the 

importance of the builds for a variety of purposes, broken builds occurred frequently. Team 

members reported difficulties with their processes for becoming aware of broken builds, of 

determining who may be responsible for a given broken build, and in applying adequate social 

pressure to ensure that the builds were fixed rapidly and did not result in adverse effects. 

We designed a build awareness system to address these issues. Nine specific and measurable 

hypotheses were constructed to evaluate the effects of the introduction of this system. Two types of 

ambient device were provided to the team: a central light indicated the overall state of the team’s 

current builds, and individual Nabaztag Wi-Fi rabbits were provided to each developer to indicate 

when a developer may have committed code which caused a build to fail. Three prototype 

behaviours for the systems were evaluated. 

Team members reported that the devices gave them an increased sense of awareness of, and 

responsibility for, broken builds. Additionally, some individual developers noted that the system 

dramatically changed their perception of the build process and made them more cognisant of 

broken builds. Despite these comments, there was no measurable change in the proportion of builds 

which broke following the introduction of the ambient devices. However, the overall number of 

builds increased substantially, and the duration of broken builds decreased. Additionally, the 

properties of the ambient devices – separation of channel, simplicity, glanceability, and redundancy 

of encoding – were validated as core components of a successful ambient awareness system.  
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Chapter One 
1. Introduction 

The process of developing commercial software within a team is time-consuming and complicated. A 

large number of subtle problems can creep into the process because of miscommunication, human 

error, misunderstanding of the requirements, and myriad other reasons. The sooner these problems 

can be detected the easier they are to fix – and the lower the cost of fixing them (Saff & Ernst, 2004). 

A build process provides regular checkpoints at which a system can be evaluated against objective 

criteria for quality, stability, and performance. Build processes are increasingly complicated, bringing 

in sub-processes and information sources such as code compilation, unit testing, static analysis, and 

even functional and performance testing. However, they are also becoming increasingly automated, 

with build servers automatically performing these tasks, recording the results, and saving and 

distributing the build artefacts. 

Because of this degree of automation, builds are able to be run very frequently. Continuous 

integration procedures, for example, run the build process every time any source code changes. 

Depending on the team’s practices and development methodology, this could result in many builds 

occurring each day. Compared to more traditional practices of irregular or even once-daily builds, 

continuous integration results in a frequent sampling of the status and health of a development 

project and provides a regular opportunity to assess any problems or issues which may arise. 

Once a build has occurred, team members must be made aware of the outcome of the build and 

given the opportunity to correct any issues which may have been found. However, the need for this 

awareness must be balanced against the other tasks that a software developer will be performing. 

Additionally, a number of social factors are at play in any team and must also be considered. For 

collocated teams, a range of techniques can be employed that take advantage of the physical 

context and environment in addition to the shared knowledge that team members possess. 

Ambient devices present dynamic information in an at-a-glance manner and have low attentional 

requirements. Such devices could be as simple as a light bulb in the corner of a room which turns on 

or off depending on a given criterion, or as complex as a large-screen display presenting charts or 

multiple dimensions of information. In this thesis, the use of ambient devices is explored within the 

domain of build status monitoring. 
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The remaining sections in this chapter describe the motivation for this research as well as its 

objectives and contributions. Specific terms used throughout this thesis are defined in section 1.4. 

1.1. Motivation 

Within the software engineering and HCI research communities, attention has often been focused 

on promoting awareness of project and code status to developers. Biehl, Czerwinski, Smith, and 

Robertson (2007) constructed FASTDash, a system to passively aggregate and display information 

about developers’ activities to each other on a large screen within their work environment. Similarly, 

Palantír (Sarma, Noroozi, & van der Hoek, 2003) provided developers with information about the 

types of code changes being made by other developers in real time, and presented this information 

within the developers’ IDE. Both systems were predicated on the assumption that increasing 

awareness of other team members’ activities would improve the process and output of software 

development. 

Due to the frequency of builds and the large volume of information generated by the build process, 

modern software development teams are looking for the best ways to monitor these systems and to 

become proactively aware of issues that may be uncovered during builds. Monitoring systems can 

include automated emails at the conclusion of every build, publishing results to Twitter or an RSS 

feed, or even just the provision of a web page for team members to view build results on demand. 

Some teams within industry have also constructed various types of ambient hardware devices to 

present build information in an easily perceivable and low-impact manner. For example, Clark (2004) 

describes the well-known example of a lava lamp: when a build breaks, the lamp is turned on 

through a series of hardware controllers, and is thought to provide both practical and social cues to 

correct the problem as quickly as possible. 

Although various types of build monitoring devices and systems have been described on industry 

blogs, in industry books, and in other publications, little work has been conducted to formally assess 

these devices and to determine whether they have any measurable impact on the practices of the 

team and the quality of the builds. In fact, there has been little speculation on the definition or 

nature of these effects, or even what these devices might reasonably be expected to do. 

This research focuses on the design, construction, and evaluation of a set of ambient build 

monitoring devices. In particular, this project provides a framework for gathering the requirements 

for such devices, makes specific predictions about the effects of introducing a build monitoring 

system, implements a series of prototype systems, and evaluates those prototypes based on the 

hypothesised effects. 
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The project was conducted as a case study with a ten-person software team in Auckland, New 

Zealand, using a methodology based on the linear action research paradigm. A preliminary analysis 

was conducted to determine the requirements for a build monitoring system. This analysis was 

based on the existing literature and on observations and interviews conducted with case study team 

members. From these requirements a prototype build monitoring system was designed and 

implemented, and then evaluated and refined with the case study team over a period of several 

months. A range of quantitative and qualitative data were collected to explore the effects that the 

system had on the team’s activities in the area of build monitoring and awareness. 

1.2. Thesis Objectives  

This thesis provides a framework to explore ambient monitoring of build status information, using a 

single case study software team as an example. The overall process by which these issues are 

explored fits within a linear action research paradigm. To achieve the overarching aim of providing 

this type of framework, five sub-goals were established. 

1.2.1. Evaluate and Compare Ambient Device Technologies 

A large number of display devices have been constructed and are in use within the area of ambient 

awareness. In order to identify modalities and technologies that are appropriate for use in an 

ambient monitoring system, the properties and constraints of these devices must be examined. 

An initial goal of this thesis was to form a taxonomy of a set of devices, classifying them along a 

range of relevant dimensions. Based on this list these devices could be compared, and the 

appropriate devices selected to meet the project requirements. 

1.2.2. Determine and Develop Requirements 

Different software teams employ different methodologies and different strategies for managing 

their daily workflow. In addition, given the paucity of research in the area of build monitoring, few 

evidence-based best practices have been established. 

An important goal of this work, therefore, was to determine a set of requirements for a build 

monitoring system for a specific team. These requirements were based on the team’s structure and 

workflow, and on the issues and concerns that the team had with their existing practices and 

processes. While a single case study can only provide one set of requirements, which may be unique 

and particular to that team, over time a larger corpus of studies could be established to validate and 

extend the requirements to other teams and other processes. 
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1.2.3. Establish Measurable Hypotheses 

Action research methodologies require that a project include objective and verifiable measurements 

to assess the success of any interventions. In the case of this project, hypotheses could be developed 

based on the team’s requirements for a build monitoring system and on the effects that could 

reasonably be expected to be observed when those requirements are met. 

A set of nine hypotheses was generated based on the requirements gathering phase of the study. 

The hypotheses are specific and can be assessed using concrete and objective data that can be 

readily derived from build server logs. The hypotheses are used to evaluate the effects of the system 

and to evaluate its success in addressing the issues and concerns that the team members had 

previously experienced with builds and build status monitoring. 

1.2.4. Design and Implement Prototype System 

In order to explore the possibilities of ambient build monitoring systems, such a system must be 

designed and implemented. The process of designing and implementing a system requires a number 

of hardware, software, and behavioural decisions to be made. Drawing on the comparison of the 

ambient devices described above, appropriate hardware devices were selected based on the 

requirements of the case study team. Additionally, software components were constructed to 

interact with the team’s build server as well as to perform the logic and processing required to 

transform the build log data into ambient device output. 

In this project, two separate classes of ambient build monitoring device were planned and 

constructed. As the project evolved the behaviour of the devices was changed to allow for the 

team’s work practices to be more closely followed and to compare multiple types of behaviour. 

1.2.5. Evaluate Prototype against Hypotheses 

Finally, once the prototype had been designed and implemented, it could be evaluated and 

measured according to the hypotheses previously described. In this project, the case study team was 

provided with ambient build monitoring devices for a period of several months. During this time a 

number of quantitative metrics were calculated, and these metrics were then evaluated against the 

research hypotheses. Additionally, qualitative information was obtained both through informal 

conversations with team members and through semi-structured interviews towards the conclusion 

of the study. 

1.3. Thesis Outline 

Chapter Two provides an overview of relevant previous research. First, the areas of software 

development processes and the types of information used by professional software developers are 
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explored. This is followed by a summary of some previous studies intended to understand and 

improve the ways in which software team members communicate and stay aware of relevant 

information. This chapter also describes the principles of ambient awareness and lists numerous 

ambient devices and technologies which can be adopted when presenting information in an ambient 

form. 

Chapter Three describes the methodology used in this study. Specifically, the underlying principles of 

case study research and action research are discussed, as is the decision to use this type of 

methodology for this study. Next, the chapter outlines the steps followed to perform the study, 

including the list of the individual components of the study from the initial preparation through to 

the data analysis. 

In Chapter Four, the two initial study components are described. First, an observational component 

was conducted to gather information about the ways in which the members of the case study team 

interacted and performed their daily work. Next, in-depth interviews were performed with each 

team member to gain more information about these topics and others. Chapter Four outlines the 

ways in which these study components were designed, and describes the results and analysis 

performed on the data. 

Chapter Five builds on these results, as well as the literature described in previous chapters, and 

outlines the core requirements that an ambient build monitoring and awareness system should 

meet if it is to successfully address the issues and concerns outlined by the team members. This 

chapter also discusses potential technologies and practices that could be used in such a system. 

Finally, the chapter describes some concrete and testable hypotheses for changes in team behaviour 

that can be objectively observed following the introduction of an ambient build monitoring and 

awareness system, and can be used to judge its success and impact on the team. 

The implementation used in this study is described in Chapter Six. A series of hardware and software 

components were required to enable the appropriate information to be obtained from the build 

server, to be manipulated and aggregated, and then to be provided back to the development team 

in a useful form. This chapter outlines the steps followed to implement each of these components 

and describes the overall architecture of the system. 

Chapter Seven outlines the evaluation of this system. The evaluation was conducted along several 

dimensions. First, a series of metrics were calculated to test each of the hypothesis outlined in 

Chapter Five. The methods used to calculate these metrics, and the results of these calculations, are 

provided. Next, a set of qualitative feedback was provided by participants both in the form of 
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communications with the researcher during the study and in follow-up interviews towards the end 

of the study. This information is also provided in Chapter Seven. 

Chapter Eight discusses the implications of the results, including a discussion of their support for the 

hypotheses described in Chapter Five and a comparison of the devices and prototype behaviours. 

Finally, Chapter Nine concludes this thesis and provides some suggestions for future work in the area 

of ambient build monitoring and awareness, and ambient awareness more broadly. 

1.4. Definition of Terms 

Table 1. Definition of terms. 

Term Definition 

Ambient device Any device intended to provide information within an environment in 

an unobtrusive manner, and which does not require attention to be 

paid to it in order for that information to be perceived. 

Ambient display An ambient device that presents information on a monitor, screen, or 

other display, as opposed to through LEDs, movement, etc. 

Awareness “An understanding of the activities of others, which provides a 

context for your own activity” (Dourish & Bellotti, 1992). 

Broken build A build which has failed for any reason, such as invalid source code or 

a unit test failure. 

Broken build chain A contiguous series of broken builds within a plan, terminated by the 

next successful build. 

Bug A type of work item that represents a specific problem or defect in a 

system. 

Build A single instance of a build process. A build process may include some 

or all of the following actions: checking out source code; validating 

source code; compiling source code; running unit tests; running other 

types of tests. 

Build server A software system responsible for managing builds, plans, projects, 

and build artefacts. 

Changeset The set of source code changes associated with a build. 

Continuous integration A development practice in which a build is automatically triggered 

whenever a source code change is made and committed to the 

repository. 
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Term Definition 

Glanceability A property of a device which describes that information presented 

through that device can be perceived at a glance. 

Issue See Bug. 

Plan Within Atlassian Bamboo (Atlassian Pty Ltd, 2009c), a plan is a 

representation of a source code tree and associated metadata 

specifying the frequency and settings which should be used to build 

that code. 

Project Within Atlassian Bamboo, a project is a logical grouping of plans for 

administrative purposes. 

More broadly, a project is a set of work performed by one or more 

people in order to achieve a specified aim. 

Repository A software component which manages a set of source code artefacts 

and provides access to these artefacts to team members. 

Situated display A device that presents information within a physical environment 

through the use of a monitor, screen, or other display. 

Work item A feature, bug (issue), requirement, or other actionable task to be 

performed on a system by a developer or other software team 

member. 

 





9 

Chapter Two 
2. Related Work 

This chapter examines the literature relating to ambient and passive awareness of software project 

information. Section 2.1 describes the literature on software development processes, and section 

2.2 discusses the types of information that software teams typically use when developing a software 

product. Section 2.3 describes previous work conducted to understand and enhance the 

communication and awareness of information within software teams. Finally, section 2.4 examines 

the myriad technologies and methods that can be used for ambient awareness, both within software 

teams and more generally, and presents a taxonomy of various devices that have been developed 

for this purpose within multiple domains.  

2.1. Software Development Practices and Processes 

Software development has evolved from a collection of ad hoc activities to a set of formalised 

processes and evidence-based procedures. Different sets of procedures emphasise different types of 

information and require team members to have varying levels of awareness of that information. This 

section discusses the relevant literature in the area of software development processes and best 

practices, particularly the move towards agile software development and the associated test, build, 

and feedback processes that support agile methodologies.  

2.1.1. Prescriptive and Agile Methodologies 

A wide body of literature outlines the various software development processes that are in use within 

the software industry. Pressman (2005) summarises the overall direction of the software 

engineering community and notes that most of the methodologies in wide use fit into two distinct 

categories: classical prescriptive methodologies and agile methodologies. 

Prescriptive methodologies, also known as plan-based methodologies (Ceschi, Sillitti, Succi, & De 

Panfilis, 2005), are the more traditional processes for software development. The waterfall model 

prescribes a set of well-defined phases for software development: requirements gathering, design, 

development, testing, and deployment. A project moves through these phases in a sequential 

manner, and each phase builds upon the information and artefacts produced in the preceding 

phases (Pressman, 2005). The spiral model is an iterative process in which a project is divided into a 

series of sub-projects, with each sub-project going through the same general phases as in the 

waterfall model. 
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Agile models were designed largely as a reaction to the perceived inefficiency and bureaucracy of 

prescriptive models (Sommerville, 2007). While a number of distinct agile development 

methodologies are used within industry, there are several general principles that apply across the 

range of agile methodologies (Beck et al., 2001). In particular, agile development models are 

designed for flexibility and rapid development, with an emphasis on keeping developers continually 

aware of the project’s changing status and giving team members the capability and mandate to 

adjust their actions according to these changes. 

A number of methodologies have been developed to provide guidance for implementations of agile 

processes. Common examples of agile methodologies include eXtreme Programming (XP) (Jeffries, 

Anderson, & Hendrickson, 2001) and SCRUM (Beedle, Devos, Sharon, Schwaber, & Sutherland, 1999; 

Schwaber, 1995). Depending on the specific methodology in use, teams will emphasise different 

aspects of the software development process and may conduct tasks in different ways or in a 

different order. For example, SCRUM mandates that developers work within relatively short 

‘sprints’, each corresponding to an atomic set of deliverable functionality. In XP, team members 

work in pairs to write code, and a strong emphasis is placed on testing that code early and 

frequently. The following section describes various testing practices employed within XP as well as in 

other methodologies. 

2.1.2. Unit Testing, Regression Testing, and Test-Driven Development 

A common strategy for software component verification is unit testing. This involves a developer 

writing code to exercise and evaluate a software component, such as a method, object, or other 

code which can be tested in an atomic manner (Pressman, 2005). The test code documents the 

expected output of the component and compares it with the observed output. If the actual output is 

equivalent to the expected output the test is considered to have passed; otherwise, the test has 

failed. 

Unit testing can be integrated into developer workflows in a number of different ways (Pressman, 

2005). Developers can construct a library of these unit tests and manually execute them at various 

times during the coding process. An advantage to this approach is that as new tests are added to the 

library, the overall proportion of the system tested by the unit test library will increase. When 

developers make changes to existing code, or refactor or otherwise rework the system, they can re-

execute the unit test library and verify that their changes have not caused any existing functionality 

to break. In this way, unit tests are used as a common form of regression testing. 
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Test-driven development (TDD) is another approach to unit testing and is particularly popular among 

XP and other agile developers (Beck, 2002; Beck & Andres, 2004). In the TDD approach, developers 

write unit tests before implementing a function or otherwise making a change to the primary 

codebase. Once the test has been written it can be executed and observed to fail, thereby 

establishing a known baseline point. Only once this baseline is established will a developer begin to 

write the code to actually implement the function or change. Following this implementation the 

developer will again run the unit test, verify that it passes, and finally may run the full suite of 

regression tests before considering the change to be complete. 

Nagappan, Maximilien, Bhat, and Williams (2008) list a number of advantages of TDD and of unit 

testing in general. Specifically, the process of writing unit tests as part of the main development 

workflow becomes part of the design process for the component, and also implicitly documents the 

functionality of the system as it is actually implemented. The suite of unit tests becomes invaluable 

when developers are required to modify existing code – if the unit test coverage is sufficiently high 

(i.e. a majority of the system code is tested by unit tests), developers have the confidence to make 

changes, knowing that any regression errors will be detected quickly by the test suite. 

2.1.3. Software Configuration Management and Build Processes 

Irrespective of the development and testing methodologies used by a team, a software configuration 

management (SCM) system will often be used to manage the source code, control changes, and 

enforce team policies and processes. A single SCM system may be comprised of multiple 

independent components, potentially integrated together in some way, each performing a 

specialised task. For example, a source code repository such as Subversion (CollabNet, 2009) can 

store and manage source code artefacts; a build server such as CruiseControl (ThoughtWorks, 2009) 

can build the source code into executable code; an issue tracking system such as Trac (Edgewall 

Software, 2009) can provide a centralised location for team members to store, process, and analyse 

work items; and a dependency management tool such as Maven (Apache Software Foundation, 

2009) can be used to automatically resolve version conflicts resulting from dependencies between 

different libraries and external frameworks. 

A key part of software development is the build process. This process is ultimately responsible for 

translating human-readable source code into binary executables. In team environments a build 

server will often be used to provide dedicated resources for the build process. The build server will 

generate and store build artefacts and reports, and will enable tracking of a project’s complete build 

history over time. Depending on a number of contextual factors, a given build will be considered 
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successful – indicating it meets a minimum set of standards relating to code quality and functionality 

– or a failure (Fowler, 2006). 

Developers can use a number of strategies to minimise the likelihood of build failures. Continuous 

compilation is one such strategy. This technology, a feature of many modern integrated 

development environments (IDEs) such as Eclipse (Eclipse Foundation, 2009), builds code silently 

and in the background of the developer’s work environment, enabling rapid feedback in cases of 

coding or syntax errors and reducing the need to invoke the compiler and build process manually in 

order to find these errors. 

Continuous testing is another strategy. Saff & Ernst (2004) constructed a system for continuously 

running regression tests on developers’ workstations. This system enabled rapid feedback on the 

impact of code changes, and in an experimental evaluation was found to significantly affect the 

success rate on a programming task. The authors cited a number of benefits to frequent testing: 

The longer a regression error persists without being caught, the larger its drain on productivity: when 

the error is found, more code changes must be considered to find the changes that directly pertain to 

the error, the code changes are no longer fresh in the developer’s mind, and new code written in the 

meanwhile may also need to be changed as part of the bug fix. 

In both continuous compilation and continuous testing procedures, Saff & Ernst (2004) argue that 

the goal is to minimise the duration of a problem. The duration of a problem can be split into the 

ignorance time (the time from the introduction of the problem to the developer becoming aware of 

it) and the fix time (from when the developer becomes aware of the problem to when they correct 

it). Continuous compilation and continuous testing aim to decrease the ignorance time, thereby 

decreasing the overall duration of the problem. 

Continuous integration (CI) is another procedure intended to provide frequent feedback (Fowler, 

2006). CI systems ensure that whenever code is checked into the source code repository the entire 

project is built as soon as practicable. Like the other procedures, CI is intended to decrease the 

ignorance time – although CI acts on the entire codebase rather than on an individual developer’s 

changes.  

CI systems often run a number of other tasks as part of their automated build process in addition to 

source code compilation. These may include automated unit testing, static analysis, dynamic 

analysis, profiling, load testing, and a number of other processes (further described in section 2.2). If 

any of these tasks fail the build is considered to have failed. Teams employing CI systems will 

typically consider a failing build to be their highest priority to fix (Holck & Jorgensen, 2004): until the 
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build passes, the system is considered to be in an inconsistent state. Because of these properties of 

CI it is a popular technique among agile teams to ensure that the project remains in a stable state 

(Bowyer & Hughes, 2006; Duvall, Matyas, & Glover, 2007).  

Holck and Jorgensen (2004) summarise the primary advantages of CI. They argue that CI provides 

motivation to team members (since they can see a working system, including their own individual 

contributions, on a regular basis), and also that CI reduces the risk of an integration requiring large-

scale fixes in order to successfully complete, since these integrations occur frequently and therefore 

have smaller changes. Karlsson, Andersson, & Leion (2000) describe an example use of a daily build 

process and cite the advantages of receiving regular feedback, isolating errors with builds, and 

allowing testers to work with fresh builds on a frequent basis. CI systems will typically build code far 

more frequently than once per day, so these advantages can be reasonably expected to be 

multiplied. 

Despite these advantages, little work has been conducted to quantify the benefits and effects of 

employing CI procedures. Kim, Park, Yun, and Lee (2008) describe their experience implementing a 

CI system as part of a broader set of integration and quality control procedures; however, they do 

not describe the evidence leading them to select CI. Ebert (2001) describes a case study of sixty 

projects in which CI was introduced as part of a series of interventions to improve validation 

processes and practices. Following their interventions, they found that the number of defects was 

reduced, and those remaining defects were detected earlier. However, their study was correlational 

in nature and given the number of simultaneous interventions it is difficult to isolate the effects of CI 

alone. Despite this lack of published evidence for its efficacy, Fowler (2006) argues that CI is a 

fundamental part of modern software development procedures. 

2.2. Sources of Information in Software Development Processes 

At any stage within the software development process, irrespective of the methodologies in use, a 

software team will have collected a large set of information describing the project requirements and 

state, as well as artefacts such as source code. 

This section outlines the main types of information that are collected with regards to the project 

state. Section 2.1.1 examines the purely technical information sources, such as the build artefacts 

and statistics, and section 2.2.2 outlines the use of knowledge management systems such as work 

item tracking. Section 2.2.3 describes some work that has attempted to look at the social metrics 

that can be calculated from software development project, correlating these metrics with other 
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aspects of the project in question. Finally, section 2.2.4 describes the usefulness of overall project 

status metrics and of maintaining a regular awareness of the project status. 

2.2.1. Technical Information 

Technical information within a software project is the information which relates to the functionality 

of the end product. This information can be derived directly from the source code, specifications, 

and other primary artefacts, or from the output of various tools which operate over the artefacts. 

Table 2 lists some examples of technical information sources within software development projects. 

Table 2. Examples of technical information derived during the software development process. 

Information Source Summary 

Unit testing The creation and execution of test code by developers to evaluate 

small pieces of functionality within an application. 

Code coverage analysis The process of monitoring the execution of unit tests to ensure that 

every component and line of code is adequately tested. 

Customer acceptance testing Similar to unit testing, but tests are designed to be written by end 

users or customers to ensure that the functionality behaves as 

expected. 

Profiling Monitors the execution of a running application to assess its use of 

system resources such as memory and CPU time. Often used as part 

of a performance improvement strategy. 

Smoke testing Simple functional testing to ensure that a build meets a minimum 

set of requirements. Can be manual, partially automated, or 

entirely automated. 

Static analysis Examines source code, usually to assess compliance with best 

practices, naming conventions, organisational requirements, and so 

forth. 

Dynamic analysis Monitors the execution of a running application to assess its 

behaviour or perform runtime tests. 

Load testing Simulates high levels of activity on a system to test the system’s 

capability to handle high load.  

The previous section described unit testing and noted that it is a common technique employed by 

software developers to ensure their code is functionally correct. Dedicated unit testing tools such as 

NUnit (NUnit.org, 2009) will result in output similar to Figure 1, showing a view of the tests which 
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have passed, failed, or not run. The test results can be directed to a file or streamed into another 

application for further processing. 

 

Figure 1. Example unit testing output from the NUnit unit testing tool (NUnit.org, 2009). 

While unit testing can be extremely useful to ensure that specific functions and sets of features 

within a software application work correctly (Peled, 2001), if only a small proportion of the system is 

tested in this way, the overall product may not be adequately tested. Code coverage analysis tools 

such as NCover (2004) monitor the execution of the tests and detect whether branches of code have 

been executed or not; based on this information, a precise report (similar to Figure 2) can be 

generated listing the components, or even lines of code, which have not been ‘visited’ by the unit 

testing framework and therefore have not had unit tests written for them. As with unit test reports, 

code coverage reports will often be transferred to a machine-readable format such as XML, or 

transformed to a human-readable report. 

 

Figure 2. Example code coverage output from the NCover tool (NCover, 2004) 
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Another type of testing that is useful in some development projects is customer acceptance testing. 

While similar in principle to unit testing, customer acceptance testing frameworks such as Fit 

(Cunningham, 2007) are designed to be used by end-users or customers rather than developers. 

Users create test cases using common tools such as word processors and spreadsheets, and the 

testing framework executes the test cases and presents the results in a format similar to unit testing 

reports (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. Example customer acceptance test format (Cunningham, 2007) 

In addition to tools which test functionality, software engineering processes typically include tools to 

analyse the performance of a system under development. Code profilers monitor the execution of 

an application and measure the memory and CPU usage, the memory allocation behaviours, and 

other low-level details relating to how the software is executing (Eick & Steffen, 1992). Profilers 

often provide a series of reports and charts with detailed information about the profiled application 

(for example, Figure 4). Developers can then work to optimise the application if necessary. 
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Figure 4. Example output from the Microsoft CLR Profiler (Meier, Vasireddy, Babbar, & Mackman, 2004) 

Finally, smoke testing is a technique used to verify a build meets a minimum set of criteria. Typically 

this will include successfully booting the application and running a series of basic functional tests to 

ensure the application is usable and in a consistent state. Smoke testing can be conducted with 

varying degrees of automation. If it is entirely automated, smoke testing may be employed as part of 

a continuous integration procedure in order to verify each build is in a state where it can be further 

tested or demonstrated (McConnell, 1996). 

2.2.2. Knowledge Management Systems 

The process of developing software requires a great deal of coordination between different 

stakeholders. Knowledge management systems are commonly used to track work items, goals, 

project news and updates, and as a repository for specifications and other project documentation 

(Pressman, 2005). 

Work item tracking is a particularly common type of knowledge management system used with 

software projects. In these systems, a central repository (such as Trac (Edgewall Software, 2009)) 

stores information about customer requirements, bugs, enhancements, and feature requests. These 

work items can be assigned to developers and their status tracked over time. Additionally, as noted 

in section 2.1.3, if work item tracking is integrated with other systems (such as source code 

repositories), commits of source code can be linked to a feature request or bug report, enabling 

advanced project status tracking and reporting. 

2.2.3. Social Communication 

Commercial software development is almost exclusively conducted as a team exercise. Whether the 

teams are collocated or distributed, team members require regular contact in order to coordinate 

activities and plan work. 

Within a distributed team, Wolf, Schroter, Damian and Nguyen (2009) studied the intra-team 

communication which took place through the comments placed on the work item tracking system 
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and found that the more communication that occurred during a development iteration, the more 

likely that iteration would result in a successful build. In principle, this type of metric could also be 

calculated for collocated teams and included as a project status metric. 

2.2.4. Project Status Information 

A final general category of information used within software teams is project status. Each 

organisation will have different metrics to track the status of a software development project; 

fundamentally, however, project status metrics could be considered to measure the team’s ability to 

deliver the project’s functionality on time and within budget. 

A number of different project status metrics and tools can be used. Prescriptive models suit the 

rigidity of Gantt charts, which track the critical path of a project and can measure the likely impact of 

change requests and unanticipated developments. Within agile teams, and especially teams 

employing the SCRUM methodology, Sutherland (2001) argues that burn down charts are more 

useful. Burn down charts compare the estimated sprint completion time with the actual sprint 

completion time, and can be tracked throughout the sprint. Ideally a burn down chart will display a 

downward-sloping straight line, indicating steady progress towards the end of the sprint and the 

completion of the sprint’s goals. 

Proactive monitoring of a project status is a critical part of software development. Keil & Robey 

(2001) studied a variety of software projects and found that team members typically did not want to 

‘blow the whistle’ on a failing or off-track project, even though this would be valuable information. 

They concluded that “better communication of project status, especially bad news, can reduce the 

incidence of software runaways”. 

2.2.5. Summary 

This section has described the wide variety of information which is used by software development 

teams as they go about their work. Some of this information – such as test results, code metrics, and 

work item information – is a standard part of a software developer’s toolkit, while others – such as 

social communication measures and overall project status metrics – are less commonly used. 

Every organisation and team will place different value on each type of information. For distributed 

teams, social communication is likely to be an important area for team members to specifically focus 

on, while for collocated teams it may occur naturally and thus not warrant additional attention. 

Different project methodologies will also emphasise different types of information. For example, 

test-driven development requires that unit tests be used extensively as part of the developer’s daily 
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workflow, while a team adopting a more traditional waterfall model might instead be concerned 

with the degree to which the code conforms to an original specification. 

2.3. Awareness and Coordination within Software Teams 

With so many distinct sources of information and so many parallel activities being conducted, it is 

important for team members to coordinate their efforts, avoid unnecessary duplication, and reduce 

conflicts between their work (LaToza, Venolia, & DeLine, 2006). Staying aware of the status of the 

team and the project is a critical part of this. 

Within the fields of computer-supported cooperative work and software engineering a number of 

studies have examined the ways in which software teams stay aware of relevant information and 

coordinate their activities accordingly. An overarching theme of this work is that awareness and 

coordination are inextricably linked: in order to coordinate activities and work, team members must 

have awareness of the activities of other team members and of the project as a whole. This section 

summarises the previous work in the area of software team awareness and coordination, including 

interventions designed to improve aspects of these behaviours. 

According to Dourish and Bellotti (1992), awareness can be defined as “an understanding of the 

activities of others, which provides a context for [one’s] own activity." Multiple types and forms of 

awareness have been posited, and Cadiz, Fussell, Kraut, Lerch, and Scherlis (1998) distinguishes 

between two broad categories of awareness. Active awareness is purposeful and conscious, such as 

asking specific questions to elicit information (e.g. Sillito, Murphy, & Volder, 2006), while passive 

awareness is distinct in that it “involves keeping track of events of interest without making a 

conscious effort to do so” (Cadiz et al., 1998). Gutwin and Greenberg (2001) make an analogous 

distinction between intentional and incidental awareness in their Workspace Awareness Framework. 

Intentional or active awareness of information is an important aspect of teamwork. Curtis, Krasner 

and Iscoe (1988) argue that one of the major challenges in the software design process is the 

“constant need to share and integrate information”, and suggest that “the communication necessary 

to develop a shared vision of the system’s structure and function, and the coordination necessary to 

support dependencies and manage changes on large scale projects are team issues”. Despite the fact 

that their study was conducted in 1988, these issues are still concerning software teams and 

researchers today. For example, in a case study of a global software team, Damian, Izquierdo, Singer, 

and Kwan (2007) found that a broken build could be traced directly to communication breakdowns 

between team members. 
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More broadly, Gutwin, Penner, and Schneider(2004) studied how distributed software teams 

communicate awareness information and found that a level of commitment was required on the 

part of the developers to ensure the communication channels continued to be used and that the 

information was exchanged frequently. In studying the various communication modalities in use 

within three open source projects, such as mailing lists, commit logs, and chat, they noted that the 

time required to communicate using each modality substantially affected the degree to which that 

modality was used. 

Incidental or passive awareness is an alternative awareness strategy that does not rely on purposeful 

and intentional communication. According to Gutwin & Greenberg (2001), one of the primary 

characteristics of awareness is that it is often a secondary goal, with team awareness information 

being collected incidentally as part of a more broad task. Because of this, team members do not set 

out to gain awareness of a system, project, or situation, but develop this over time without any 

specific purpose or intention to do so. 

In an attempt to use these principles to enhance the awareness and coordination of team activities 

within a case study team, Biehl et al. (2007) constructed FASTDash. Information from software team 

members was passively collected within their IDE, aggregated within a central middleware server 

and database, and visualised on a large screen situated within the developers’ physical work 

environment. FASTDash was intended to display a visual representation (Figure 5) of the source code 

files opened by team members, the specific parts of the file they were working with, which files they 

had checked out from the repository, and whether there were potential conflicts between two 

developers’ work.  



21 

 

Figure 5. FASTDash user interface (Biehl et al., 2007). 

Similarly, Palantír (Sarma et al., 2003) extended an SCM system in order to provide developers with 

information about the artefacts used and changes made by other developers on the team. As 

developers worked on their own tasks, they received notifications if another developer began 

making changes which might affect their work and were presented with an estimation of the impact 

that these changes may have. This information was presented unobtrusively within the developer’s 

workspace, to avoid unnecessary distractions or otherwise drawing attention from the primary task 

of writing code. 

2.3.1. Summary 

Although each of these studies focused on different tools, different sources of information, and 

different ways of communicating or visualising that information, there is a common recognition that 

within a team environment it is critical for team members to be aware of each other's activities, and 

of the activities of the team as a whole. In addition, real time or near-real time feedback presents 

substantial advantages over post-hoc reporting (Biehl et al., 2007). Awareness is a core mechanism 

used by teams to dynamically adapt and coordinate work between team members, and ultimately to 

improve the quality of the team’s work. 



22 

2.4. Ambient Awareness and Situated Displays 

Ambient awareness is strongly related to a shift from ‘technology use’ to ‘technology presence’, 

described by Ross (2007). Rather than requiring conscious and purposeful use of a device, ambient 

technologies are designed to be directly or indirectly available within a physical environment, 

providing awareness information in a background and unobtrusive manner. Additionally, the mere 

presence of a technological artefact within an environment conveys some contextual information 

about the artefact, its purpose, or its context of use. These concepts fit within the pervasive and 

ubiquitous computing paradigm, and other ‘beyond the desktop’ paradigms. 

This section discusses the literature within the ambient awareness and situated display fields, first by 

examining the general principles that form the basis for these technologies, and then by describing 

some previous studies which have used ambient awareness and situated displays within a variety of 

contexts. Finally, this section concludes with a discussion of some previous projects that have been 

conducted within software teams to provide build status monitoring information using these 

technologies. 

2.4.1. Ambient Devices and Situated Displays 

Ambient devices are one general category of device specifically intended to provide visual 

representations of digital information within a physical environment. Typically the visual 

representations are simple and easy to perceive. Ambient devices are designed as a form of calm 

technology, described by Greenberg (1999) as: 

‘calm’ [technology]... recedes into the background, becoming almost invisible unless some event 

attracts attention to it or when a person consciously decides to bring it into the center of their 

attention. 

A clock is an example of such a device, fading out of attention for the most part, but presenting 

information in an easy-to-perceive form at a glance when necessary (Sellen, Eardley, Izadi, & Harper, 

2006). Greenberg (1999) provides a series of design guidelines and conceptual issues for 

consideration when implementing calm technologies. These guidelines emphasise the importance of 

selecting an appropriate type of device for the message, and of positioning the device within an 

environment in a meaningful way. Ambient devices convey information through their programmable 

parameters (LEDs, screens, and so forth) as well as the context and environment in which they are 

used. 

Situated displays fit within the same general category as ambient displays, but do not necessarily 

include the ‘calm’ element that ambient devices typically possess. A situated display is an electronic 
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display placed within an environment, but differs from an ambient device in that it may present 

detailed information which requires a great deal of attention to be perceived or used. While both 

types of device take advantage of their physical context and will become embedded into an 

environment (White, 2008), situated displays will be more likely to contain in-depth information for 

consultation or analysis while ambient displays will convey simple information which can be easily 

perceived, even in the absence of direct and overt attention. 

The previous section described the difference between active awareness and passive awareness 

(Cadiz et al., 1998). Within situated display technology, a similar differentiation can also be used to 

distinguish ambient devices from non-ambient devices. Situated displays as a general category will 

provide digital information to a user, but only ambient displays – a subset of situated display 

technologies – do so in a passive and non-invasive manner. 

In their discussion of the use of passive awareness within distributed work teams, Cadiz et al. (1998) 

provide a set of guidelines for the design of passive displays. These include asynchronicity (avoiding 

presenting information as part of the user’s main workflow), proportionality (when visualising data, 

more important information should be physically larger), and aggregation (providing high-level 

summaries of information). 

Ambient devices fit these criteria well. They are specific and separate devices, and thereby avoid 

presenting information to the user directly - instead allowing the user to pay attention to the device 

when they are able to do so. Their visual parameters can be manipulated, and they are typically 

designed to provide simple visual information that can act as a summary or overview of more 

detailed information. Shneiderman’s information seeking mantra (1996) is “overview first, zoom and 

filter, then details on demand”. Ambient and situated display devices can provide an overview of a 

situation, system, or information source. Depending on the context of use this may be sufficient; if 

not, further exploration of the data can be conducted. 

2.4.2. Feedback on Dynamic Systems 

Regardless of the type or amount of attention required to perceive information presented through a 

digital display, these devices are ideally suited to provide real-time feedback and status information 

relating to dynamic, changing systems and data. Clarke, Hughes, Roucefield, and Hemmings (2003) 

describe the awareness processes in use in a hospital ward with regards to monitoring bed usage, 

and conclude that any electronic system to augment or replace existing procedures should account 

for the ever-changing nature of the hospital environment. Within the domain of software teams, 

Biehl et al. (2007) note that the information most frequently used by developers is also the most 
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frequently changed, and argue that the development of situated electronic displays, updated 

dynamically and in real time, is necessary to capture and provide feedback on the ever-changing 

process of software construction. 

Dourish and Bellotti (1992) introduced the principle of shared feedback – that is, feedback 

information passively collected without any additional effort or reporting required on the part of 

team members, and presented to the team within a shared workspace. To Dourish and Bellotti, a 

shared workspace consisted of synchronised GUI applications running on individual users’ 

workstations, essentially forming a logically shared workspace within physically individualised 

devices. However, when dealing with collocated teams, situated displays and ambient devices 

provide a physical manifestation for such a workspace and allow team members to passively share 

feedback information using a single shared physical display. 

2.4.3. Taxonomy of Ambient and Situated Display Technology 

A large number of projects have explored the use of ambient awareness and situated display 

technology in a number of different domains. These projects have used a variety of different devices, 

form factors, and behaviours. This section provides a taxonomy of a representative sample of these 

technologies. 

Each technology has been classified along a number of dimensions (Table 3). The dimensions were 

selected to provide an assessment of the most important aspects of the technology relating to their 

ability to be used for ambient awareness. Many classifications within the dimensions are subjective 

and are provided on a continuum, but are intended to enable a general comparison of these devices. 

The taxonomy of devices is provided in Table 4.  

Table 3. Dimensions used for categorising ambient device technology. 

Dimension Description 

Visibility The ease by which the device is able to be viewed within a physical environment. 

Devices which are large, highly luminous, centrally located, or very obvious are 

considered to have high visibility. Personal devices (such as those on a person’s 

desk), and devices which are small, dim, or present information in a subtle way 

are considered to have low visibility. 

Degree of Attention The amount of attention that must be expended in order to perceive the 

meaning of the information that the device is presenting. 

A device which has a single function, or which has its function made obvious by 

its context or identity, is considered to have a low degree of attention required. A 

device which requires the user to examine its contents, browse through multiple 
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Dimension Description 

levels of information, or perform complex cognitive operations such as mapping 

between domains, is considered to have a high degree of attention required. 

Information Type The type and complexity of the information which can be displayed. 

We have adopted the categorisation structure proposed by Elliot, Watson, 

Neustaedter, and Greenberg (2007), who identified the most common types of 

information presented on ambient devices as: 

 Binary: displaying values representing either logical true or false. 

 Discrete: displaying one (or more) of several discrete or distinct states. 

 Continuous: displaying a value within a continuous range. 

 Textual: displaying purely textual or numerical information. 

 Multimedia: displaying images, sound, video, links, or other multimedia 

content. 

Resolution/Granularity The amount of information which can be presented by the device at any given 

time. 

A device which can only present a binary state (such as a device consisting of a 

single LED) is considered to have low resolution. A device which can present 

textual information, multiple binary states simultaneously, or presents 

information on multiple dimensions is considered to have high resolution. 



 

Table 4. Taxonomy of example ambient device technologies. 

Type of Technology References Description Visibility Degree of 
Attention 

Information Type Resolution/Granularity 

Single LED  Simple small LED turns on 
and off. 

Low Low Binary Low – 2 values 

Single light bulb  Light bulb turns on and 
off. 

Medium Low Binary Low – 2 values 

Text LCD Elliot et al. 
(2007) 

Simple two-line text 
display. May include a 
button (which can be used 
to scroll). 

Low Medium Textual Low-medium – 2 lines of 20 characters. 

Lava lamp Clark (2004), 
Rogers (2008), 
Savoia (2004) 

Lava lamps turn on and 
off. There are often 2 
lamps (one red, one 
green). 

Medium-high 
 
Take several 
minutes to warm 
up for full visibility 

Low Discrete (on/off, 
red/green) 

Low – 4 values (both off, red on, green 
on, both on) 

Glow Lamp Elliot & 
Greenberg 
(2004) 

Rotates to display one of 5 
coloured panels. 

Low-medium Low Discrete (5 colours) Medium – 5 values 

Ambient Garden Elliot & 
Greenberg 
(2004) 

Flowers’ stems can 
grow/shrink. Each flower 
has an LED (either red or 
green). 

Low-medium Low-medium Discrete (LED) and 
continuous (height 
of flower stem) 

LED: low (off/on, different colour) 
 
Stem height: medium (limited by 
physical space available) 

Ambient Beads Elliot & 
Greenberg 
(2004) 

Vertical location of beads 
on a monitor changes 
depending on a variable. 

Low Low Continuous Medium (limited by physical space 
available) 

Ambient Orb Ambient 
Devices (2009) 

An orb-shaped light that 
can change colour and 
pulse at different 
frequencies. 

Medium-high Low Continuous Medium – range of colours, and can 
pulse at different frequencies 

2
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Type of Technology References Description Visibility Degree of 
Attention 

Information Type Resolution/Granularity 

Digital photo frame Downs & 
Plimmer (2008, 
2009) 

Small display that can 
show any arbitrary 
information, with some 
technological limitations. 

Low-medium 
(small screen) 
 
Suitable for small 
team or individual 
cubicle 

Depends on 
application 

Multimedia Fairly high. Small screen, but wide 
scope for displaying information. 

Dedicated PC 
monitor 

e.g. Woodward 
(2007) 

Medium display that can 
show any arbitrary 
information. 

Medium 
 
Suitable for 
entryway, small 
team, or in 
parallel 

Depends on 
application 

Multimedia Medium-high. Fairly big workspace 
(depending on how big the information 
is). Wide scope for displaying 
information. 

Large LCD/plasma 
display/projector 

 Large display that can 
show any arbitrary 
information. 

High 
 
Suitable for most 
team sizes, 
assuming they are 
collocated 

Depends on 
application 

Multimedia High. Wide scope for displaying 
information and plenty of space. 

Chumby Chumby 
Industries 
(2006) 

Small (3.5”) LCD colour 
touchscreen, similar to a 
digital photo frame. 

Low-medium 
(small screen) 

Depends on 
application 

Multimedia Fairly high. Small screen, but wide 
scope for displaying information. 

Nabaztag Violet (2009a) The Nabaztag is a Wi-Fi enabled device in the form of a rabbit. It has multiple independently controlled dimensions of output: 

Movable ears Medium Low Continuous Medium-high. Ears movable within 
180°. 

5 LEDs (255 colours) Medium Low Discrete Medium (on/off; colour variation). 

2
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2.4.4. Situated Displays and Ambient Devices in Software Teams 

Software developers necessarily use their workstation for the majority of their day-to-day work. 

However, situated and ambient display technologies can be used to support and augment 

developers’ work processes where appropriate. Given the consideration of asynchronicity described 

by Cadiz et al. (1998), dedicated displays would certainly provide a separate channel of information 

to the standard workflow that developers engage in. Accordingly, some previous work within the 

software engineering community has examined the role of situated and ambient displays within 

software teams. 

As discussed in section 2.3, FASTDash (Biehl et al., 2007) provided a situated display, passively 

updated with information relating to developers’ work in progress and current status, and was 

intended to provide developers with the information they would need to coordinate the complex 

work of constructing software. However, due to these multiple and detailed information sources, 

the complexity of the FASTDash interface (see Figure 5, p21) largely precludes its use as a passive or 

ambient display. In order to obtain useful information from the FASTDash system, developers must 

pay conscious attention to it. 

A similar project was undertaken by da Silva et al. (2007), who designed a set of large displays to 

support coordination between distributed team members. A number of visualisations were provided 

on separate displays, including a world map with information about team status within each 

geographical area and a 3D view of task activities in progress. Some of these visualisations were 

interactive, providing team members with the ability to ‘drill down’ into items of interest. Again, 

however, while these displays were physically situated within, and took advantage of, their physical 

environment, they were not ambient due to the volume and complexity of the information, and 

degree of interactivity that the displays required in order to be useful. 

Dashboards (e.g. Few, 2006) are a final example of an application that could make use of situated 

display technology. Dashboards typically provide an overview of a system or project, providing one 

or more key performance indicators (KPIs) or metrics which can be used to proactively and reactively 

monitor such a system. The extent to which a dashboard requires attention depends substantially on 

the design of the dashboard’s user interface. 

Within industry, ambient displays and other ambient devices have been used to provide feedback on 

build processes to team members. Such devices have been referred to as ‘continuous monitoring’ 

and ‘extreme feedback’ devices (e.g. Rogers, 2008), and are particularly common among agile teams 

practicing continuous integration procedures. 
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A canonical example, described by Clark (2004), is a lava lamp. In this example, a software team will 

set up a lava lamp with some sort of programmable electronic controller, and will turn the lamp on 

or off depending on the most recent build result. A number of such projects have been attempted 

within industry and described on blogs and articles. In many cases the device behaviours were 

implemented somewhat haphazardly or without any clear design objective. In addition, no evidence 

has been provided to illustrate their effectiveness, and in most cases no specific hypotheses have 

been developed to describe the expected outcomes. 

Table 5 lists a number of examples of such systems from publicly available web sites, blogs, books, 

and other industry sources. We include the extent to which each device is visible across a room as 

well as any benefits or evidence that has been described to support the use of the system or project. 

Despite the use of these devices within industry, no academic research has been published, and no 

formal analysis has been performed, to explore the usefulness of these devices, to articulate the 

problems they are attempting to solve, and to evaluate whether they have any measurable effect on 

the team’s behaviour or code quality.  



Table 5. Examples of ambient build awareness technology used by industry members. 

Title Description Visibility Benefits or Evidence Described 

Continuous Monitoring tutorial 

(Rogers, 2008) 

Discussion of continuously monitoring build status (and other forms of 

software team status information) using ambient devices. No specific project 

or technology was discussed. 

N/A Potential benefits are cited (e.g. to 

quality, performance, stability, 

profitability) but no evidence provided. 

Lava lamps 

(Clark, 2004; Savoia, 2004) 

Describes ‘extreme feedback devices’ such as red and green lava lamps to 

display overall build status. 

High Anecdotally reports that they are a “very 

useful tool”. 

Ambient Orb 

(Swanson, 2004) 

Adopts the Ambient Orb technology to display overall build status. High Anecdotally reports that they are useful: 

“…once you have on a project with [it]... 

you won't want to work on a project 

without it”.  

Build Wallboard 

(Woodward, 2007) 

Uses a computer monitor as a dashboard. Intended as a demonstration of the 

capability of build server APIs. 

Medium None. 

Brian the Build Bunny 

(Woodward, 2008a, 2008b) 

Uses a Nabaztag Wi-Fi rabbit as a shared build notification device for an entire 

team. 

High None. 

BetaBrite LED Sign 

(Atwood, 2005) 

Comments that the use of an LED display has a different meaning to a standard 

monitor. 

High None. 

Nabaztag 

(de Morlhon, 2009) 

Uses a Nabaztag device in a very similar way to Woodward (2008b). High None. 

Snowman 

(Harrison, 2007) 

Created an ambient device from a USB snowman which could change colour. Low None. 

Dell XPS LED ‘Ambient’ Lights 

(Quibell, 2006) 

Use programmable lights on a laptop. Low None. 

3
0
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2.5. Summary 

This chapter has examined the literature relating to the processes and information used within 

software development, including the role that awareness plays in team-based development 

processes. This chapter also discussed the ways in which awareness information can be presented 

through the use of situated displays and ambient devices. 

Within modern software teams, builds are a core part of the team’s everyday workflow. Builds 

present the most frequent opportunity for the team to assess the entire codebase and to provide 

this assessment as feedback to team members. Builds can be configured to provide a summary of a 

wide variety of information, although a typical agile team build will at least include code compilation 

(thereby checking its syntax and accuracy), unit testing, and some form of smoke testing. 

A common theme throughout the literature on modern software processes and awareness is the 

importance of continuously monitoring and being aware of the status of the team’s activities, the 

codebase, and of the project as a whole. Agile methodologies, and the numerous tools and 

interventions described in this chapter, emphasise the importance of providing feedback to team 

members frequently and rapidly. However, this must be carefully balanced against the negative 

effects of distraction and attention-shifting. 

Ambient awareness technologies provide a useful mechanism to enable continuous feedback of 

status information to software developers without requiring overt attention be expended or 

constant distractions be endured. Various industry members have recognised the advantages of 

these technologies and practices, and have built custom ambient awareness systems to monitor 

build status information and present build feedback quickly and frequently. However, these projects 

have been conducted somewhat haphazardly and without any formal analysis of team practices, 

framing hypotheses, or evaluation of success. 

The following chapters describe a project to implement and evaluate build status monitoring 

technologies, adopting the principles of continuous feedback and ambient awareness.
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Chapter Three 
3. Methodology 

The previous chapter discussed the overall theme that awareness of build status, and software team 

status information monitoring more generally, has largely been neglected within the literature. Build 

status monitoring technologies have been used within industry but, to date, no systematic analysis 

of their optimum design, or any evidence of their effectiveness, has been provided or published. 

This chapter provides an overview of the approach that was used to study build status monitoring. 

Section 3.1 provides an overview of the general principles of case studies and action research within 

information systems, including the linear action research paradigm, and discusses the decision to 

use a case study approach rather than an alternative type of study. Section 3.2 then describes the 

components of this study, including the initial requirements gathering phases and the design and 

implementation of ambient build monitoring devices. 

3.1. Case Studies and Action Research 

Within the field of information systems a number of empirical study methodologies are at a 

researcher’s disposal. Pure experimental and quasi-experimental approaches are useful for 

evaluating interventions that address specific problems and have a quantifiable and testable set of 

hypotheses (e.g. Saff & Ernst, 2004), yielding quantitative data suitable for inferential analysis. Case 

studies are typically used for exploring detailed ideas or hypotheses which do not lend themselves to 

a quantitative approach, or for ethnographic research. 

Case studies can be viewed as “research in the typical” (Nagappan et al., 2008). Instead of isolating 

variables of interest by precisely controlling the environment and circumstances in which a study is 

performed, case studies are conducted within a real-world situation. This has positive aspects as well 

as drawbacks. On the one hand, case studies permit deep analysis of a single situation, allowing a 

broader set of behaviour to be observed and giving greater scope for interacting with that 

behaviour. A well-chosen case study team can provide a great deal of practical and useful 

information. However, case studies are done within real-world environments, with all the variability 

in circumstances that entails, and do suffer from issues of reliability, validity, and difficulty in 

replication. A single case study is rarely sufficient to draw general conclusions, but can provide a 

solid basis for further study, or can be analysed as a part of a wider set of case studies. 
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Case studies can be conducted informally or within some sort of methodological framework. Action 

research provides one such framework. As its name suggests, action research involves the blending 

of formal research with practical and real-world interventions. As an applied discipline, information 

systems can take particular advantage of this type of research. McKay & Marshall (2000) describe 

the use of action research within information systems research as: 

...ideally suited to gaining understanding of whether technology or methodology is perceived useful 

and helpful in practice, what problems and issues are perceived to arise, and to identify how practice 

can be improved within the value system of the problem owner. 

Action research involves the design, implementation and evaluation of an intervention, or set of 

interventions, to address a specific problem or set of problems. These problems may be known a 

priori or may be discovered iteratively throughout the action research process. Baskerville & Wood-

Harper (1996) illustrate the action research cycle as an ongoing process of diagnosing areas of 

concern, planning action based on these areas (with a strong connection to previous work), taking 

actions, evaluating those actions, and formally specifying and reporting the learning attained from 

the process (Figure 6). These processes take place within the context of a ‘client-system 

infrastructure’, the set of principles and agreements between the research team and the 

organisation describing how the study will proceed. 

 

Figure 6. Action research cycle (Baskerville & Wood-Harper, 1996). 
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There are a number of characteristics separating action research from mere engagement in a 

consulting project. Two of the most notable of these characteristics are that actions must be 

situated within a theoretical framework, and that interventions must be empirically evaluated to 

assess their success. 

A theoretical framework for any given action research project will usually be based on existing 

literature and previous case studies. If a relevant formal theory or model is available this will often 

be used as a starting point. If no such theory exists, some attempt can be made to abstract the core 

concepts and ideas from existing work in a bottom-up manner. In addition, the ‘diagnosing’ phase of 

an action research project can provide a large amount of knowledge to integrate into such a 

framework. From this theoretical framework a problem domain can be identified and narrowed, and 

a set of specific actions or interventions can be formulated. 

Once an action has been decided upon and implemented it must be evaluated. Rather than 

haphazardly trialling ideas and drawing conclusions, action research requires that a researcher 

outline specific and measurable hypotheses to test, and to do so before an intervention takes place 

to reduce the risk of experimenter bias: “above all, rigorous researchers pronounce the 

measurement approach before the intervention” (Baskerville & Wood-Harper, 1996) 

Any given action research project will be based on a single, or very few, case studies. Nevertheless, 

McKay & Marshall (2000) argue that action research should contribute to knowledge more broadly. 

Action research should ultimately allow for conclusions to be drawn between a set of interventions 

and the results that are observed, at least to the extent that non-experimental methodologies allow. 

This is acknowledged to be an incremental process with theories emerging from a set of similar case 

studies, in a process of gradual triangulation (McKay & Marshall, 2000). 

3.1.1. Linear Action Research 

Action research, as originally conceived and as described in social science literature, is iterative and 

cyclical in nature. A given project employing action research methodology will follow the cycle 

outlined in Figure 6 for several iterations, refining interventions and improving theoretical 

understanding after each iteration. However, within the field of information systems, it has been 

recognised that a diversity of action research approaches are appropriate (Baskerville & Wood-

Harper, 1998). Recognising the differences between information systems research and social science 

research, Baskerville & Wood-Harper (1998) distinguish between traditional iterative action 

research, reflective action research, and linear action research, and argue that maintaining the 

essence of action research – analysis of a complex social situation, formation of hypotheses, 
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planning and implementing actions, and evaluating their success – is more important than 

adherence to any given methodological paradigm. 

For any given information systems research project, a number of decisions must be made. These 

decisions must necessarily take account of the project’s budget, time constraints, and other 

resources. In the case of an action research project one such decision is whether to perform multiple 

cycles or a single cycle. With finite resources, a multiple cycle approach will likely limit the scope of 

each cycle and thereby limit the amount of information that can be elicited. A single cycle will allow 

for a deeper exploration into the issues and results uncovered during that cycle, but will also limit 

the overall scope of the project. 

Linear action research provides a guiding methodology suitable for conducting a single cycle. 

Irrespective of the use of linear or iterative action research, the action research cycle still requires 

the core components outlined above (diagnosis, action planning, action taking, evaluation, and 

specification of learning). The linear paradigm simply diverges from the iterative paradigm in that it 

does not require multiple cycles in order for useful information to be obtained. 

3.1.2. Use of Action Research in This Study 

For this study, a number of study approaches were considered. Each approach was evaluated to 

determine if it would allow an adequate exploration of the concepts and problems inherent in build 

status monitoring within software teams. Ultimately the decision was made to adopt a linear action 

research-based framework. This decision was made for several reasons. 

First, the limited amount of previous work in the area of build status awareness and monitoring 

meant that, before designing or implementing any interventions or devices, we would have to first 

identify the actual problems that real-world teams face in this area. While surveys or other 

quantitative methods would permit this to some degree, in-depth one-on-one interviews with team 

members allowed us to fully explore these issues without constraining the discussion to a set of 

specific questionnaire items. 

Second, a key element of the study was to evaluate an intervention or set of interventions over a 

long period of time – ideally, several weeks or months. This would permit a more comprehensive 

analysis of the impact of these interventions, thereby increasing the reliability of the results. It would 

also allow us to track the interventions over time: a given intervention may be useful for monitoring 

build status in a short timeframe, but not necessarily over an entire project. A formal experiment 

takes place within a very short amount of time, not allowing such flexibility. 
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Third, it was assumed that software teams would be in a better position to make useful comments 

and suggestions, and would be far more able to give this feedback, with an extended opportunity to 

use and trial the technologies. 

Action research provides the opportunity to explore a problem in detail, to evaluate different 

interventions, and to construct a set of concepts and results which could then be used for further 

research as well as in practice. It became apparent that an action research methodology would be 

ideally suited to our research objectives. However, the project’s constraints – particularly with 

regards to its timeframe – precluded the possibility of conducting multiple detailed cycles of the 

action research process. 

We opted to work within a linear action research framework. However, we viewed this methodology 

as a guiding rather than prescriptive framework; in particular, we made the adjustment that we 

would design and implement several prototypes, but without invoking entirely new cycles of the 

action research process for each prototype. Ultimately the study was conducted within an overall 

action research paradigm, but with adjustments as illustrated in Figure 7. 

 

Figure 7. Hybrid cyclical-linear action research paradigm used for this study. 

3.2. Study Plan 

The study was divided into six component phases (Table 6). The initial phases were intended to 

gather information on problem areas within a team and to assist in the design and planning of 

concrete actions to address these areas. Later phases allowed these interventions to be performed, 

evaluated, and assessed. These later phases were conducted in an iterative manner so the 

interventions would be refined and multiple prototypes evaluated. 
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Table 6. Components of the case study. 

Component Description Duration 

Initial design and 

preparation 

The study protocol was designed and a company was 

approached for a possible case study. Ethical approval 

was also obtained for the project, and consent was 

obtained from the case study company and its 

employees. 

2 months 

Observation By working in the same physical environment as the 

case study team, it was possible to observe the types 

of social interactions that took place, including 

meetings, discussions, and team status updates. 

1 week 

Interviews Detailed one-on-one interviews were conducted with 

members of the team. 

This component was performed in parallel with the 

observational component. 

2 weeks 

Design and 

implementation of 

prototypes 

The information collected from the observations and 

interviews was analysed, as well as related literature. 

Based on this information, a prototype was designed 

and then implemented. This involved sourcing and 

using ambient device hardware and other 

infrastructural components.  

3 months 

Collection of baseline 

data 

Qualitative information was collected to act as a 

baseline before any prototype interventions were 

conducted, enabling comparisons to be made 

between conditions. 

5 weeks  

(overlap with 

implementation) 

Evaluation of 

prototypes 

The prototype system was installed into the team, and 

quantitative and qualitative data continued to be 

collected in order to evaluate its effectiveness. 

3 months (some 

overlap with 

implementation) 

Final interviews Short one-on-one interviews were conducted with 

team members to discuss the study and the prototype 

technology. 

1 day 

Analysis The quantitative and qualitative data obtained 

throughout the study was analysed and reported. 

2 months 
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A software development organisation based in Auckland, New Zealand agreed to participate in the 

research. 

Due to the nature of this study, approval was required from the University of Auckland Human 

Participants Ethics Committee (UAHPEC). The UAHPEC was provided with a full description of the 

research protocol, including the ethical issues which had been identified and a plan to address each 

of these issues (Table 7). 

Table 7. Ethical issues identified. 

Ethical Issue Description Addressed By 

Power relationship 

between employers 

and employees 

Employees may not feel able to 

discuss their opinions freely if 

they believe their employer is 

aware of their comments. 

Managers were not told if any employees 

chose not to participate or withdrew 

during the study. 

Managers were not present in any 

interviews and were not given any 

interview recordings or transcripts, or 

any other identifiable information about 

participants. 

Confidentiality Some information provided by 

the participants, particularly 

during the interviews, may be 

sensitive. 

All personally identifying information was 

removed from each participant’s results 

before analysing and disseminating these 

results. 

Commercial 

sensitivity 

The information collected 

throughout the study could 

reasonably be viewed as 

commercially sensitive as it 

related to products the company 

was working on. 

The research team was subject to a non-

disclosure agreement that prevented us 

from discussing the identity of the 

company, details of the team, or 

information about the software product 

they were working on. 

Informed consent Team members should not feel 

compelled to participate in the 

study. 

All participants received a full 

explanation of the research project and 

were able to withdraw at any time. 

Participant information sheets and consent forms were constructed both for the managers of the 

organisation and for the individual employee participants. These documents are provided in 

Appendix A. 
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In addition to the approval from UAHPEC, the university’s commercialisation organisation 

(UniServices Ltd.) required an agreement with the case study company to cover confidentiality and 

intellectual property issues. These processes were completed before the study commenced. 

At the beginning of the study we worked with the software company to select an appropriate team. 

The company was in the process of transitioning from classical waterfall-style development teams to 

more agile approaches. They selected a team which had successfully implemented agile practices. 

The team worked as part of the wider organisation but on a product that was relatively independent 

from the rest of the company’s work.  

Initially, the team was comprised of ten software developers (two junior, five intermediate, and 

three senior, one of whom also was the team software architect), three testers, and a team leader. 

During the later parts of the study the team was restructured to only include developers and a team 

leader. 

3.2.1. Observational and Interview Components  

We conducted an initial one-week observational component in which the author visited the team’s 

workplace. The purpose of this component was to obtain an overall idea of the team’s 

communication and the daily work patterns that team members engaged in. The author also 

attended team meetings over this week. 

In addition, interviews were performed with each team member lasting approximately one hour 

each. Most of these interviews were conducted concurrently with the observational component and 

the remainder were conducted in the following weeks. The interviews were performed in a semi-

structured, conversational style and were intended to elicit information about the team’s practices 

surrounding status information, particularly focusing on build status, and the problems and concerns 

they faced in these areas. 

Observational data were collected and analysed for basic patterns. Interview recordings were 

transcribed and analysed using a bottom-up approach based on qualitative thematic analysis 

(Boyatzis, 1998), intended to identify and group common themes and items of concern to team 

members. 

3.2.2. Design Concept Prototyping and Evaluation 

Based on the findings from the interviews and the observational component, as well as the related 

literature, a set of core requirements was assembled. Based on these requirements a list of 

candidate technologies was assembled, and a set of specific, measurable hypotheses was 

established so the success of the technologies could be evaluated. 
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An initial prototype was implemented with two types of technology. One technology was intended 

to act as a central build status notification device, shared among the whole team, while the other 

was specific to each developer. Several iterations of these technologies were constructed in order to 

compare different behaviours. 

To evaluate the technologies two main sources of data were used. First, build logs were collected for 

the team’s builds, both during the study and for a baseline period in the month before. A number of 

metrics could then be calculated from these build logs. Second, qualitative information was collected 

in the form of emails and other communication with team members as well as follow-up interviews 

with each developer. 

3.3. Summary 

This chapter has outlined the methodology that was employed for this study. We described the 

foundational principles of case study-based research in general, and action research in particular, 

before outlining the procedures that were followed to investigate build status monitoring devices 

within the case study team. 

The remainder of this thesis describes the study itself, beginning with the observational and 

interview components in Chapter Four. In Chapter Five the core problems and requirements are 

described, as is the design of the prototype system that was constructed to address these 

requirements. In addition, a set of hypotheses – which were used to evaluate the prototypes – are 

presented. Chapter Six discusses the detailed implementation of the prototypes. Chapters Seven and 

Eight describe the evaluation procedures and results and discuss the overall study findings.
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Chapter Four 
4. Observations and Interviews 

This chapter discusses the initial study components performed with the case study team. These 

components were intended to gather information about the team and their daily work practices. 

Section 4.1 discusses the observational component conducted over a one week period, and section 

4.2 describes the in-depth interviews with team members that were performed concurrently with 

the observational component. 

4.1. Observations 

We conducted the observational component of this study over a week-long period in May 2009. In 

total we observed the team for approximately twenty seven hours. The remaining time in the week 

was spent conducting interviews with team members. The observations and all of the interviews 

were conducted by the author. 

The primary intention of the observational component was to discern the frequency and methods by 

which the team members communicated amongst themselves, as well as to get an impression of the 

reasons for these communications. This information was gathered by coding all face-to-face and 

verbal interactions between team members. We used the coding listed in Table 8 for this purpose as 

well as informal impressions of the types of communications which occurred. The number of 

participants and the duration of the communication were also recorded for each instance of 

communication behaviour. 

Table 8. Behaviours recorded and coded within the observational component. 

Behaviour Description 

Talking At least one team member physically moved to another team member’s desk to 

participate in a discussion. 

Calling to 

Person 

A team member called out to at least one other team member, without physically 

moving to another location. 

Meeting A meeting occurred between at least two team members at a location other than a 

team member’s desk, such as a whiteboard, meeting table, etc. 

Table 9 provides a summary of the average number of communication instances per hour over the 

study for each type of behaviour. A full set of results is provided in Appendix B.  
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Table 9. Average instances of communication behaviours per hour. 

Behaviour Type Average Instances Per Hour 

Talking 5.60 

Calling to Person 3.79 

Meeting 0.19 

Total 9.62 

We were struck by how infrequently team members engaged in verbal and face-to-face 

communication activities. On average there were only 9.62 communication instances between team 

members per hour. Given that there were 14 individuals in the team, and with the heavily team-

based work they were performing, this seemed remarkably low. 

We also observed some seemingly unusual behaviour. For example, on several occasions the entire 

team simultaneously stood up and left the room for a meeting without anyone announcing that the 

meeting was beginning. Similarly, a number of team members started laughing at the same time 

even though nothing had been verbalised. 

During the interviews it became apparent that the entire team was engaged in an on-going instant 

messaging conversation which was the primary means of communication. This is discussed in detail 

in further sections. 

On the occasions when team members did communicate verbally, this was typically between a small 

number of participants (on average, 2.36) and was for a specific purpose such as a code review or for 

advice or assistance with a problem. 

Because of the emphasis the team placed on instant messaging for most of the team's 

communication, the observational information was of limited use. The interviews were a much more 

useful source of information about the team's activities. 

4.2. Interviews 

Interviews were conducted with all fourteen members of the team, including developers, testers, 

and the team leader. Interviews lasted between approximately thirty and ninety minutes and were 

semi-structured in nature. Questions were designed to elicit information about a range of themes, 

including the participant’s background in software development, their day-to-day activities, the tools 

they used on a regular basis, and their experiences with problems in the development process, 

particularly relating to communication of the project status, project status tracking, and broken 

builds. The list of guiding themes used in the interviews is provided in Appendix C. Some questions 
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were designed to obtain information regarding exceptional or unusual situations, such as irregular 

broken builds, a technique adapted from the Critical Incident Technique (Flanagan, 1954). 

Interviews were recorded and transcribed, except in cases where participants asked not to be 

recorded. Transcripts were coded using NVivo analysis software (QSR International, 2009) and were 

then analysed using qualitative thematic analysis (Boyatzis, 1998). This section will focus on the 

results of our analysis of the interviews with the team’s software developers. Comments from 

testers and the team leader are included where appropriate, but this section is mostly concerned 

with the developers. 

A number of key themes emerged from the analysis: the daily work practices of the development 

team; the communication methods used by the team; the multiple and varied types of status 

information the team used in their daily work; and the process around and impact of broken builds. 

The following sections discuss each of these themes in more detail. 

4.2.1. Team Methodology and Tool Support 
The team used the SCRUM (Schwaber, 1995) development methodology, and accordingly worked 

within ‘sprint’ iterations. However, team members admitted they did not always strictly follow the 

methodology: in particular, team members reported a somewhat ad hoc approach to planning 

sprints, with issues and work items often being added to a sprint part-way through. As noted in later 

sections of this chapter, this caused some unanticipated problems with monitoring and reporting on 

the sprint progress. 

While the team worked on developing a single distinct product, this product was broken into three 

components and any given developer typically worked on two or more of these components. 

Sprints were typically two weeks in duration although the length varied depending on the 

circumstances. At the beginning of each sprint the customer and team leader would select a list of 

issues to be completed within the sprint. The development team would then meet to estimate the 

approximate time required for completing each issue. Following this planning meeting the team 

would begin working on these issues on a daily basis until the end of the sprint. 

The team used a range of technologies to support their work practices and the SCRUM methodology, 

listed in Table 10. 
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Table 10. Tools used by the case study team to support their work practices. 

System Tool Description 

Issue management system Atlassian Jira 

(Atlassian Pty Ltd, 2009b) 

Allowed work items to be 

created, managed, grouped into 

sprints, and monitored 

individually or overall. 

Build server Atlassian Bamboo 

(Atlassian Pty Ltd, 2009c) 

Managed the integration and 

nightly builds, performed the 

compilation process, executed 

unit tests, and tracked and 

reported on these build results. 

Centralised source code 

repository 

Subversion 

(CollabNet, 2009) 

Stored and managed the 

codebases for each component. 

IDE Eclipse 

(Eclipse Foundation, 2009) 

Provided the work environment 

for the developers to write code 

and unit tests. 

Web-based time tracking system Proprietary system Enabled timesheets to be 

entered and reported on. 

These tools were integrated together in various ways. For example, the issue management and time 

tracking systems were automatically linked, recording the actual time to complete a work item. This 

information was then used as part of the sprint monitoring process (see Sprint Status in section 

4.2.4), and for subsequent sprint planning and estimation. 

4.2.2. Daily Work Practices 
The developers' work day structure was reasonably consistent and followed the same pattern 

irrespective of the specific component they were working on or the current sprint. The main work of 

the development team was cyclical and followed the same overall pattern for all developers, 

regardless of their seniority or the individual issues they were working on. 

At the beginning of each day, most developers began by checking and replying to their email. Some 

also took responsibility for checking, analysing and discussing the results of the nightly builds that 

occurred the previous night. This brought the team to approximately 9.30am, when their daily 

stand-up meeting occurred (discussed in more detail in section 4.2.3). 
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Figure 8. Standard daily development cycle. 

Following the stand-up meeting individual developers performed a regular sequence of actions 

(Figure 8). First, a developer would use the issue tracking system to examine the list of outstanding 

issues in the sprint. The developer would find an issue (either a bug or a new feature) that they 

believed they could work on. There were no explicit rules or top-down assignments used for this 

process; instead, the developers would base their choice on their experience with the features or 

areas of code that the issue related to, and their own preferences. This process required a certain 

amount of self-governance on the part of the developers, although the team leader and senior 

developers monitored this process and ensured that the sprint goals were met. Having selected an 

issue, the developer would assign it to themselves so that other team members could see the task 

was underway and to avoid contention when other developers chose issues to work on. 

The developer would begin working on their chosen issue, which typically involved writing code and 

unit tests and may have also required consultations with other developers on the team (or other 

teams within the organisation) for assistance or guidance. Depending on the size of the issue, this 

coding and testing process could take several hours or several days. In some cases, developers 

would create secondary issues, which flowed from the issue they were working on, in order to 

maintain task separation and to better plan and estimate large work items. 

After completing work on their assigned issue, team policy required another developer to review the 

changes. This was performed at the developer’s workstation and involved an examination of the 

source code changes with a verbal explanation. These reviews were intended as a preliminary check 
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on the code quality, and also to ensure that another developer was familiar with the code in case 

maintenance was required. After the code review was completed, developers could commit their 

changes to the source code repository. The repository ensured that the reviewer’s name was 

provided in the commit comments, thus enforcing the team’s code review policy. 

Once the code was committed to the repository, the build server triggered an automatic build. This 

would often take ten to fifteen minutes to complete. At the conclusion of the build the developers 

on the team were sent an email with the build results and after some time the build status monitor 

display would be updated (see Getting Notified in section 4.2.5 for further information). If a build 

failed, a developer – typically the developer who had committed the problematic code – would be 

responsible for correcting the problem. 

At the conclusion of this process, the developer would select another issue to work on and the 

process began again. 

Build Types 
The team used a continuous integration process to automatically build the source code on a regular 

basis. Two separate build schedules were used: integration and nightly. 

Every time code was committed to the repository, the build server would trigger an integration 

build. This automatically checked out the latest code from the repository and compiled it. If the 

compilation step completed successfully the integration build script also executed the set of unit 

tests for that project. 

In addition to the integration build, a regular nightly build also occurred, irrespective of any changes 

that may have been made during the day. The nightly build was an extension of the integration 

build; as well as compiling the code and executing the unit tests, the nightly build performed a series 

of integration tests which would deploy the code to a staging server and automatically run test 

scripts. Because of these additional steps the nightly build typically took several hours to complete. 

Nightly build results and artefacts were kept separate from integration build results. The testers on 

the team used the nightly builds as their test platform, so the team considered these builds to be 

important: a failed nightly build could result in delays in testing the latest features or bug fixes. 

Project Components and Branches 
The development team was responsible for three separate but related components. Developers on 

the team would often work on more than one codebase concurrently, although most developers 

reported they were most familiar with a single component. Despite the dependencies between the 

components, the codebases were separated within the source code repository and within the build 
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server. As such, modifications to a single component would not result in an integration build for the 

other components. 

In addition to the separation by component, the repository was also branched to allow the team to 

work on two versions simultaneously. While some developers worked on improving or fixing the 

current shipping version of a component other developers would be working on the subsequent 

version. 

Because of these separations, the team used a total of six separate codebases within the source 

code repository, and twelve separate build plans within the build server, as shown in Table 11. 

Table 11. Components and build plans. 

Component Name Version Integration Build Plan Name Nightly Build Plan Name 

Component A 
2.0 A20-INT A20-NIGHTLY 

2.1 A21-INT A21-NIGHTLY 

Component B 
1.0 B10-INT B10-NIGHTLY 

1.1 B11-INT B11-NIGHTLY 

Component C 
1.0 C10-INT C10-NIGHTLY 

1.1 C11-INT C11-NIGHTLY 

4.2.3. Team Communication 
In the one-on-one interviews, team members were asked about the ways in which they explicitly and 

implicitly communicated with each other. A number of distinct communication mechanisms were 

used within the team. Some, such as stand-up meetings and reports, were driven by the SCRUM 

methodology the team was using. Others, such as IM, seemed to be artefacts of the company and 

team culture. This section describes the main communication modalities team members reported 

using. 

Stand-Up Meetings 
The entire team – including testers – met at a regular time each morning for a ‘stand-up’ meeting. 

This type of meeting was in keeping with a fundamental tenet of SCRUM. 

Typically these meetings were conducted outdoors (weather permitting), and a rugby ball was 

thrown to the person who was speaking. All team members were expected to speak, at least briefly, 

about the progress they made the previous day, their plans for the coming day, and any other issues 

or concerns they had. In addition, the team leader often gave an overview of the project status and 

provided updates and general guidance. 
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Overall, the majority of the team members found these meetings useful. Developers reported using 

the stand-up meetings to ask for help with particular technical issues. Several team members 

commented that the meetings provided an opportunity to stay aware of each other’s work, thereby 

implicitly providing information about their availability and ability to assist with specific types of 

problems. Testers said they found this to be a valuable opportunity to stay up to date with the 

team’s overall progress. Additionally, team members often found these meetings reassuring: 

About every two days there’s something that I’ll want to jump in on, and you know, 

somebody says something and I think, “oh, that’s interesting”... yeah it’s good to have 

that dialogue and to figure out that everybody’s on the same page and doing the same 

sort of thing. 

Despite the meetings’ advantages, some team members expressed frustration with the way the 

meetings were conducted. A recurring comment was that the meetings often lasted much longer 

than they needed to: in some cases, meetings lasted twenty to thirty minutes. This was claimed to 

be a direct result of the team size. After our initial observations were completed, the team leader 

decided to temporarily split the team into two sub-teams, each working on separate branches of the 

product and each with their own stand-up meetings. Team members reported the meeting 

durations decreased to approximately five minutes – and that this was a more manageable meeting 

length. 

Electronic Work Tracking Systems 
The team used electronic work item tracking and time management systems. The two systems were 

integrated together and a number of dynamic visualisations were available from the data. The two 

main visualisations used by the developers were the burn down chart and the task board. In both 

cases the data for these visualisations would change on a semi-regular basis; while the issue tracking 

systems were updated regularly throughout the day, noticeable changes to these visualisations 

would only occur over a period of days. Both visualisations were available as web pages within the 

organisation’s intranet. 

The burn down chart provided a visualisation of the amount of work scheduled for the current sprint 

and the work completed by the team. Ideally, a burn down chart should show a downward trending 

straight line indicating progress towards the end of the sprint. 

Different team members had very different ideas about the usefulness of the chart. Some senior 

team members argued that the chart was extremely useful: 

Oh they’re definitely really useful. Really useful. As long as everyone logs their time 

properly and updates the estimates properly. 
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Others – particularly less senior developers – said they found the charts almost useless due to the 

way the team worked and the lack of strictness in the team’s application of the SCRUM 

methodology: 

We’re not disciplined with... as soon as you start shunting stuff in and out of the sprints 

during the sprint they become fairly useless, and we’re very, very badly disciplined at 

that. 

The task board was an electronic display that showed a list of all issues scheduled for the current 

sprint in three categories: issues yet to be started; issues started but not completed; and issues 

marked as completed. 

About half of the developers noted that they used the task board as one of their primary resources 

for understanding the sprint’s status. Several commented that they found this visualisation much 

more useful than the burn down chart. This was partly because this visualisation was less sensitive to 

changes in the scheduled items for the sprint. Additionally, some developers found it provided a 

useful at-a-glance method to track progress due to the simplicity of the visualisation: 

You might look at the task board and go “oh my goodness, we’ve got half the work left 

to do, but we’re already two thirds of the way through or 90% of the way through”. 

Email 
Team members often described their lack of use of email. Many developers commented that they 

only opened their email client two or three times each day. The amount of system-generated email 

also made this medium a source of some frustration, as discussed by one developer: 

We get a lot of [issue tracking] spam which is, like, whenever anyone comments, or 

creates a ticket, or resolves a ticket, or anything like that, we get an email, which was a 

real pain originally, um, but I’ve kind of got my mail filters down now, so most of the 

[garbage] gets quite well filtered away. 

Many team members had set up similar filters to ease the barrage of emails they were receiving. The 

large number of issues and builds logged for the team resulted in an equally high volume of 

messages which quickly became overwhelming for individual team members. However, some 

commented that this also meant they sometimes missed valuable information.  

In the case of build notifications, some developers were not even certain of the emails they even 

received, again emphasising the lack of importance these team members placed on email 

communication. This is illustrated by a comment from another developer: 
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Various different people get different emails for build notifications, so I certainly get 

them when there’s a [Component A] build fails, but I’m not sure I get them when there’s 

a [Component B] build fails. 

Email was also considered problematic in that messages often took several minutes to arrive, even if 

they were only sent within the team. 

Instant Messaging 
As noted in section 4.1, during the observational component we observed that while team members 

did communicate verbally, this was typically between a small number of developers for a specific 

purpose. There were only a small number of occurrences where a developer called out to the entire 

team or made an announcement. However, team members appeared to coordinate and time 

activities with one another. During the interviews, team members explained that the entire team 

participated in a group IM conversation. 

It quickly became apparent that this IM conversation was the primary form of communication within 

the team and within the rest of the organisation. A senior team member commented:  

So the mode of communication has changed in this scenario, right. People don’t need to 

talk. 

The IM conversation acted as the main communication modality for a wide range of purposes, 

including on-going status updates, team collaboration, and for addressing technical questions, as 

well as occasional social or non-work related messages. Messages were visible to all participants 

even if there were only a small number of active participants. The developers typically found this a 

useful feature of the chat. 

It’s good as a broadcast mechanism. So maybe only two people are discussing it, but 

you know what went behind that reasoning which was came up. 

Some team members commented that the extent of the conversation, and its detached and 

somewhat impersonal nature, had some unintended side effects. One developer noted: 

I don’t actually understand how I worked before without having this much 

communication, so I think it kind of really gets ingrained in you. It’s like, “oh I don’t 

know how to do something, I’ll ask someone else,” you know, instead of spending a few 

moments to work it out yourself. 

Similarly, other developers found that the expectation that they would actively and constantly 

participate in the chat created problems for their ability to work: 

But, on the other side, it could be quite interactive, like, breaking your concentration, 

like, constantly things keep coming up. 
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Despite these issues, the vast majority of developers on the team said they found the IM 

conversation a helpful and desirable communication modality and resource, even though the IM 

conversation logs were not archived or otherwise available for later conversation. Interestingly, 

many of the reasons cited by team members who preferred not to use email – interruptions, high 

volumes of messages, and broadcast messages not intended for a particular recipient – were also 

cited as features of the IM conversation, but were not generally considered problematic enough to 

discourage the use of IM.  

Face-to-Face Conversations 
Relatively little communication occurred in the form of face-to-face conversations. This form of 

communication was supplanted by IM for most purposes. However, some face-to-face 

communication did occur. For example, inter-developer code reviews typically took place at a 

developer’s workstation, lasted around 15 to 20 minutes, and involved the developers discussing the 

changes. In addition, some other discussion occurred between developers who were seated close 

together. 

4.2.4. Status Information 
Another theme that was explored was the ways in which status information was obtained and 

communicated within the team. During the course of the interviews we found that the concept of 

‘status’ had distinctly different meanings to different team members. Upon further questioning and 

reflection, it became apparent that developers distinguished between multiple levels of status 

information. Higher levels of status related to the project's delivery date, budget, and resource 

requirements, while lower levels related to development tasks, issue tracking, status of the source 

code, and other day-to-day concerns. While these categories are broad and may not be used by 

other stakeholders within or outside the team, the following three categories of status provide a 

useful framework for understanding how the developers thought about and used status information. 

Day-to-Day Status 
At the most fundamental level, developers were concerned with the day-to-day construction and 

building of the code. The primary metrics of interest were whether all the developers on the team 

were checking in source code regularly, whether the unit tests were passing, and (particularly) 

whether the nightly build could successfully run. In order to obtain this information developers used 

build server logs, the issue tracking system, and communication with other team members. 

Sprint Status 
The next level was concerned with the sprint that the developers were working on. Specifically, 

developers were concerned with the number and type of work items that had been planned for 

completion during the sprint or were added after the sprint began. There was some interest in time 
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estimates given for work items, and in ensuring that the work items roughly followed the estimates 

laid out by the team in their sprint planning, but this was not emphasised. 

At this level, the primary sources of information were the task board, the burn down chart, and 

shared knowledge about the current work items and progress towards the end goal. One developer 

commented on the use of burn down charts and explained that they were intended to be integrated 

into the developers’ daily work: 

It’s difficult to generalise but I think in theory someone does look at the burn down 

chart and tells everyone what’s going on at each morning meeting. 

Project Status 
The highest level of information concerning the team was the overall project. This related to the 

ability of the company to deliver the project’s specified features on time and on budget. The 

developers strongly emphasised that this was not a day-to-day concern for them; for example, one 

developer commented that: 

Yeah I think the project is something that developers don’t really have any influence 

over, so it’s not really up to us to, you know, monitor that sort of thing, although when 

the team leader says “OK, we have to throw away all those changes and do these and... 

cos the requirements have changed”, um, you know, they need, they’re the ones that 

need to, like, justify that and explain to us, you know, the project status has changed 

for these reasons, but it’s not our responsibility to actually go to the meetings and 

figure out what’s going on in regards to the project. 

Some developers commented that they had an interest in the project status, and would try to follow 

it to a certain extent, but that they did not actively seek out this information. Instead, the 

information tended to be presented to the team by the team leader, by management, and through 

informal ‘water cooler’ discussions between team members and teams. 

4.2.5. Broken Builds 
A key theme which emerged from the team conversations was the regularity of, and process 

surrounding, broken builds. Because the team used a continuous integration model in which code 

was automatically built and tested as soon as it was committed to the source code repository, builds 

occurred several times each day. If code failed to compile, or if any of the unit tests failed, the build 

was considered broken. 

Reasons for Broken Builds 
The integration build process included two main steps: compilation of the source code and unit 

testing. Problems in either step would result in a broken build. These problems could occur for a 
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number of reasons including inconsistencies between the tools and infrastructure used by the 

developers and by the build server, or a legitimate mistake or regression error. 

Source code compilation was performed on the build server by using an Ant compilation script which 

used the standard Sun Java compiler. The Java compiler used by the build server behaved differently 

than the Eclipse-based compiler used on the developers’ computers, and some developers 

discovered these compilers had different levels of support for some Java features and different 

degrees of strictness for the code they would consider valid. As such, code that compiled 

successfully on a developer’s workstation may not have compiled successfully on the build server: 

There are still some people who still commit code late in the afternoon and then go 

home. Uh, that’s a bad habit that I would try and break people out of, but it’s, uh, it’s 

very tempting to check stuff in, you know, you finished it, you want to get it into the 

nightly build, so you check it in anyway. Um, and it works perfectly well in Eclipse so you 

assume it’s going to work perfectly well... 

Unit testing was used primarily as a form of regression testing. In many cases failing unit tests were 

an indication of an unintended or undiscovered issue with code changes. In other cases transient 

problems with the unit test infrastructure, such as intermittent network outages or temporarily 

unavailable servers, caused some or all unit tests to fail inappropriately. Because of this, if all the 

build plans suddenly generated failing builds, the problem was likely to be related to this unit testing 

infrastructure rather than the tests themselves. 

While developers could ensure their check-in would be valid before committing their code to the 

repository – both by manually compiling the code using the official Java compiler and by executing 

the set of unit tests – few did so. One developer, seemingly frustrated by unnecessary build failures, 

noted: 

Um, and, you know, nobody checks in things that they think will break stuff, um, but it’s 

a matter of how hard they considered that maybe. 

Another developer noted that the team members who tended to be responsible for broken builds 

were often more experienced: 

The people who tend to be a little bit more senior, too, and uh intermediate developers, 

cos they tend to think that “oh yep, I should know what I’m doing, so this should be ok”. 

A key point raised by a majority of the developers, however, was that while broken builds should not 

occur frequently, they were generally not a major problem as long as they were fixed in time for the 

nightly build: 
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The golden rule is that you don’t break the nightly. It’s OK to check stuff in that breaks 

the build, you shouldn’t, but it’s OK to check stuff in that breaks the build as long as you 

then fix it for the next integration build. There’s no sin in misjudging whether 

something’s going to, as long as you’ve considered it, and you check it in, and “oh no, 

that’s broken it”. 

Negative Effects of Broken Builds 
While developers recognised a broken build was not a serious issue if fixed quickly, almost all 

developers on the team also shared an understanding that broken builds were generally best 

avoided. One developer commented that builds often breaking might promote a laissez-faire 

attitude among the team: 

If people treated it as a bigger deal than people currently do then I think that would go 

a long way. 

Another developer concurred with this sentiment, arguing: 

Well you want to get away from that whole sort of broken windows thing where the 

window’s broken, you just don’t notice it cos it’s always broken, and it sort of hides 

some other problem. 

The idea of broken builds hiding other problems was also a common theme. Some noted that if code 

was committed after a build failure, that new code could conceivably be problematic too, but the 

confounding factors would make it difficult to determine exactly where the problem was. Another 

developer went so far as to suggest: 

I mean, this would never work right, but you could arguably say “you cannot check code 

in until the build is fixed”. Obviously you could never fix the build because you couldn’t 

check in the code to fix it, but, you know, that’s the sort of thing right, like, like, stop 

people from doing that. 

This same developer also stated: 

It’s almost like you need to somehow force, or make abundantly aware, that people 

should be stopping what the hell they’re doing and trying to fix this, because it is, it’s... 

if people treated it as a bigger deal than people currently do then I think that would be, 

that would go a long way. 

Another practical impact of broken builds was that other developers may have inadvertently 

obtained copies of the code without realising it was in a broken state. If this occurred, a developer 

may have begun working on the broken code, committed it, and then caused another broken build 

even if the initial problem was fixed. 
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Getting Notified 
Once a broken build occurs, a development team must be made aware of this fact in order to rectify 

the situation. The modalities used to provide notifications depend on the systems and resources 

available to the team. Within this case study team there were several distinct modalities in use: 

active monitoring of the build server, email notifications, a dedicated display, and verbal or IM 

notifications from fellow team members. 

In some cases, developers would actively monitor a build as it progressed. One developer noted he 

did this when committing code that he suspected may be problematic; immediately after 

committing code he would manually trigger a build and then watch the build logs in real time so he 

could quickly be made aware of any problems. 

After every build, the build server sent emails containing the build results. There was some 

confusion within the team about who received emails and under which circumstances. Some team 

members reported receiving an email after every build; others reported receiving nightly build 

results and only integration build results where they had committed code and the build had failed. 

Some team members reported that they had set up filters to automatically delete these automated 

emails as they received so many. In many cases developers also reported they did not have their 

email client open all day, so by the time they saw these notification emails they were no longer 

relevant. This highlights the previously noted theme that email is not an integral part of this team’s 

communication system. 

Another technique the team used to become aware of build results was a dedicated computer 

monitor which the team referred to as the ‘build status monitor’. The monitor displayed a full-screen 

web page containing rectangles representing each build plan, including nightly builds and integration 

builds. The rectangles were coloured green if the latest build in the plan was successful and red if the 

build had failed. 

The screen was located in a corner of the team’s work area (Figure 9). The screen was a standard 

LCD display, and due to the size of the room and the position of the screen it was only visible to a 

handful of team members. Some team members could not see the screen at all from their 

workstations; others could see the screen but could not easily distinguish between the individual 

rectangles representing each build plan. The display was also used by another team situated in the 

same room, which meant that the individual rectangles were quite small and closely packed, and 

that each team was only focused on a subset of the items on the screen. 
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Figure 9. Layout of team workspace (not to scale). Build status monitor was at position marked X. 

In addition to the problems with viewing the screen’s information, the display was only updated 

every five minutes. Depending on the timing of the builds for each plan it was possible that the 

screen would not update for several minutes following a build. As noted previously, the developers 

commented that a broken build should be prioritised; this type of delay would appear to be 

incompatible with this goal. 

Despite its drawbacks, the screen was seen as a good thing overall, as commented by one developer: 

It just gives people a feeling that it’s really important things when the build’s broken. So 

I think it’s just, um, psychological things maybe. Cos if it’s just an email, I guess maybe 

sometimes it gets ignored because people are too busy and things like that. Cos that 

red colour probably gives people [the idea that it is important]. 

Finally, some team members commented that they relied on others to tell them when a problem 

had occurred. An informal process had emerged in which developers would discover, advertise, and 

assign responsibility for a broken build within the IM conversation, as described by one developer: 

Normally if someone notices it they’ll put it in the [IM] chat, and someone will say, oh 

you know, “it’s you!” [laughs] and… they’ll stop what they’re doing and then carry on 

with what they’re doing. 

Some developers commented that they did not actively monitor the email notifications or build 

status monitor, and assumed that they would be told by a colleague if their check-in had caused a 

broken build. 

Assigning Responsibility 
Once a broken build has been discovered, either by the entire team or by an individual developer, 

responsibility for fixing that broken build was assigned. 
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Many developers noted that, despite the negative connotations of ‘assigning responsibility’, they did 

not intend the term in a pejorative sense; instead, they recognised that the person who made a 

breaking change was also the person most able to fix it. Yet, some developers expressed frustration 

with others for not taking this responsibility seriously. Others commented that they were subject to 

good-natured teasing when they had been responsible for a broken build, including one junior 

developer who noted: 

You feel very embarrassed. 

The process of assigning responsibility required information from a number of sources, including 

shared knowledge about other team members’ current and previous work, build server commit logs 

identifying the developer or developers who had recently committed code, and the unit test results. 

Once the developer had been identified, there was an expectation that they would lead the effort to 

fix it: 

Most of the time the person who did the last commit will check it out, and if he can find 

the fix then he will say, “oh yeah, I didn’t break this, it’s someone else”, and you know, 

and then the person who made the broken change will try and fix it, if he can. If he 

cannot then he’ll ask someone senior to help him fix it. 

In order to fix the build, the developer needed to ascertain the nature of the problem; as noted 

above, a broken build could occur for a variety of reasons. In many cases the build logs and unit test 

results were sufficient to diagnose the problem, at which point the developer could take the 

appropriate corrective action and recommit the code, thereby triggering another build. 

Social Dynamics 
With ten developers, this was a relatively large team. The team size meant that social dynamics 

played an important role in their interactions, including their perceptions of and behaviour regarding 

broken builds. 

As previously noted, some team members took responsibility for responding to broken builds while 

others preferred to be notified when they were required to fix a problem they may have introduced. 

One developer who fell into the latter category commented that: 

There are people who actually pick it up in the team so I tend not to… cos email I tend 

to just presume that some... one of the more active email watchers is looking at it. 

The same developer noted that the size of the team, and the fact that there was no individual 

directly responsible for the builds, meant that a certain amount of social loafing (Latane, Williams, & 

Harkins, 1979) occurred: 
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Potentially [checking build reports regularly is] a valuable... that would be a good thing 

to do, and I’d probably do it on a smaller team, but when everybody’s responsible no-

one’s responsible [laughs]. 

The impact of social dynamics was felt beyond simply discovering and notifying others of a broken 

build. One senior team member noted that a broken build, particularly one which is easily avoidable, 

has further ramifications for the team as a whole and on team members’ perceptions of the 

developer in question: 

If you want to get into that, having some pride that “hey, you broke this, why’d you 

break that?”... I think the worst thing is if you do something that affects the other guys 

in the team, so then, you know, they get your code and then it breaks a whole lot of 

stuff and, you know, then they’ve gotta screw around for a couple of hours and figure it 

out, um, that’s just bad, right, just kills productivity and then people get a lower opinion 

of whoever checked the code in. It’s just not helpful. 

4.3. Summary 

This chapter has discussed the initial study components with the case study team: an observational 

component and a series of comprehensive interviews. 

A number of key findings emerged. We found that intra-team communication occurred primarily 

through electronic means, especially IM, and less so through verbal or face-to-face means. The 

emphasis that this team placed on IM was largely due to the organisational culture, but team 

members had become accustomed to this mode of communication and considered it a core part of 

their daily workflow. 

More generally, different stakeholders within and outside the team were concerned with different 

types of status information as they conducted their everyday work. For the developers within the 

team, the process of checking in, testing, and building code formed a large part of their work 

practices. In particular, broken builds were identified as a key area for improvement as there were a 

number of challenges surrounding the processes by which broken builds were discovered, notified, 

communicated, and fixed. 

The next chapter discusses the design of a system to augment the team's practices surrounding 

broken builds. 



61 

Chapter Five 
5. Design 

The observational and interview components of the study uncovered areas of the team’s daily work 

which were problematic or causing issues for the developers on the team. In particular, it was found 

that the build process had a number of areas for potential improvement. The build process was such 

an integral part of the team’s daily workflow that this area was exclusively focused on for these 

interventions. 

This chapter describes the process that was followed to select a problem and design a suitable set of 

interventions. Section 5.1 lists a core set of requirements based on a synthesis of the data gathered 

as well as the related work discussed in previous chapters. Section 5.2 discusses some possible 

technologies and solutions that could be adopted to begin to address these requirements, and 

section 5.3 describes a possible evaluation – specifically, a list of testable hypotheses of changes in 

the team’s behaviour following the introduction of the interventions. The chapter concludes in 

section 5.4 with a brief summary.  

5.1. Requirements 

The interviews and observations discussed in the previous chapter highlighted the importance of the 

build process to the case study team’s workflow. The build process is directly integrated into the 

developers’ work: every code change they make ultimately gets checked into the repository and 

built by the build server, and a great deal of software technology and process surrounds this. Other 

team members and stakeholders are also impacted by the build process and are sensitive to its 

problems. For example, if a failing integration build is not fixed it may also result in a failing nightly 

build, which in turn will mean there is no build for the testers to work with the following day. The 

team leader and other organisational stakeholders also derive metrics that come, directly or 

indirectly, from the build process. A failing build can be caused by a lack of awareness of the build 

process, a genuinely accidental code breakage, or a laissez-faire attitude among the developers who 

may have committed broken code. Broken builds can have widespread ramifications if ignored. 

The key problems that team members encountered with the build process have been summarised 

and translated into a set of core requirements for any interventions which seek to address these 

problems. The problems and requirements are outlined in Table 12. 
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Table 12. Key problems and associated requirements for broken build monitoring. 

 Problem Requirement 

R1 Some developers did not watch for broken 

builds themselves, but instead waited to be 

told by another team member. 

Developers should be informed about broken 

builds automatically. 

R2 Even when broken builds were discovered, 

they were not always prioritised and fixes 

could take some time. This caused a number 

of downstream problems such as broken 

nightly builds or other developers needing to 

fix a problem unrelated to their own code. 

Broken builds should be made to appear 

important and a priority to fix. 

R3 Notifications from the build server were often 

delayed. Email messages would take some 

time to be seen, due both to delays in the 

email system and to the fact that some 

developers did not have their email 

applications open constantly. The build status 

monitor screen was not updated or noticed 

immediately, except by some vigilant team 

members. 

Notifications of broken builds should arrive as 

quickly as practicable, and with minimal or no 

effort required on the part of the developers. 

R4 The build status monitor screen was located 

far away from the team. It was difficult for 

many team members to discern individual 

elements (such as the rectangles denoting 

build plans) on the screen. 

The build notifications should be easy to see 

and require little cognitive effort to perceive 

and understand. 

R5 The process of determining the developer(s) 

who may have been responsible for a broken 

build was reasonably manual. Nobody was 

specifically responsible for this process. 

Developers who may have broken a build 

should be automatically and personally 

notified. 

R6 The large number of developers in the team 

often meant that developers felt less 

responsibility for broken builds, even if they 

were personally responsible. 

The entire team should also be notified of a 

broken build, and a persistent notification 

should remain until the problem is resolved. 

R7 Team members sometimes entirely missed It should be obvious to the entire team who 
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 Problem Requirement 

notifications about a broken build, especially if 

they had not personally committed to that 

build. This could result in additional code 

being committed to a failing build, potentially 

adding a confounding factor to the diagnosis 

and resolution of the broken build. 

may have broken the build. This will apply 

implicit social pressure to the breaker(s). 

R8 Build results were often lost among the other 

daily emails and activities of the development 

team. 

Build information should be presented 

through a separate channel from other 

information to emphasise its importance. 

R9 Developers reported receiving high volumes 

of email, including many build notifications. If 

a developer did not check their email for 

several hours, they may have received a large 

volume of (now irrelevant) email notifications 

from the build server. Some developers were 

not even sure which notification emails they 

received as they tended to delete them all. 

Team members should not be overloaded 

with multiple build notifications; instead, a 

single, dynamically updated summary should 

be provided and should display only the 

current status 

We proposed to address the requirements listed in Table 12 by using ambient device technology. As 

discussed in Chapter Two, many different types of ambient device technology exist, but the 

fundamental tenets of ambient devices – constant availability of digital information within a physical 

environment, dynamic updating, ease of perception, and a separate channel to the user’s standard 

workflow – provide a solid base upon which to construct a build notification system. 

5.1.1. Role of Ambient Devices 

Two key issues faced during the design phase of the technology were related to the role of ambient 

devices. First, it was important to assess the complexity of the information to be presented, and 

consider whether this information would become too cognitively intensive to perceive in a single 

glance. Second, a decision needed to be made on whether the devices should generate notifications 

only for exceptional cases – broken builds – or whether they should generate notifications for all 

builds. 

Glanceability 

The first concern was strongly related to the ‘glanceable’ property of ambient devices. This property 

dictates that the information an ambient device presents should be available effortlessly and with 
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minimal cognitive processing. Some ambient devices have multiple dimensions along which 

information can be presented, potentially enabling a single device to convey two or more 

independent channels of information. For example, a single wristwatch may contain multiple 

displays with the current time, date, day of week, barometric pressure, tides, and so forth. However, 

taking advantage of these multiple dimensions will require additional cognitive effort to parse. This 

also becomes a confounding factor in any evaluation of the device, since any effect could be due (at 

least in part) to the fact that the device carries multiple channels of information rather than due to 

the information itself. 

We decided to avoid these issues by restricting any given ambient device to displaying a single 

channel of information. Where a device supported the display of multiple dimensions or channels, 

these could be used to redundantly encode the information, thereby providing multiple cues which 

could be perceived independently of one another but still carry the same information. 

Types of Notifications 

The second issue was whether to restrict the system to only notify developers of broken builds, or 

whether to also generate notifications when a commit had resulted in a successful build. A number 

of issues factored into this decision. First, the additional level of notification would require the 

system’s behaviour to be at least somewhat more complex. The additional complexity could increase 

the cognitive effort required to interpret the meaning of the different devices. This would be of 

particular concern for the case study team as they were working on three separate build plans. Any 

individual or shared device could seem to be inconsistent with the other devices in the team, 

depending on the state of each of the build plans and that developer’s recent commit history. 

Second, if developers are given notifications whenever their own code has successfully been built, 

they may become less interested in the overall state of the build plans. Instead, they may focus 

solely on their own notifications and disregard those of the rest of the team. This may be desirable 

or undesirable depending on the circumstances. It is less likely in a situation where developers only 

receive failure notifications and are in a ‘neutral’ state at all other times, since a neutral state does 

not carry the implication that everything else is fine the way a positive state would. 

Third, the addition of feedback for all commits will reduce the extent to which these devices can be 

considered ‘ambient’. Ambient devices are intended to be available within an environment for 

consultation at will, but not to require overt attention to be paid at all times. If notifications are 

provided after every commit the devices could become distracting and intrusive. 
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Finally, we were concerned that a high volume of notifications may result in a diminishing of the 

value of these notifications over time. If notifications were only provided when builds failed they 

would be less common, and may therefore be perceived as exceptional cases requiring urgent 

attention and action. 

However, there were also legitimate arguments to add notifications when builds passed. These were 

based on the principles of positive reinforcement and positive punishment within behavioural 

psychology, specifically the Law of Effect (Thorndike, 1911). If developers were only to be actively 

notified when a build failed, that notification could be construed as a form of positive punishment in 

which a stimulus is delivered in order to reduce the incidence of a behaviour – in this case, 

discouraging the committing of failing code. By the same logic, if developers were also notified when 

a build succeeded, they would be receiving positive reinforcement. If the Law of Effect applies to this 

situation it would suggest that reinforcers and punishers would have a substantial effect on 

behaviour, and that the combination of both reinforcers and punishers would be stronger than only 

using punishers. 

We ultimately decided to develop multiple prototype systems in order to compare the two distinct 

behaviours – ambient build failure notifications only, and reinforcement and punishment-based 

notifications for all build results. This also permitted a comparison between the two conditions 

against each other and against a baseline condition in which no devices were provided. 

5.2. Candidate Technologies 

Based on the list of ambient device technologies from Chapter Two (Table 4, p26), a number of 

possible technologies were considered. Each type of device was evaluated in terms of whether it 

fulfilled each of the requirements specified in Table 12. A representative sample of that list, as well 

as the two existing build monitoring technologies the team used, is provided in Table 13.  
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Table 13. Summary of candidate technologies and the requirements they satisfy. 
Hollow circles indicate a partial fulfilment of the requirement. 

Technology R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 R6 R7 R8 R9 

Email (existing system)          

Dedicated build status monitor (existing system)          

Software running on developers’ workstations          

Large display          

Ambient Orb          

Personal LED          

Nabaztag          

Central USB light          

A simplistic solution would involve the installation of software components on the developers’ 

workstations. These components could monitor the build server and provide visual notifications 

when a build had failed. However, such a solution would fail to meet a number of the requirements 

listed above. The information should be provided through a secondary channel, so as to avoid being 

integrated into the developers’ primary workflow, and this separation of channels would be difficult 

or impossible if the information was provided on the same physical device as the developer’s main 

coding environment. Additionally, the lack of a shared display or device visible to others would 

reduce the social pressure to fix a broken build and make it more difficult for developers to 

determine who may have broken a build. 

An added large-screen display would be similar to the existing build status monitor, but could 

potentially have additional space to display a list of developers who recently committed to broken 

builds. However, this notification would be dissociated from the developers’ personal space – which 

could reasonably be expected to result in less urgency being conveyed to the developers in question. 

In addition, depending on the physical location of the display and the size of its contents, it may be 

difficult to view and interpret from across a room. 

Conversely, a small personal LED would provide each developer with a focused channel of 

information. A red light would convey a sense of urgency and encourage that developer to correct 

any problems with the build they had committed to. However, such a device would be too small to 

be seen across a room and therefore limited social pressure would be applied. 
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Nabaztag Wi-Fi rabbits (Figure 10) are much larger than personal LEDs and can be seen from further 

away. Their rabbit-like form factor is non-threatening and less industrial than many of the listed 

alternatives. In addition, they have a number of display parameters to control, such as the position 

of the ears, audio, and LEDs. These could theoretically be used to convey both the overall build 

status as well as specific notifications for an individual developer. However, as discussed in section 

5.1.1, we opted to avoid using a single device for multiple information channels due to the additional 

cognitive effort this would require to separate and perceive. Nevertheless the multiple display 

parameters would allow for redundant visual (and potentially auditory) cues, and therefore would 

present multiple opportunities for developers to notice the build result even while attending to 

other tasks. 

 

Figure 10. Nabaztag Wi-Fi rabbit. 

An Ambient Orb and a central USB light are similar in their general function, but the Ambient Orb 

uses a proprietary server and communication protocol and notifications through such a device may 

be delayed or direct control otherwise lost. A central USB-controlled light does not have this 

problem. Both devices are very visible across a large room, depending on their placement, but are 

only useful as central shared devices and do not convey information about the identity of the 

developers who may be responsible for breaking a build. 

Based on this analysis, we determined that no single technology we considered could adequately 

satisfy every requirement. However, a combination of multiple technologies may be suitable; in fact, 

a number of different permutations could be assembled to fulfil the entire set of requirements. The 

choice of the specific technologies to use would presumably depend on other factors, such as 

availability and budget. 

For this project, we decided to use two distinct types of technology. A single shared device would be 

provided to the team in order to provide a global notification of a build failure without isolating the 

particular failing plan. In addition, individual devices would be provided to each developer to 

indicate when that developer had committed code to a build that had then failed. The mere 



68 

presence of these devices in a given developer’s work area would convey implicit contextual 

information about the identity of that developer, and combined with an easily perceptible state 

conveyed through the use of the device’s LEDs or other features, would enable other developers to 

quickly determine who is responsible for fixing a broken build. 

5.3. Evaluation of Technology 

Once the build monitoring systems are created and installed, it is important to evaluate whether 

they are having any measurable impact on the team’s work. As noted in Chapter Two, the limited 

work that has been performed in the area of build status monitoring has not provided any 

quantifiable evidence of its impact. To address this we developed a set of specific, testable 

hypotheses designed to evaluate the effects of an ambient awareness build monitoring system 

compared to a baseline condition with no such monitoring system. These hypotheses are listed in 

Table 14. 

Table 14. Research hypotheses. 

 Hypothesis Discussion 

H1 The proportion of 

builds which fail will 

decrease. 

We expect that developers will aim to reduce the frequency of 

broken builds to avoid receiving build failure notifications. We 

particularly expect this to occur when both positive reinforcement 

and positive punishment are provided. 

H2 The overall number of 

builds per day will 

increase.  

We expect that developers will commit code more regularly, thereby 

increasing the frequency of the builds. This is based on the 

expectation that developers will check in more granular changes in 

order to keep changes to a manageable level, and thereby reduce the 

likelihood of broken builds. 

H3 The number of files 

checked in per 

changeset will 

decrease. 

If developers check in more regularly, we expect that the number of 

files per changeset will decrease as developers check in more 

granular changes. 

H4 The number of 

commits to a broken 

build will decrease. 

Developers commit to a broken build in order to fix the underlying 

problem causing the build to break, or to commit unrelated changes 

(perhaps unaware that the build is breaking at the time of their 

commit). 

Since the build status will be easier to ascertain with the monitoring 

technology added, we expect that developers will be less likely to 
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 Hypothesis Discussion 

commit code to a broken build except to fix that build, and will be 

more likely to either fix a broken build themselves or wait for it to be 

fixed by another developer before committing additional code to that 

plan. 

H5 The proportion of 

builds triggered by a 

manual request from a 

developer will 

increase. 

We predict that developers will seek to remove build failure 

notifications from their ambient devices as quickly as possible. They 

will therefore prefer to manually invoke a build once they have 

committed code to fix a problem, validating the change they have 

made, rather than waiting for the build server to automatically 

perform a build. 

H6 The proportion of 

broken builds due to 

unit test failures will 

decrease. 

Broken builds can occur for a number of reasons. The three primary 

reasons are unit test failures, compilation failures, and intermittent 

problems with infrastructure. Unit test failures are usually avoidable 

if a developer runs the unit test suite on their development machine 

before checking in. We predict that developers will do this more 

often when the ambient build awareness technology is added, 

thereby decreasing the proportion of broken builds due to unit test 

failures. Unfortunately, compilation failures and unit test failures are 

indistinguishable within the build server logs and therefore we cannot 

test any hypotheses relating to these failure types. 

H7 The proportion of 

failing builds fixed by 

the breaker will 

increase. 

We expect that developers’ personal responsibility for fixing builds 

will increase as they will be identified more quickly and publicly. 

Accordingly, we expect that developers will be more likely to fix 

broken builds that they have committed to personally. 

H8 The average duration 

of broken builds will 

decrease. 

We expect that the amount of time that plans remain in a broken 

state will decrease: developers will be quicker to address the problem 

with a persistent and prominent visual cue. 

H9 The total proportion of 

time in which any plan 

is failing will decrease. 

Compared to a baseline condition without any ambient device 

technology, we expect the total amount of time that any plan is in a 

failing state will decrease, as the duration of broken builds decreases 

and the frequency of overall builds increases. 
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5.4. Summary 

This chapter described the high-level design process that was used for determining the requirements 

of an ambient build monitoring system, and the technologies that could be used to develop such a 

system. In addition, the chapter outlined a comprehensive set of measurable hypotheses which can 

be tested as part of the evaluation of such a system. 

The next chapter outlines how this high-level design was implemented through hardware and 

software components. Later chapters then evaluate the system using the hypotheses listed in 

section 5.3, as well as based on qualitative feedback from the developers in the team. 
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Chapter Six 
6. Implementation 

In order to accurately and quickly display build information within the developers’ workspace, a 

number of hardware and software components were required. This chapter discusses the 

implementation of the software to monitor the build server and control the hardware devices used 

in this study. Section 6.1 describes the hardware devices and the protocols used to communicate 

with them. Section 6.2 discusses the build server in use by the case study team and the extensibility 

points used by the monitoring system. Section 6.3 then describes the detailed system architecture, 

including the software components that were constructed to enable the build server to be 

monitored and the hardware devices to be controlled. We discuss our experiences and challenges in 

section 6.4, and conclude with a summary in section 6.5. 

6.1. Hardware Devices 

Based on the design discussed in the previous chapter, two separate types of hardware devices were 

selected: a central device, which was a simple lamp which could change colour and was visible to the 

entire team; and individual devices, which were Nabaztag rabbits given to each developer. 

6.1.1. Central Device 

The central device (Figure 11) was a Delcom RGB USB HID Visual Signal Indicator lamp (Delcom 

Products Inc., 2009). The lamp consisted of a set of LEDs which could produce red, green, or blue 

light, easily visible throughout a large room. The lamp was connected to a computer through a 

standard USB port and used a standard human interface device (HID) controller. Delcom provided a 

C# library to interface with the device and control the colours displayed. 

 

Figure 11. Delcom USB light. 
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6.1.2. Individual Devices 

Each developer was given a Nabaztag:tag Wi-Fi-enabled rabbit (Figure 10, p67). These devices are 

the second generation of the Nabaztag rabbits (Violet, 2009a). 

Nabaztag rabbits use a proprietary, non-documented protocol to communicate and receive 

instructions (Rajaniemi, 2007). Typically the rabbits communicate with an Internet-based public 

server provided by the manufacturer. This service allows third-party developers to control any 

individual rabbit (Violet, 2009b). Communication with the server is through Representational State 

Transfer (REST), a standardised subset of the HTTP protocol optimised for retrieving and managing 

data (Fielding & Taylor, 2002). The rabbits must have wireless internet access available if they are to 

use the public server. 

For security reasons the case study company could not provide a suitable wireless network with 

internet access, nor could the rabbits be added to their corporate network. In order to work around 

these limitations, we used jNabServer (University of Tampere, 2008), an open-source, Java-based 

server framework for controlling Nabaztag rabbits on a local network without an Internet 

connection. The jNabServer framework provides an extensible plug-in infrastructure, allowing 

third-party developers to customise the rabbits’ behaviour programmatically. A jNabServer plug-in 

was built using this framework; its implementation is described in section 6.3.2. 

To allow the rabbits to wirelessly communicate with jNabServer without using the corporate Wi-Fi 

network, a separate wireless router was used to create a separate network. The server and the 

rabbits were the only devices which used this secondary network; the server was also connected to 

the corporate network in order to access the build server. Figure 12 illustrates the network topology 

used by the system. 

 

Figure 12. Network topology. 
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6.2. Integration with Build System 

The case study company used Atlassian Bamboo (Atlassian Pty Ltd, 2009c) as their build server. This 

is a Java-based server which can run on a number of operating systems. For the first part of the 

study the company used version 2.1.2 of Bamboo; towards the end of the study they upgraded to 

version 2.4.1. 

The primary unit of organisation within Bamboo is a plan. Typically, a plan will correspond to a tree 

within a source code repository to be built on a defined schedule. Plans are grouped into logically 

related projects. Figure 13 illustrates the hierarchy of projects, plans, and builds. 

 

Figure 13. Hierarchy of projects, plans, and builds used within Bamboo. 

A plan has settings controlling when and how it should build the code. Integration builds are often 

set up so that they will poll the source code repository on a regular basis, and if there are changes, 

Bamboo will begin the build process of checking the latest code out, building it, running tests, and 

recording the results. Bamboo assigns sequential numeric build identifiers to each build, 

concatenating the project, plan, and build identifiers together. For example, plan XYZ within project 

ABC might have 30 builds; the latest build would be identified as ABC-XYZ-30. 

Bamboo had a number of extensibility points, including a REST-based API (Atlassian Pty Ltd, 2009a). 

This API had a number of methods for obtaining build results (Table 15), in addition to other 

methods for controlling builds that were not used in this project. Unfortunately the build result 

methods did not provide uniform result sets, so the methods had to be used in combination to 

obtain more complete build information. In some cases Bamboo did not expose all build information 

for a particular build due to limitations of the API. In these rare occurrences missing fields could 

sometimes be inferred from the other information that could be obtained. 

Project 
ABC

Plan DEF

Build 1

Build 2

Build 3

Plan XYZ

Build 1

Build 2

Build 3
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Table 15. Methods used from the Atlassian Bamboo REST API. 

API Method Description 

Login Authenticates a user account and provides a time-

limited token for use with all other API methods. 

getBuildResultsDetails Retrieves the details for a specified build.  

getRecentlyCompletedBuildResultsForBuild Retrieves a set of recent builds for a specified plan. 

getLatestBuildResults Retrieves a set of recent builds for all projects and 

plans, including some of the build details. The build 

information returned by this method is substantially 

less detailed than the other methods provide. 

In order to log and process build information, a software component was constructed to interface 

with the Bamboo API. This component, described in detail in section 6.3.1, obtained the build 

information from the Bamboo API and logged the relevant information to a local database. Only a 

subset of the build information available within Bamboo was required (Table 16). 

Table 16. Information retrieved and logged about each build. 

Information Description 

Build status Whether the build passed or failed. 

Time and 

duration of build 

The time the build started, and the number of seconds it took to complete. From 

this, the time the build completed could also be easily determined. 

Build identifier The project, plan, and build identifiers. 

Reason for build The trigger for the build. For integration builds the reason will usually be a code 

change. For nightly builds it will usually be a schedule. In addition, builds can be 

manually triggered by a user. 

Reason for failure If the build failed, the reason why it failed - commonly a compilation error or 

unit test failure. 

Commit history The usernames of all users who committed to this build, as well as the 

timestamp and number of files in each commit. 
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6.3. System Architecture 

 

Figure 14. System architecture. 

Apart from the jNabServer plug-in, all components were developed using the Microsoft .NET 

Framework version 3.5 SP1 (Microsoft Corporation, 2009a). The database server was Microsoft SQL 

Server 2008 Express Edition (Microsoft Corporation, 2009b). Database access code was based on 

Microsoft LINQ to SQL object-relational mapping technology (Microsoft Corporation, 2007). 

For the duration of the case study project, all components were executed on a dedicated PC running 

on the Microsoft Windows XP operating system. 

Three separate prototypes were constructed to enable comparisons to be made between different 

behaviours. The build monitoring component (discussed in section 6.3.1) and database were not 

changed between these prototypes. The device server and jNabServer plug-in were modified to 

enable different behaviour for each prototype, and their implementations are detailed in section 

6.3.2. 

6.3.1. Build Monitoring Component 

The build monitoring component was responsible for communicating with the Bamboo server, 

monitoring for new build information for the relevant build plans, and logging this information to a 

database. This component was implemented as a Windows service to ensure it could run 

satisfactorily for several weeks at a time. 
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Every sixty seconds, the component retrieved the latest build details from Bamboo and compared 

these with the build information stored in the database. If any new builds were presented by 

Bamboo, the component retrieved and parsed the build information, logged it to the database, and 

notified the device server that new builds were available. The build monitoring component also 

examined the list of build numbers in each plan during each iteration. If any builds were missing 

(indicated by non-sequential build numbers), the component used the Bamboo API methods 

described above to attempt to find and save the build information. 

6.3.2. Device Management Components 

Two separate pieces of software managed the devices: a device server component and a jNabServer 

plug-in. These components were modified to enable different behaviour for each prototype.  

In order to keep the components loosely coupled, the device server communicated with the 

jNabServer plug-in by writing marker files to specific folders on the disk. This method of 

communication was chosen for its simplicity and the fact that a file system is a shared resource 

which is available in both C# and Java. The jNabServer plug-in could enumerate the marker files and, 

based on their presence or non-presence, could change its behaviour accordingly. 

Prototype 1 

The initial prototype was intended to provide the base ambient device functionality for developers. 

Specifically, this prototype was required to control the central USB light and to notify individual 

developers when a plan they had just committed to had shifted to a broken state. 

Device Server 

The device server controlled the ambient awareness hardware devices described in section 6.1. It 

was fundamentally responsible for transforming input data, in the form of build results, into 

instructions to the devices. The device server could be instructed to ignore specific build plans: for 

example, nightly builds could be omitted while integration builds were processed, to ensure the 

ambient devices were only displaying the most relevant information to team members. 

Every thirty seconds, or when triggered by the build monitoring component, the device server 

examined the database to determine the current state of each plan. If any plans were failing, the 

central monitoring lamp was turned red, otherwise it turned green. 

To manage the developers’ rabbits, the device server examined each failing plan, finding the first 

failing build in the most recent chain of failing builds and determining the list of developers who 

committed to that build. Each of these developers was marked to receive a build failure notification 

on their rabbit. 
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The device server then examined each developer in the system. Developers who had been marked 

to receive a build failure notification had a marker file placed on the file system in a ‘build failed’ 

folder for jNabServer to detect. Developers who had been marked not to receive one of these 

notifications were examined to see if there was already a marker file in the ‘build failed’ folder for 

that developer from a previous build failure. If there was, the existing ‘build failed’ marker file was 

deleted, and a new ‘build passed’ marker file was created. This would be detected by jNabServer and 

would be used to indicate to the developer that the previously failing build had been fixed.  

Nabaztag Controller 

The Nabaztag rabbits were controlled by jNabServer. This server provided the infrastructure to boot 

the rabbits, to allow the rabbits to poll for instructions, to receive events from the rabbits, and to 

play choreographies (sequences of events such as LED changes, ear movements, and sounds) 

(Rajaniemi, 2007). 

The behaviour of the rabbits was managed by a custom plug-in for jNabServer, as well as a number 

of choreographies. The custom plug-in was written in Java. jNabServer created an instance of the 

plug-in class for each rabbit that connected to the server, and notified the appropriate plug-in 

instance when any of the events listed in Table 17 occurred for a specific rabbit. 

Table 17. Nabaztag events provided to custom plug-ins by jNabServer. 

Event Description 

Ping When no other events were occurring, the rabbit would ping (poll) the server 

periodically for instructions. The ping event provided an opportunity to instruct 

the rabbit to play a choreography, as described below. 

Choreography 

completed 

When a choreography finished playing. In our custom plug-in, this caused the 

same behaviour as a ping event. 

Button pressed When the button on the top of the rabbit was pressed. For the first two 

prototypes the button pressed events were ignored, but the third prototype did 

intercept this event. 

Ears moved When the ears were manually moved. This provided the opportunity to move 

the ears back to their original position, which was achieved by instructing the 

rabbit to reboot. 

RFID tag 

presented 

When the RFID sensor on the rabbit detected a compatible RFID tag within 

range. For this project the RFID events were ignored. 

The primary logic for the plug-in used in prototype 1 was in the ‘ping’ event handler. Approximately 

every twenty seconds, the rabbit would ping jNabServer. The plug-in simply retrieved the rabbit’s 
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serial number from the event handler context information and then examined the marker folders on 

disk. Depending on whether an appropriate marker file existed in any of these folders, one of the 

choreographies described in Table 18 was sent to the rabbit. Additionally, in the case of the 

BuildPassed choreography, the marker file was deleted to ensure the rabbit would only play the 

choreography once and then return to the BuildStable choreography. 

Table 18. Choreographies for controlling rabbit appearance and behaviour for prototype 1. 

Name Description Duration Ear Behaviour LED Behaviour 

BuildStable Default (neutral) 

choreography, played when 

there was no failure or fix to 

report. 

15s (repeating) Up None 

BuildFailed Played when the developer 

breaks a build. Repeated 

until the plan was fixed. 

30s (repeating) Down All LEDs red 

BuildPassed Played immediately after the 

plan was fixed. Played once 

and then returned to 

BuildStable choreography. 

15s (once) Up All LEDs green 

If a marker file existed for this rabbit in the ‘build failed’ folder, the plug-in sent the BuildFailed 

choreography; if a marker file was present in the ‘build passed’ folder, the plug-in sent the 

BuildPassed choreography. If neither file was found, the BuildStable choreography was sent. 

Choreography Timing 

Each element of a choreography could be timed to occur at a specific offset. For example, a 

choreography could instruct a rabbit to first move its ears, then turn a set of LEDs on after 10 

seconds. During the development of the choreographies listed in Table 18 it became apparent that 

the timing logic described in the jNabServer source code and the accompanying article (Rajaniemi, 

2007) was different to the actual behaviour. Choreography timing was achieved through the 

manipulation of two parameters: tempo and frequency ratio. We determined that the actual timing 

formula was: 

𝑡 =
𝑓

2
×

𝑡𝑠
10

 

where t was the time offset for the sub-event within the choreography (in seconds), f was the 

frequency ratio specified, and ts was the tempo specified. 
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Prototype 2 

Based on feedback from participants, the initial prototype was modified approximately two weeks 

after the devices were provided to the team. The key changes for this prototype were to alert all 

users who committed to a failing build, and to avoid the rabbits’ nose LEDs flashing every time they 

pinged the server. 

Device Server 

The server component remained largely unchanged from the initial prototype. The only modification 

was to the logic that determined which developers should be notified of a build failure. Instead of 

alerting just those developers who committed to the first failing build in each failing plan, the new 

prototype obtained a list of all developers who had committed since the plan began failing and 

marked each of these developers for an alert. 

Nabaztag Controller 

The jNabServer plug-in was modified to remove the LED nose flash behaviour when the rabbit was 

not displaying a red or green notification. 

It was found that that the nose flashed when a ping event was handled by the custom plug-in and a 

choreography was sent to the rabbit. The behaviour could therefore be eliminated by removing the 

BuildStable choreography. When no notification was required for a particular developer’s rabbit, no 

response was sent to the ping event. This did not have any effect on the behaviour of the system 

except to eliminate the LED nose flashing when a ping event was handled. 

Prototype 3 

The third prototype was designed to explore the use of the rabbits as a mechanism for delivery of 

positive reinforcement and positive punishment, rather than as pure ambient devices, as discussed 

in Chapter Five. This modification was made approximately one month after the installation of 

prototype 2. 

In order to provide positive reinforcement, developers were to be given notifications whenever a 

source code commit was received and processed by the build server. As in the first two prototypes, 

if the build associated with that commit failed, their rabbit was to be instructed to play the 

BuildFailed choreography. However, unlike the previous prototypes, when a build passed the users 

who committed to that build were to be reinforced by having their rabbit play the BuildPassed 

choreography for a set period of time (thirty minutes). Previous prototypes only played the 

BuildPassed choreography for a short period, and only for developers who had just been played a 

BuildFailed choreography, in order to alert these developers that the problem had been resolved. 
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Device Server 

A naïve implementation of this strategy would be to evaluate all builds during each pass of the 

device server logic, examining the last commit for each developer and generating the appropriate 

marker files. However, this logic would be insufficient for a number of reasons. 

First, a given developer may have committed to more than one plan simultaneously or in quick 

succession: some preliminary analysis of the first two weeks' results showed that developers often 

committed to multiple plans within seconds or minutes, and any of these could fail. If the system 

simply used the most recent commit by a given user, the arbitrary order in which the builds were 

processed by the build server and the device server would determine whether the user received 

reinforcement or punishment. 

Second, an individual developer's last commit may not necessarily have been the last commit to the 

plan. For example, developer DA may commit code to plan P, which would result in build B1 failing. 

Shortly thereafter, developer DB may commit code to plan P and (intentionally or inadvertently) fix 

the problem, thereby causing build B2 to pass. The naive logic described above would punish DB 

despite the code having been corrected and the plan passing. 

Third, developers on the team expressed a desire to receive reminders when a plan remained in a 

failing state for a given period of time. Specifically, developers wished to have a reminder every 

thirty minutes in the form of the rabbits’ ears moving. However multiple plans may fail 

simultaneously, and only a subset of these may be fixed within the reminder window. Information 

was required to be kept on each plan's results, as well as the history of these reminders, to ensure 

that they were generated at appropriate times and only for plans which remained in a failing state 

for more than thirty minutes. 

Fourth, the ‘build passed’ notification behaviour was changed so that it would remain on the 

developer’s rabbit for thirty minutes, rather than playing once for fifteen seconds and then returning 

to the ‘neutral’ state. This was intended to ensure that if a developer temporarily left their desk after 

committing code, or was not otherwise paying attention to their rabbit, they would still be able to 

receive this notification. The time that each of these notifications were first sent to the rabbits was 

tracked so the notifications could be automatically expired after thirty minutes. Developers could 

also press the button on their rabbits to immediately expire the notification if they wished. 

Given these conditions, a considerably more complex algorithm was developed for the device server 

based on state transitions. A matrix of developers, plans, and statuses was initialised when the 
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device server started and was updated as new builds occurred. This matrix assumed that, for a given 

plan, a developer was in one of three states (Table 19). 

Table 19. States used for each developer-plan combination in prototype 3. 

State Priority Description 

Fail 3 (highest) The developer recently committed code to this plan, and the plan is 

currently failing. 

Pass 2 The developer recently committed code to this plan, and the plan is 

currently passing. 

Neutral 1 (lowest) The developer has not recently committed code to this plan, so this plan 

should not be taken into account when calculating the final result for this 

developer. 

The device server algorithm was executed every thirty seconds, as well as whenever the build 

monitoring component recorded a new build. This process is described below; pseudocode is 

included in Appendix D. 

The central light was updated in the same way as previous prototypes: if any plans were in a failing 

state the lamp would turn red; otherwise, it would turn green. 

When the device server started, a matrix was created with each cell corresponding to a developer 

and plan combination. For example, if there were three plans and four developers, there would be a 

3x4 table with a total of twelve cells. 

Each time the device server algorithm was executed the server evaluated each developer-plan 

combination and updated the cell based on a set of rules. If the developer had not committed to 

that plan since the last time it successfully built, the cell was updated to a ‘neutral ‘state. If the 

developer had recently committed to the plan, and if the plan had changed state (for example, from 

failing to passing) since the last time the algorithm was executed, the cell was updated accordingly. 

A timestamp of the last change was also recorded in each cell to allow reminders and expirations to 

be processed. If a cell remained in a ‘pass’ state for more than thirty minutes without being updated, 

the ‘pass’ was changed to a ‘neutral’ state. Similarly, if a cell remained in a ‘fail’ state for more than 

thirty minutes without being updated, a reminder was triggered. These reminders are discussed in 

more detail below. 

At the conclusion of this updating procedure, an overall status was calculated for each developer. 

This was achieved by examining that developer’s row within the matrix and sorting it according to 
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the priorities described in Table 19. The highest priority cell’s status became that developer’s overall 

status, which was then used to generate the marker files in the same way as the previous prototypes 

– although with the addition of a new type of marker file to indicate a reminder was required for a 

still-failing build. 

As an illustrative example, consider a case where the device server was started at 12.30pm. For 

simplicity, we assume that at this point no builds have been recorded in the system. We also assume 

that the algorithm executes every thirty minutes (instead of every thirty seconds). Initially, a neutral 

table would be created and all cells would be initialised to a ‘neutral’ state, and therefore the overall 

state for each developer will also be ‘neutral’ (Table 20). 

Table 20. Example device server matrix as initialised at 12.30pm. 

 Plan A Plan B Plan C Overall 

Developer 1 Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Neutral 

Developer 2 Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Neutral 

Developer 3 Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Neutral 

Developer 4 Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Neutral 

At 1.00pm, the device server algorithm executes. During the preceding thirty minutes, developer 1 

and developer 3 have committed code to plan A, which is now failing. Developer 2 and developer 3 

have committed to plan B, which is now passing. Developer 4 has not committed code to any plan. 

The matrix as at 1.00pm is shown in Table 21, including the overall state for each developer as 

derived from that developer’s row. Note that developer 3 receives a ‘fail’ overall status as this takes 

precedence over the ‘pass’ they receive for plan B.  
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Table 21. Example device server matrix as at 1.00pm. 

 Plan A Plan B Plan C Overall 

Developer 1 Status: Fail 

Timestamp: 1.00pm 

Last fail reminder: None 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Fail 

Developer 2 Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Pass 

Timestamp: 1.00pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Pass 

Developer 3 Status: Fail 

Timestamp: 1.00pm 

Last fail reminder: None 

Status: Pass 

Timestamp: 1.00pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Fail 

Developer 4 Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Neutral 

At 1.30pm, the device server algorithm executes again. As no new builds have been recorded since 

the last execution, the algorithm searches for expired ‘pass’ statuses and ‘fail’ statuses requiring a 

reminder. In this example, developers 2 and 3 have previously been given a ‘pass’ status for plan B, 

but these now expire and change back to ‘neutral’. Developer 1 and 3 have been in a ‘fail’ state for 

plan A for more than thirty minutes, so the system marks them as requiring a failure reminder and 

saves the timestamp that this reminder was generated. Table 22 illustrates the state of the matrix at 

the conclusion of this execution. 

Table 22. Example device server matrix as at 1.30pm. 

 Plan A Plan B Plan C Overall 

Developer 1 Status: Fail 

Timestamp: 1.00pm 

Last fail reminder: 1.30pm 

Generate reminder marker 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Fail 

Developer 2 Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 1.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Neutral 

Developer 3 Status: Fail 

Timestamp: 1.00pm 

Last fail reminder: 1.30pm 

Generate reminder marker 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 1.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Fail 

Developer 4 Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Neutral 
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At 2.00pm, the algorithm executes once again. In this case, developer 2 has committed to plan A and 

has fixed it so that it now successfully builds. All developers who previously received a ‘fail’ status for 

this plan, as well as developer 2, are marked to now receive a ‘pass’ notification for this plan. 

Table 23. Example device server matrix as at 2.00pm. 

 Plan A Plan B Plan C Overall 

Developer 1 Status: Pass 

Timestamp: 2.00pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.00pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Pass 

Developer 2 Status: Pass 

Timestamp: 2.00pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 1.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Pass 

Developer 3 Status: Pass 

Timestamp: 2.00pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 1.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Pass 

Developer 4 Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

Status: Neutral 

Timestamp: 12.30pm 

 Neutral 

Nabaztag Controller 

The jNabServer plug-in was modified in three ways for this prototype. 

First, the green marker files were no longer automatically deleted by the plug-in after the 

choreography had been delivered to the rabbit. This enabled the choreography to be displayed for 

thirty minutes. 

Second, the rabbit's button click events were intercepted to delete the green marker file when the 

developer manually requested this to occur. This would switch the developer to the ‘neutral’ state. 

Third, the plug-in checked for the existence of the 'red reminder' marker file; when this marker file 

was detected the plug-in delivered the new BuildFailedReminder choreography and deleted the ‘red 

reminder’ marker file. The new choreography is described in Table 24. After the BuildFailedReminder 

choreography played once, the rabbit would resume playing the BuildFailed choreography.  
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Table 24. Choreography added for prototype 3. 

Name Description Duration Ear Behaviour LED 

Behaviour 

BuildFailedReminder A plan has been failing for 

more than 30 minutes. 

(This choreography was 

sent every 30 minutes 

until the plan was fixed.) 

15s (once) Complete 

rotation, 

ending down 

All LEDs red 

Unit Testing 

Due to the complexity involved in the algorithm developed for prototype 3, a suite of unit tests was 

constructed to validate the device server functioned correctly. Each of the twenty unit tests 

corresponded to a test case in which specific builds with a set of commits were provided to the 

device server in a defined order. The unit tests validated that the algorithm correctly updated the 

matrix and gave the expected final result for each developer. The set of test cases was designed to 

exercise as much of the logic as practicable, including boundary cases. Unit tests were written and 

executed using the Microsoft Visual Studio 2008 Unit Testing Framework (Microsoft Corporation, 

2009c). 

Comparison of Prototypes 

For illustrative purposes, Table 25 lists an example sequence of events and compares the behaviour 

of the three prototypes. In this example, two developers (Da and Db) are working together on a single 

plan, and a total of five builds (B1-B5) are performed. The behaviours of each of the ambient devices 

(the central light, C, and the developers’ rabbits, Ra and Rb) are compared. For the rabbits, ‘green’ 

refers to a BuildPassed choreography being played while ‘red’ refers to a BuildFailed choreography 

being played. 
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Table 25. Example scenario describing rabbit behaviour for each prototype. 

Time Event Behaviour 

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3 

T1 Da does not check in code. 

Db does not check in code. 

Build B1 occurs. 

C green. 

Ra stable. 

Rb stable. 

C green. 

Ra stable. 

Rb stable. 

C green. 

Ra stable. 

Rb stable. 

T2 Da checks in good code. 

Db does not check in code. 

Build B2 occurs. 

C green. 

Ra stable. 

Rb stable. 

C green. 

Ra stable. 

Rb stable. 

C green. 

Ra green. 

Rb stable. 

T3 Da checks in faulty code. 

Db does not check in code. 

Build B3 occurs. 

C red. 

Ra red. 

Rb stable. 

C red. 

Ra red. 

Rb stable. 

C red. 

Ra red. 

Rb stable. 

T4 Da does not check in code. 

Db checks in faulty code. 

Build B4 occurs. 

C red. 

Ra red. 

Rb stable. 

C red. 

Ra red. 

Rb red. 

C red. 

Ra red. 

Rb red. 

T5 Da checks in fixes to all problems. 

Db does not check in code. 

Build B5 occurs. 

C green. 

Ra green. 

Rb green. 

C green. 

Ra green. 

Rb green. 

C green. 

Ra green. 

Rb green. 

6.4. Implementation Experiences 

A key requirement of all the prototypes was that they function for extended periods of time without 

any manual intervention. In order to satisfy this requirement robust error handling was 

implemented at all levels of the system: exceptions were caught and logged before a retry attempt 

made; network connectivity was assumed to be unreliable and components were designed to back 

off and retry when making unsuccessful network requests; components such as the build monitor, 

device server, and jNabServer were encapsulated in long-running Windows services with policies to 

automatically restart them if fatal errors occurred; and a comprehensive tracing and diagnostic 

framework was implemented to log all activity and allow for troubleshooting in case problems did 

arise. Allowing this level of availability required a considerable amount of thought and code, but 

ultimately enabled the production of a robust and reliable system. 

The software implementation of each prototype presented different challenges. The initial 

prototype required the most development effort, specifically in architecting the components as well 

as writing the necessary code and performing unit and functional testing. The modular design of the 

system made this process substantially less time consuming than it may have otherwise been. The 
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second prototype was relatively straightforward to design and implement, requiring only a small 

number of changes from the initial prototype as well as some testing. 

The third prototype required a great deal of redevelopment within the device server. A new 

algorithm, involving multidimensional data and state transitions, was required to satisfy the 

additional requirements for this prototype. Due to the added complexity of the algorithm and the 

number of boundary cases, the third prototype also required extensive testing and validation.  

One of the largest challenges in this project was actually obtaining the Nabaztag rabbits. The 

manufacturer, Violet, filed for bankruptcy while we were in the process of purchasing the rabbits, 

and they became extraordinarily difficult to obtain. After spending several weeks attempting to 

locate the necessary number of rabbits, we ultimately purchased nine devices from three different 

suppliers in Europe and the United States, and were permitted to borrow two additional devices 

from the University of Tampere in Finland for the duration of the project. 

6.5. Summary 

This chapter described the implementation of an ambient awareness system for build notifications 

based on the requirements and constraints discussed in the previous chapters. A number of 

individual components were created to log, process, and store build information, transform the 

information into instructions for the ambient devices, and send those instructions to the hardware. 

While some of these components were specific to the build server the case study company used, the 

loosely coupled architecture and general similarities between build servers would allow most of this 

implementation to be reused for other organisations and other build servers. The next chapter 

discusses the evaluation of each of these prototypes with the case study team.
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Chapter Seven 
7. Evaluation 

The previous chapters described the design and implementation of a series of prototypes to provide 

ambient awareness of build status information to members of a software development team. To 

evaluate the usefulness and impact of these technologies, an evaluation study was conducted in 

which both quantitative and qualitative information was collected. 

Quantitative information was based on the build information collected during the studies. Section 

7.1 describes a number of metrics that were calculated based on the build log data, intended to 

correspond closely to the research hypotheses described in Chapter Five. Qualitative information 

was collected through a number of sources: formal interviews with developers as well as informal 

conversations, emails, and electronic communication with and between the development team. 

Sections 7.2 and 7.3 describe these qualitative findings. 

One member of the case study team worked remotely for the duration of the evaluation study. In 

addition, other developers inside the organisation, but not on the case study team, would 

occasionally commit code to the build plans. In these cases their information has been included in 

the quantitative analysis below, as removing their information from the build logs would have been 

impossible since they were committing to the same build plans as the rest of the team. However, 

these developers were not given any ambient devices, nor were they interviewed or otherwise 

generally included in the qualitative data collected during this study.  

7.1. Build Server Metrics 

The build monitoring component, described in the previous chapter, compiled a comprehensive 

dataset of builds and commits as it executed. This information was not only used for real-time 

control of the ambient devices but also for subsequent post-hoc analysis of the build data. The data 

collected was sufficient to allow us to evaluate each of the research hypotheses outlined in Chapter 

Five (Table 14, p68). 

Baseline data were collected for a period of approximately one month before the ambient devices 

were provided to the team. Therefore, there were four study conditions: this baseline and the three 

prototype interventions described in Chapter Six. 



90 

7.1.1. Inferential Statistical Analyses 

For the metrics described in this section, no inferential statistics (such as chi squares, t tests, or 

analyses of variance) have been performed. The decision not to perform such testing was made 

deliberately and was based on the best practices for the design of case studies and other small 

sample studies. 

Owens (1979) argues that it is critical to choose the right type of analysis for a given study. Any 

analysis methodology will include a range of assumptions, caveats, and limitations. Inferential 

testing is predicated on a core assumption that the sample data is representative, either through 

random selection or through a rigorous attempt to eliminate all reasonable biases (Howell, 2004). If 

and only if the sample meets this criterion, is sufficiently large in size, has a matched control sample, 

and meets the other requirements for these tests, it can be subject to inferential analysis and 

legitimate conclusions can be drawn about the population at large. 

Within the field of psychology a number of paradigms (including cognitive science, social psychology, 

and clinical psychology) meet these criteria and legitimately use inferential analysis as a matter of 

course. Within other areas of psychology, such as the experimental analysis of behaviour (EAB), a 

very small number of subjects are typically used for a given study (Barlow & Hersen, 1984). Although 

inferential analysis can be performed on the raw data generated by these studies, the analysis will 

be invalid due to the small number of subjects. As such, a variety of other approaches, all using 

simple descriptive statistics (means, moving means, standard deviations, and other averages) are 

employed. 

Information systems experimental research consists of a range of different approaches, including 

many case studies (McKay & Marshall, 2000). As discussed in Chapter Five, the case study approach 

provides a great number of advantages. However, the small sample size necessarily precludes the 

possibility of inferential analysis, and accordingly does not permit any definitive conclusions about a 

population to be drawn from the sample. A given observation within a single sample could be a real 

effect, or it could be random variation due to other factors (Barlow & Hersen, 1984). Case studies 

and other small-sample designs do not provide a sufficient quantity of data to allow these 

possibilities to be distinguished. Rather than an indictment upon case study methodologies in 

general, this is simply a feature of these types of study, and alternatives to inferential testing are 

available for the analysis of quantitative case study data, such as the use of baseline-intervention 

designs and the descriptive statistics listed above (Elashoff & Thoresen, 1978). 
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In this study baseline data were collected before any interventions took place. The same information 

was collected for each of the three prototype interventions described in Chapter Six. While an ideal 

study would include a return to baseline, followed by a reintroduction of interventions, time 

constraints prevented us from performing this type of repeated measures design. Instead, the 

prototype interventions are compared to the baseline and to each other, thereby using the different 

study phases as controls for each other. 

7.1.2. Excluded Builds 

Some builds were excluded from this analysis. Three types of builds were excluded for different 

reasons: nightly builds; unnecessary builds that may skew the results unfairly; and builds deleted 

from the build server before the build monitoring component could log them. 

 Nightly builds. The integration builds were more tightly integrated into the developers’ day-

to-day workflow, and the nightly builds covered most of the same testing ground as the 

integration builds, so were excluded from this analysis. 

 Failed builds due to unit test communication failures. During our discussions with the team 

we were informed that the architecture of the test lab used by the build process meant that 

there were cases where builds would fail due to unit test communication errors. The team 

leader informed us that we could identify these cases relatively easily: if a failing build with 

source code changes was followed by a manual build with no changes, this indicated that a 

developer manually retried a build and it passed successfully. The fact that there were no 

commits on this second build indicated that the initial problem was not with the source 

code. In these cases, the build data were adjusted: the last failing build (with commits) was 

considered to have actually passed, and the manual build was excluded from this analysis. 

 Builds deleted from Bamboo. Some builds were deleted from the build server logs before 

the build monitoring system could record the information. Builds can be deleted from 

Bamboo’s history for several reasons, including a build being cancelled while in progress (in 

which case it assigns the next sequential build number when it restarts), a build server 

failure part-way through a build, or when a team member manually deletes a build. If a build 

server failure occurred, or a manual deletion occurred before the build monitoring 

component obtained the build information, the build monitoring system would record it as a 

deleted build and would not have any further information available. If a manual deletion 

occurred after the build monitoring component had received the information it would not 

affect the analysis, since the component only wrote the data to its database once and did 
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not honour Bamboo’s deletion. Only a small proportion of the builds within each condition 

were deleted in this way. 

Analyses are performed on the remaining builds within each condition. Table 26 lists the total 

original number of integration builds per condition, as well as the number of manual builds excluded 

from analysis, the number of builds deleted by Bamboo, and the remaining builds that were included 

within the metrics described below. 

Table 26. Total and deleted integration builds by condition. 

Condition Total Integration 

Builds 

Deleted from 

Bamboo 

Manual Builds 

Excluded 

Total Builds 

Analysed 

Baseline 161 10 10 141 

Prototype 1 147 6 19 122 

Prototype 2 315 10 17 288 

Prototype 3 257 7 18 232 

Total 880 33 64 783 

7.1.3. Results 

The following sections outline the metrics calculated, including a description of the measurement 

process for each metric and the actual results. Charts with means and proportions are provided in 

this chapter. Where applicable, standard deviations are presented as error bars. A complete set of 

numeric results is provided in Appendix E. 

Broken Builds per Day 

This metric considered the number of broken builds per day and the percentage of that day’s total 

that they comprised. For the purposes of this metric only workdays were considered (i.e. Monday 

through Friday, and weekend days were only considered when builds were observed on those days). 

The baseline condition lasted for 24 workdays, prototype 1 lasted for 10 workdays, prototype 2 

lasted for 20 workdays, and prototype 3 lasted for 16 workdays. 

As the study conditions were of variable lengths, the percentages are more useful as a comparison 

than the absolute values. Figure 15 illustrates the mean percentage of broken builds per day as a 

function of the study condition. 
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Figure 15. Mean percentage of broken builds per day by condition. 

Additionally, Figure 16 illustrates the percentage of broken builds per day over the course of the 

entire study, including a moving mean. 

 

Figure 16. Percentage of total builds classified as broken per study day, including a 10 day moving mean. 
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Total Builds per Day 

Another metric was the mean number of total builds per day. This metric did not consider whether 

the build passed or failed, but was simply a measure of the total number of integration builds that 

occurred each day. As with the previous metric, only workdays were considered. 

Figure 17 shows the mean number of builds per day by condition. 

 

Figure 17. Mean number of builds per day by condition. 

Additionally, Figure 18 illustrates the total builds per day over the course of the entire study with a 

moving mean. 

5.88

12.20

13.71
14.50

0

5

10

15

20

25

Baseline Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3



95 

 

Figure 18. Total builds per day for each study day, including a 10 day moving mean. 

Files per Changeset 

Every build has an associated changeset of zero or more commits. These commits correspond to 

developers’ commits to the source code repository, and may involve one or more files. Figure 19 

illustrates an example build with a changeset of three commits, each containing a number of source 

code files. In total, seven files were modified in this example changeset. 

 

Figure 19. Example build with a changeset comprising three commits and seven files. 

Any given build may have been triggered manually, in which case it will likely not be associated with 

any commits and will therefore have an empty changeset. 

This metric compared the mean number of files per changeset by condition, excluding empty 

changesets. The results are illustrated in Figure 20. 
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Figure 20. Mean files per changeset by condition. 

Commits During Broken Builds 

This metric compared the number of commits that occurred during broken builds. In order to 

determine this, each build plan was examined and a list of broken build chains was compiled for 

each plan. Broken build chains were defined as one or more sequential failing builds and were 

terminated by the next passing build. An example set of two broken build chains is illustrated in 

Figure 21. 

 

Figure 21. Broken build chains. 
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Figure 22 illustrates the mean number of commits to broken build chains for each study condition. 

 

Figure 22. Mean commits to broken build chains by condition. 
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Figure 23. Proportion of builds as a function of trigger reason, by condition. 

Cause of Broken Builds 
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Figure 24. Percentage of broken builds caused by unit test failures, by condition. 

Fixing Own Builds 

This metric was intended to find cases where developers fixed a failing build that they had 

committed to. To calculate this metric, a list was constructed for each broken build chain containing 

the developers who committed to any build within that chain. This list was compared with the 

developers who committed to the next passing build. If the next passing build contained a committer 

from the list, the broken build chain was considered to have been fixed by a breaker; otherwise, it 

was not. This was based on the assumption that a developer who committed to a passing build 

following a broken build chain was likely to have been responsible for fixing the breakage. 

For example, consider builds 127 through 130 in Figure 21. If developer D committed to build 127, 

and also committed to build 130, this was considered a broken build chain fixed by a breaker.  

Figure 25 illustrates the percentages of broken build chains fixed by a breaker by each study 

condition. 
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Figure 25. Percentage of broken build chains fixed by breaker by condition. 

Duration of Broken Builds 

This metric examined the time in which a build remained in a broken state. The duration of a broken 

build was defined as the time between when the first build within the broken build chain ended to 

when the next passing build began (Figure 26).  

 

Figure 26. Example builds illustrating the calculation of the duration of broken builds for a build chain of length 1. 

This timing was chosen to ensure that the time the builds took to complete was not included in the 

duration: these could be subject to a number of environmental and transient issues unrelated to the 

development itself and would add a confounding factor to the analysis. In cases where multiple 

builds broke in succession, however, the time of intermediary builds could not be meaningfully 

factored out. Figure 27 illustrates this situation using an example where builds B1 through B4 failed 

and B5 passed, thereby terminating the broken build chain. 
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Figure 27. Example builds illustrating the calculation of the duration of broken builds for a build chain of length 4. 

An initial analysis of these results showed that, on average, the durations were substantially longer 

than expected. An investigation found that some broken build chains were fixed over a period of two 

or more days, thereby increasing the average duration as a whole. 

To account for this, the broken build chains were split into two groups: those which were broken 

and fixed within a single day, and those which were broken and fixed over multiple days. Based on 

this separation of the broken build chains, three separate sub-metrics were calculated. 

Figure 28 illustrates the proportion of broken build chains that were fixed within a single day. An 

increase in this metric indicates that broken build chains are generally being fixed more quickly. 

 

Figure 28. Proportion of builds fixed the same day they were broken. 

Figure 29 illustrates the mean duration of broken build chains for chains that were fixed within a 

single day. 
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Figure 29. Mean fix duration (in seconds) for builds fixed the same day as they were broken. 

When calculating the duration of broken build chains that were fixed over multiple days, non-

working time was subtracted from these durations. Working time was defined as 7am to 6pm, 

Monday to Friday. This time period was selected based on the initial observational component, 

interviews with developers, and on an analysis of the standard times that builds occurred from the 

build server logs. While a very small number of builds did occur outside of these hours, we could not 

reliably ascertain when team members were working for each day. However, during the initial 

observational component (described in Chapter Four), we found that most team members worked 

between 7am and 6pm, and so we considered this to be a reasonable timeframe for this analysis. 

Figure 30 illustrates the mean duration of broken build chains that were fixed over multiple days. 

9513

5709
6278

7273

-5000

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

Baseline Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3



103 

 

Figure 30. Mean fix duration for builds fixed on different days to when they were broken. 

Time in Red vs. Time in Green 

A final metric was the comparison of the total amount of time that the central light was red 

(indicating one or more integration plans were failing) with the total amount of time that it was 

green (indicating that all integration plans were passing). 

This metric was calculated for all conditions, including the baseline condition. Even though the 

central light was not provided to the team during the baseline condition, the time the light would 

have displayed each colour if it had been present was calculated, and this information is included for 

comparison. 

As in the previous metric, this was calculated based on work hours of 7am to 6pm, Monday through 

Friday. Figure 31 shows the proportion of work time the central light showed red for each study 

condition. 
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Figure 31. Percentage of work time the central light showed red, by condition. 

Summary 

This section described a range of quantitative metrics based on the build logs obtained from the 
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giving feedback. In particular, one developer – who had previously been considered (by himself and 

others) as having the least interest in broken builds – was the most active in making comments and 
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led to the design and development of prototypes 2 and 3, described in Chapter Six. In addition, the 

organisation set up an internal wiki page for discussion of the project, although this simply contained 

an explanation of the project and provided a forum for humorous comments about the devices.  

Approximately one week after the installation of the devices, the team requested an extra Nabaztag 

be set up as a surrogate for the developer who worked on the team’s code from a remote location. 

We considered this an indication of the team’s acceptance of the technology, and a validation that 

team members found the system useful. The developer seated next to the surrogate rabbit reported 

he would send instant messages to the remote worker whenever the surrogate rabbit indicated a 

build failure. 

We believe that the level of engagement exhibited by the developers throughout the project was 

indicative of the level of enthusiasm they had for the technology, the importance they placed on 

broken builds, and their desire to resolve the issues they faced with the build process. 

7.3. Interviews 

In order to explore the team’s thoughts on the ambient build monitoring systems more 

comprehensively, short interviews were conducted with team members. A list of the themes 

explored in these interviews is provided in Appendix G. 

Some team members had been reassigned since the initial interviews, but seven of the eight 

remaining developers on the team were interviewed. The eighth developer chose not to participate 

in these interviews, although he did participate in the rest of the study. 

Due to time constraints these interviews were performed shortly after the third prototype was 

installed, and therefore did not include questions relating to the positive reinforcement behaviour 

added in prototype 3. Interviews were recorded, had an average duration of approximately 15 

minutes, and were analysed informally by replaying the interview and noting core themes, opinions, 

and suggestions. A formal analysis such as that conducted for the initial interviews (described in 

Chapter Four) was not performed for these interviews. As with the initial interviews, all interviews 

were conducted by the author. 

Overall, every developer who was interviewed was very positive about the ambient devices, and 

especially about the Nabaztag devices. One team member commented that: 

I think it solved pretty much all the problems with the old email system. I liked knowing 

quickly when I’d broken the build, I liked being able to point the finger when someone 

else broke the build. 
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The following sections describe the common themes which emerged from our analysis of these 

interviews. 

7.3.1. Nabaztag Devices 

The team members interviewed had unanimously positive reactions to the Nabaztag devices and 

their use as build monitoring devices. Many of the developers noted that the movement of the ears 

was helpful for drawing attention, and since the ears typically only moved when a build had been 

broken, this interruption was considered both desirable and necessary. 

The software components were generally regarded as accurate at assessing who was responsible for 

broken builds, although some developers suggested enhancements that would further restrict the 

set of candidate developers based on additional information from the build server. (Unfortunately, 

much of this information was unavailable through the build server’s API.) 

The physical nature of the devices had a surprisingly large effect on the developers. Many 

commented that they would frequently scan the room to see which rabbits appeared ‘sad’, and 

would use that information to evaluate the overall build status and potentially decide whether to 

commit changes or wait. The rabbit form factor was generally regarded as a positive feature of the 

devices; one team member commented: 

This one has kind of some personality, a rabbit, that everyone thinks that... it kind of 

just brings some fun into the team environment I suppose, so it’s been a good thing. 

The form factor was also seen to be less threatening than alternatives such as emails, the central 

light, and the other build monitoring systems. Rather than being purely functional and sterile, the 

devices were seen to be whimsical and to have some sort of personality. This had some noticeable 

effects; for example, one senior team member noted that: 

When it’s a device doing something like that then it’s not a personal thing, “oh you’ve 

done it again”, versus “your rabbit ears have gone sad again”... yeah, it’s more indirect, 

and also... it gives you a good way to say “oh, your bunny’s sad” rather than “you’ve 

done something stupid”, so I think the bunnies have been very good from that point of 

view. 

7.3.2. Central Light 

Perceptions and opinions of the central light were less consistent. Some developers argued that it 

was redundant since the build status monitoring screen presented essentially the same information, 

albeit with less visibility. The position of the central light was not ideal, with some developers facing 

away from the light. However these developers were close to the build status monitor, meaning that 
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all developers on the team had either the build status monitor or the central light within their line of 

sight. 

Many of the developers noted that they used the central light most when they were walking in and 

out of the room. In a comment typical of the sentiment of these developers, one team member said: 

I pay attention to the builds now... it’s nice to walk into the room and have something 

that potentially changes what you were going to work on. So if you come in in the 

morning, you might be thinking about what you’re gonna do, but instead of that you 

actually have a little scan of the light, and if it’s green you keep on going and if it’s red 

you’ve got something else to think about. I guess the build monitor is there but [the 

central light is] just a bit more prominent and a bit nicer. 

7.3.3. Separate Channel 

When the devices were first installed, some developers openly questioned the necessity of using 

separate devices rather than notifications displayed on the developers’ computer screens. During 

the interviews, however, several team members specifically commented that having the build status 

information presented within the separate channel created by a distinct physical device meant the 

device appropriated a unique meaning and context. One developer commented: 

You get email from all sorts of things throughout the day, whereas this is a unique 

thing... you know straight away [what it means]. 

The same developer also said of the Nabaztag rabbits: 

I think this is a really ideal use for that technology, it’s really good. 

7.3.4. Expected Effects 

Each team member was asked to predict the sorts of effects that might be observed from the build 

status metrics, as well as describe general changes in the team or other effects of the devices. A 

number of effects were cited by team members. 

The most frequently mentioned  effect was that the devices increased the level of awareness of the 

build status – in the team in general, as well as in individual developers who had traditionally not 

paid attention to breaking builds even when they were directly responsible. One developer who fell 

into this category (and who had noted “this is the first time I’ve noticed a broken build!” when the 

devices were installed) commented: 

It’s definitely been a change for me in terms of the way I’ve looked at [broken builds]. 

A second effect was the reduced need for team members to ‘nag’ each other about broken builds. 

Previously the more vigilant developers would be unsure if the team was aware of broken builds, 
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and would therefore take responsibility for notifying and reminding developers when they had 

broken a build. Over the course of the study the individual devices largely came to assume this 

responsibility. Similarly, since the devices stayed red until the problem was fixed, broken builds 

became perceived as more of a priority. The fact that the devices were public in nature, visible to 

other people inside and outside the team, meant that the developers felt social pressure to fix 

builds. Developers would often be gently teased if their rabbit stayed red for longer than expected, 

which they appreciated. 

Six of the seven developers interviewed said they believed the time to fix broken builds was reduced 

when the build monitoring systems were introduced. In addition, three of the developers said they 

believed there had been a higher frequency of builds due to the technology. Unfortunately, due to 

confounding factors involving the project they were working on at the time, the team expected the 

number of builds to increase anyway, making an interpretation of this analysis difficult. Even with 

this caveat some developers said they felt that the devices had been directly responsible for at least 

some of the increase in builds per day. 

7.3.5. Comparison to Existing Systems 

The two primary build notification mechanisms the team used before the devices were deployed 

were the build status monitor screen and email notifications. The build status monitor was only 

visible to a few team members due to its location and was designed to simply indicate whether each 

build plan was passing or failing. Email notifications were sent to team members after builds, but the 

high volume of the emails and the effort it took to parse their contents meant they were ignored by 

many team members. Several team members commented that the ambient build awareness devices 

solved all of the problems they had previously faced with the email notifications. 

7.3.6. Suggestions for Improvement 

Suggestions were solicited for both improving the build monitoring system and for other 

applications for the technologies. The most frequent suggestion was to enable the Nabaztag devices 

to indicate when a build was in progress, either to minimise the likelihood of code being checked in 

while a build was in progress or just for general build awareness: 

When you kick off a build... you could slowly raise the ears, and it passes and the ears 

are at the top, or it fails and the ears drop back down. That would just show that your 

code is in the process of being evaluated by [the build server]. 

Other suggestions included adding notifications when builds following a code commit passed (which 

was the behaviour added in prototype 3), displaying the overall build status on the rabbits somehow 
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(essentially incorporating the functionality of the central light into the rabbits), and integrating the 

technology with other systems such as the issue tracking system. 

7.4. Summary 

This chapter has described the evaluation study conducted with the case study team to determine 

the usefulness and effectiveness of the build monitoring systems described in earlier chapters. A 

number of quantitative metrics were calculated based on the hypotheses described in Chapter Five. 

In addition a large amount of qualitative feedback was obtained through team emails, a shared 

suggestion document, and interviews and conversations with team members. 

Chapter Eight discusses these findings with reference to the hypotheses made at the beginning of 

the study, and identifies the overarching themes that emerged throughout the study. 
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Chapter Eight 
8. Discussion 

Chapter Seven provided the results from the evaluation study conducted with the build monitoring 

system. This chapter provides commentaries and explanations about the effects as observed in the 

build metrics and as articulated by team members in interviews, emails, and other conversations. In 

section 8.1, the primary research hypotheses are evaluated based on the build metrics. The 

remaining sections describe the implications of these findings, as well as the other themes which 

emerged during the course of the study as a whole. 

It is important to note that this project involved a single case study team. As such, the extent to 

which these results can be generalised is difficult to ascertain. However, this chapter discusses the 

results that were observed and, where appropriate, makes comparisons and distinctions in areas 

where other teams are likely to differ in their approaches. 

8.1. Support for Research Hypotheses 

The metrics calculated in Chapter Seven provide varying degrees of support for some hypotheses. 

Table 27 lists the hypotheses used for this project and summarises the degree of support based on 

the evidence from the evaluation study. In total, three hypotheses were supported by the metrics, 

three were not supported, and three were ambiguous. 

Table 27. Evidentiary support for research hypotheses based on evaluation study results. 

 Hypothesis Evidence from Evaluation 

H1 The proportion of builds 

which fail will decrease. 

Ambiguous. 

The proportion of failing builds decreased when prototype 1 

was installed, but then increased beyond baseline levels during 

prototypes 2 and 3. 

H2 The overall number of builds 

per day will increase.  

Supported. 

The mean number of builds per day increased each condition. 

H3 The number of files checked 

in per changeset will 

decrease. 

Not supported. 

The mean number of files per changeset increased each 

condition. 

H4 The number of commits to a Not supported. 
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 Hypothesis Evidence from Evaluation 

broken build will decrease. The mean number of commits per changeset increased over 

the study period relative to the baseline. 

H5 The proportion of builds 

triggered by a manual 

request from a developer 

will increase. 

Ambiguous. 

The proportion of manually triggered builds increased during 

prototype 1 relative to baseline, returned to baseline in 

prototype 2, and increased again in prototype 3. 

H6 The proportion of broken 

builds due to unit test 

failures will decrease. 

Supported. 

The proportion of builds breaking due to unit test failures 

decreased over the study period relative to the baseline. 

H7 The proportion of failing 

builds fixed by the breaker 

will increase. 

Ambiguous. 

The proportion of builds fixed by breaker increased when 

prototype 1 was installed, but then decreased to approximately 

baseline levels. 

H8 The average duration of 

broken builds will decrease. 

Supported. 

The proportion of builds fixed the day they were broken 

increased substantially when prototype 1 was installed, and 

then decreased somewhat but remained slightly above baseline 

levels for the duration of the study. 

Of the builds fixed the day they were broken, the mean fix 

duration decreased substantially and remained lower than the 

baseline, although did increase as the study progressed. 

Of the builds fixed on separate days, the mean fix duration was 

consistently lower than the baseline level.  

H9 The total proportion of time 

in which any plan is failing 

will decrease. 

Not supported. 

While the proportion of time the light showed red decreased 

substantially in prototype 1 relative to the baseline condition, 

the proportion then increased dramatically in prototypes 2 and 

3, well beyond the baseline levels. 

In general, the introduction of the build monitoring system did have an effect on the team’s work 

and on their workflow for building software. Team members performed more builds, fixed broken 

builds more quickly, and may have been more productive as a consequence. Additionally, every 

team member interviewed was enthusiastic about the technology and expressed positive opinions. 

Based on this, we can reasonably state that the project was a success. 
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However, a number of fundamental questions remain: exactly what effects did the system have on 

the team, and why? Which components of the system worked well and which did not? Were the 

effects consistent or were they haphazard? Did they relate to individual developers’ behaviour, or 

the team’s behaviour as a whole? The following sections discuss these concerns with reference to 

the metrics from Chapter Seven, the research hypotheses, interviews with team members, and 

informal conversations with developers throughout the study. 

8.2. Novelty 

In many case studies involving the application of interventions, a Hawthorne effect can often be 

observed. This effect is simply a response to the novelty of the introduction of the intervention, and 

will typically disappear within a relatively short period (Clark & Sugrue, 1996; Mayo, 1949). 

In the case of this study, several of the metrics listed above demonstrated a characteristic 

Hawthorne pattern of an initial effect followed by a return to baseline levels. Four metrics in 

particular – H1 (proportion of broken builds), H7 (builds fixed by the breaker), H8 (duration of 

broken builds), and H9 (time the central light showed red vs. green) – showed at least some degree 

of a noticeable behavioural shift in the early stages of the study which subsequently disappeared. 

These four metrics share a common theme in that they are all related to broken builds – namely, 

how often they occurred, how long they lasted, and who fixed them. 

Over time, the proportion of broken builds did not decrease, but the durations of broken build 

chains decreased, and the total number of builds increased. These findings are consistent with each 

other: as builds occurred and the proportion of failing builds increased, these were being fixed more 

quickly, and therefore more builds were occurring. In addition, the proportion of broken build chains 

fixed by a breaker did not show a consistent increase. 

Some of this Hawthorne effect is likely due to the project itself. The process of developing 

commercial software is difficult and complex. Team members often noted that it is simply not 

reasonable to expect that every build will pass, or that every broken build will be fixed immediately. 

In particular, the nature of the project that the team was working on in the later parts of this study 

had an effect on the team’s expectations around the number and quality of builds. However, these 

metrics do also suggest that there may have been at least some initial impact on the team’s 

treatment of broken builds which was initially high and then decreased. 

Two possible reasons for this type of effect are that the effect would have been consistent across all 

prototypes but quickly diminished as team members adjusted to the devices, or that the changes 
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that were introduced as the study progressed – prototypes 2 and 3 – were less successful at 

impacting these metrics. 

Both of these possible explanations appear plausible, and both have some degree of empirical 

support. The overall pattern of metrics, and the number of metrics exhibiting some degree of a 

Hawthorne effect, suggests that the initial effects of the system wore off as the devices became a 

part of the team’s work environment. However, because of the additional alerts added in the second 

and third prototypes (namely, build failure notifications being given to all developers who 

committed to a failing plan, even if they committed working code to an already-failing plan), it 

became more difficult for each developer to establish exactly who was responsible for a given build 

failure and to then take individual responsibility for a given broken build. In some cases, breakages 

persisted for hours or even days, and as more developers committed to these plans over time the 

pool of potential breakers increased. This, in turn, diffused the responsibility over multiple team 

members, and reduced the usefulness of individually notifying potential breakers. 

Despite the transient nature of some of these effects, it is also important to note that a number of 

effects that are indirectly associated with behaviours relating to a reduction in broken builds – such 

as H5 (builds manually triggered by a developer) and H6 (broken builds due to unit test failures) – 

did show a positive effect, and this effect was consistent for the entire study. Even though these 

effects were comparatively small and difficult to isolate, it would seem that some positive habits 

became ingrained. 

8.3. Awareness and Responsibility 

A core principle upon which these types of devices are predicated is that an increase in team 

members’ awareness into the build process will, either directly or indirectly, increase the entire 

team’s overall sense of responsibility for the build process. This is thought not only to discourage 

broken builds, but also to encourage team members to quickly fix those builds which do break. The 

interplay between awareness and responsibility implies a measurable causal relationship between 

the introduction of a heightened level of awareness and a corresponding reduction in broken builds. 

The metrics calculated for this study were not specifically designed to distinguish between the 

effects of awareness and responsibility. However, on consideration, it became apparent that the 

team’s general awareness of build status would be represented through hypotheses H1 (that the 

proportion of broken builds would decrease) and – particularly – H8 (that the duration of broken 

builds would decrease as they were getting fixed more quickly). H1 had limited support from the 

data collected, but H8 did show a consistent decrease in the duration of broken build chains. 
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Similarly, the construct of individual responsibility can be inferred based on hypothesis H7 (the 

proportion of broken builds fixed by a breaker will increase). The results showed a Hawthorne effect 

for H7 which disappeared by the introduction of the second prototype. 

Overall, this pattern of results suggests that awareness of build failures does not necessarily lead to 

an increased sense of responsibility, even when one or a very few developers are individually 

alerted. Instead, these results indicate that a distinction should be drawn between awareness and 

responsibility. 

Awareness, in this context, is simply being made aware of the situation and of broken builds. This 

does seem to lead to an overall effect of fixing the broken builds more quickly as a team. 

Additionally, the simple fact that team members can easily scan the room for ‘sad bunnies’ means 

that they could become aware of broken build plans fairly easily, and with the added contextual 

information of knowing who was working on which components, could more easily work together to 

resolve these issues. These effects persisted across the study, were not affected by the specific 

prototype behaviours, and were also reflected in the comments made by team members. 

Individual responsibility for fixing broken builds is more complex. The results suggest that the 

introduction of the devices had mixed effects on team members’ sense of responsibility. While 

developers did initially fix their own broken builds more often, this effect was eliminated by the time 

the second prototype was installed. As noted above, the behavioural characteristics of the second 

and third prototypes did mean that more developers were potentially given notifications for any 

given broken build. 

Despite these complexities, and the limited quantitative support for the idea that individual 

responsibility was increased by these devices, a number of team members reported that they did 

feel an increased sense of responsibility when they caused a broken build, largely because they were 

cognisant of their red rabbit advertising this fact to the team at large. However, they also noted that 

they were not always able to fix these problems immediately due to the complexity of the task. 

Accordingly, it is important to distinguish between two types of individual responsibility. An external 

(or exogenous) sense of responsibility is due largely to peer pressure applied through mechanisms 

such as friendly teasing or commenting about a ‘sad bunny’. This form of responsibility wore off as 

the novelty wore off. An internal (or endogenous) sense of responsibility, as indicated by the feeling 

of responsibility or embarrassment, appeared consistent throughout the study, based on statements 

from team members, but did not seem to have a noticeable impact on the quantitative metrics. 
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Further study would be needed to isolate these types of responsibility and determine which 

interventions might result in lasting increases in either or both. 

In summary, the results from this study indicate that awareness and responsibility are not as tightly 

linked as we initially expected. The team’s overall awareness of broken builds was certainly 

increased, based on the developers’ comments and on the consistently lower duration of broken 

build chains. However, the degree of individual responsibility for fixing these broken build chains is 

substantially more difficult to isolate. The results suggested that while developers did feel a 

consistently stronger sense of internal responsibility from having these devices, this did not translate 

into any long-term measurable effects. External responsibility, due to team mates’ commenting or 

teasing, was demonstrated but did not persist in the long term. Accordingly, we can conclude that 

while individual responsibility for broken build fixes does require awareness of the build status, this 

awareness does not necessarily lead to responsibility. 

8.4. Changes in Individuals’ Behaviour 

The most striking example of a behavioural change was the developer who, having previously been 

known for ignoring failing builds, became enthusiastic about the project and later commented that 

he was now actually paying attention to builds. Whether this change resulted in a measurable 

difference in the developer’s work performance was not something that could be ascertained from 

our data. However, because software development is a team exercise, and given the other team 

members’ stance that broken builds disrupt the development process and frustrate other team 

members, it is reasonable to expect that their opinions of this developer’s work would have 

improved given the change in his behaviour.  

More broadly, a number of other hypotheses were related to changes in behaviour surrounding the 

build process. The proportion of failing builds that were due to unit tests (H6) decreased from a 

baseline of 85% to between 69% and 75% for the subsequent prototypes. This level of difference 

suggests that developers were either paying closer attention to unit tests as they wrote code, or 

even running the unit test suite before checking in to verify that the tests would pass. 

This type of behaviour is beginning to be encouraged and even required in other teams. For 

example, Microsoft Visual Studio Team System 2010 (Microsoft Corporation, 2010) introduces a 

‘gated check-in’ feature, requiring changesets to meet a minimum set of quality criteria (usually 

including all unit tests passing) before allowing the source code to be committed. A further 

extension of such behaviour would be to require the code to be built locally to validate the 

correctness of the code before sending it to the repository and build server. 
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8.4.1. Productivity 

While this study was intended to evaluate the changes in build-related behaviours as a result of the 

introduction of the ambient build monitoring devices, we also recognise that such interventions can 

have broader implications. In the case of this case study, we observed a higher number of builds, but 

also an increasing number of files per changeset. This pattern of results was somewhat unexpected, 

as our initial expectation was that an increasing frequency of builds would lead to a corresponding 

decrease in the size of each build’s changeset. 

There are several possible reasons for this incongruity. The most plausible is related to the way in 

which the changeset size metric was calculated: specifically, it only considered the number of source 

code files added or changed, and did not consider the size of each code file change. Accordingly, it is 

probable that while more files were being modified for each build, the totality of the size of the 

modifications (perhaps measured in terms of lines of code changed) remained roughly constant. 

A second possibility which is also consistent with these findings is that more code was actually being 

written and committed. Such a difference could be considered an increase in productivity: 

developers wrote more code and did so more quickly. The reason for such a shift in productivity 

could be due to a number of factors, including the nature of the project that the developers were 

working on at different points during the study. It is also a theoretical possibility that such a 

difference could be due to the interventions that were performed. 

The probability that an increase in productivity is directly and exclusively due to the introduction of 

ambient build monitoring devices is low. This theory has minimal prior plausibility and little empirical 

justification beyond the correlation between these two metrics. However, it does serve to 

emphasise the point that the effects of the build process can be widespread within a team, and that 

little is known about the effects of the build process on other aspects of team-based software 

development. Other metrics, such as the rate at which work items are closed, may be more accurate 

measures of this construct. 

8.5. Device Characteristics 

Chapter Five outlined the process of selecting appropriate technologies and behaviours for the 

ambient build monitoring devices. An important aspect of this project was the evaluation of these 

decisions. 

8.5.1. Individual and Central Devices 

Other teams who report using ambient build monitoring devices (see Table 5, p30) typically use a 

single, shared device for the entire team. In this project, we evaluated such a shared device as well 



118 

as individual devices for each team member. Having the two device types proved to be invaluable, 

with team members holding very different opinions and impressions of each device type. 

The individual Nabaztag rabbits were extremely popular, even after several months. Every team 

member commented that they had positive opinions of the rabbits, considered them fun, and that 

they suited the personalities of the team. Of course, the extent to which these opinions may be 

generalised to other organisations and teams will depend in large part on the personalities of those 

team members. 

By the time the team members were interviewed towards the end of the study, there were several 

indications that the rabbits had become ingrained in the team’s daily lives. First, many team 

members were resistant to the idea of taking the rabbits away. While this may have been partly due 

to the fact that participation in this study made them unique among their colleagues, team members 

also noted that they found the rabbits so useful that they would like to keep them indefinitely. 

Second, a senior team member noted that the rabbits gave him a level of indirection when 

commenting that a particular team member had broken a build – instead of using a personal and 

direct attribution, such as “you broke the build”, he could instead say “your rabbit’s sad”. Finally, the 

term ‘sad bunny’ appeared to have entered the team’s vernacular and had developed into a 

euphemistic synonym for ‘broken build’. 

The central light provoked more varied opinions. Based on an analysis of the interviews and metrics, 

it appears that the concept of providing a central build monitoring device is generally sound, but 

that the usefulness will depend on the team’s work practices. In this case, multiple build plans were 

aggregated on a single light, and this level of aggregation was too high to be useful. When evaluating 

hypothesis H9 (the time the central light showed red vs. green) it became apparent that the 

proportion of time that the central light showed red was increasing dramatically over the study. 

Further investigation revealed that while the duration of broken build chains was decreasing (H8), 

the increase in the number of builds (H2) and proportion of broken builds (H1), and the fact that 

there were multiple build plans being simultaneously triggered, meant that broken build chains were 

frequently overlapping. Even though any given broken build chain was shorter following the 

introduction of the interventions, there were more of them. Because of the high granularity of the 

information displayed on the light there was little opportunity for team members to determine the 

exact status of the overall build, and they had to turn to other sources – their individual rabbits, the 

build status monitor, their email, and so forth – to determine exactly what had broken. 
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This highlights the importance of taking a team’s workflow into account when designing these types 

of interventions. If a team has multiple codebases or projects being built simultaneously, a single 

light is less likely to be useful. Individual devices, specific to a given developer, are more helpful, 

particularly when combined with the shared knowledge of which developers are working on 

different parts of the system. In the case of smaller teams, or teams only working on a single 

codebase, a shared aggregate device may be more useful than it was here. 

Despite this caveat, some team members did find the central light valuable. A number said they used 

it to get a general impression of the team’s status as they were walking in and out of the open plan 

work area. One noted that he would make a point of investigating if he saw the light turn red – even 

if it was not his own problem, he wanted to be aware of the state of the build plans. 

8.5.2. Separation of Channel 

A core tenet of ambient devices, and ambient awareness more broadly, is that information should 

be presented through a distinct channel to avoid it becoming confounded with other sources of 

information or attention. In this case, each of the devices presented a number of potential channels 

of information that were independent of the developers’ main workflow. 

At the beginning of the study, some developers argued that a build monitoring system could simply 

consist of software components that ran on each developer’s workstation, perhaps integrated into 

their IDE in some way. When the ambient devices were being installed in the team’s workspace 

some organisational members openly expressed scepticism that such devices would add any value. 

However, the comments from the developers as they proceeded through the study were very 

different. 

The effects of this separation of channel could be seen in a number of ways. The devices – and 

particularly the Nabaztag rabbits – became synonymous with the build process and began to 

represent the build process to the team. This was evident not only through the team’s integration of 

the rabbits into their workflow but also in their language – as previously noted, on several occasions 

we observed developers referring to broken builds as ‘sad bunnies’. The degree of this association 

was emphasised during the interviews with developers, a number of whom commented that the 

devices removed the ambiguity associated with build awareness. A developer may have previously 

missed a notification email or message, but they would immediately see – and understand the 

meaning of – a change in their rabbit’s appearance. 

Despite these effects, the specialised device form factor was seen as luxurious and indulgent by 

some team members. One commented that he found the devices somewhat frustrating as they were 
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single-purpose, which went against his nature as a developer of general-purpose software 

components. He also commented that the same overall effect could likely be obtained from having 

an LED light on a stick, rather than a rabbit. However, even with these comments, this developer 

recognised the value of having a specialised delivery mechanism for build notifications given the 

importance of build notifications in the team’s work. 

8.5.3. Redundant Encoding 

Another characteristic of the rabbits was the multiple dimensions along which information could be 

presented. The rabbits contained audio capabilities, multiple LEDs, and moveable ears. None of the 

prototypes used audio since this would likely be considered socially inappropriate in an open-plan 

team environment. However, in all prototypes, the information presented on the rabbits – build 

success and failure notifications – was presented both through the coloured LEDs and through 

movement of the rabbits’ ears. 

This redundant encoding was useful for several reasons. First, some team members found they 

noticed different aspects of the devices at different times. For some, the coloured lights were more 

noticeable than the ear positions, while for others, they noticed the movement of the ears more 

readily. Removing one or the other may have made the devices substantially less useful and more 

difficult to comprehend. Second, in the last prototype, a build failure reminder was given by having 

the rabbits’ ears rotate every thirty minutes when a build plan remained in a failing state. In some 

cases, developers could not fix a build plan within that timeframe and began to find the movement 

irritating. In these cases the developers simply detached the ears from their rabbits temporarily, and 

could still receive notifications through the LED colours. Accordingly, this property of the devices had 

both a conceptual and a practical function. 

8.5.4. Simplicity 

The information obtained from the build server was reasonably complex, as it corresponded to 

multiple build plans, for multiple developers, and was based on an aggregation of several data 

sources. A principle upon which the devices’ behaviour was designed was simplicity: as with other 

ambient devices, we argued that this type of system would be most useful if the devices presented 

information in a straightforward and easily perceptible manner. 

This decision was validated throughout the study with developers noting that they could easily 

understand when a build was broken by looking at one or more of the devices, and could scan the 

room to quickly get an impression of which developers were likely to be busy working on fixes. 

However, during the interviews near the end of the study, it also became apparent that a small 
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number of developers had formed mental models of the system which did not correspond to the 

system’s actual behaviour: one developer had assumed that the process by which build logs were 

transformed into the device output was substantially more complicated than it actually was, while 

another carefully explained that he wanted the devices to exhibit a particular behaviour, although 

that behaviour had been added several weeks previously. 

These misunderstandings both validated the importance of the principle of simplicity, and also 

suggested that even the behaviour we had implemented (and which we had considered 

unambiguous) had the potential for further improvement. In particular, with this type of device – 

where a visual channel corresponds to a specific piece of dynamic information – the more 

manipulation that is done on that information, the more complex the cognitive processes required 

to decode it. 

Several team members suggested adding additional behaviour to the devices, and particularly to the 

rabbits. A common suggestion was to use their multiple LEDs to indicate different types of 

information – for example, if a given rabbit’s top left LED displayed a particular colour it would 

indicate that the developer had committed a build to an already failing plan, but the bottom right 

LED would indicate that the failure was likely due to infrastructure failures. A similar suggestion was 

to use the ears as a basis for semaphore-like communication, with different ear positions 

representing different information. We resisted these suggestions on the basis that the simplicity of 

the device would be compromised and the amount of cognitive effort required to decipher the 

messages would be too great. This decision appears to have been validated by the fact that even the 

relatively simple behaviour that was implemented was misconstrued by some team members.  

8.5.5. Individual Device Prototypes 

Three prototype behaviours were trialled. Each prototype only changed the behaviour of the rabbits 

and did not affect the central light. The first prototype alerted the committers to the first build of a 

failing build chain, and when a build chain was fixed, would turn the first committers’ rabbits green 

for 15 seconds and then return to a neutral state. The second prototype was similar but turned 

rabbits red for all developers who had committed to a failing build chain, even if that build was not 

the first in the failing build chain. The third prototype behaviour turned rabbits green when 

developers committed code that was successfully built, and also rotated the ears every 30 minutes 

when a build plan remained in a failing state. (For a more complete description of the prototype 

behaviours, please refer to section 6.3.2 in Chapter Six, p76.) 
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The change of behaviour in the second prototype was requested by the team for two reasons. First, 

it functioned as a warning when a developer committed to a failing build: this was not considered a 

good idea, and the team wanted to ensure that developers who did this were made aware of the 

fact that their code would not be fully validated and may have confounded the fix to the original 

failing build. Second, it was intended to expand the pool of developers who were potentially 

responsible for fixing the underlying problems. As other developers continued working on work 

items and committing these to a failing build, these developers would be implicitly recruited into the 

effort to fix the problem. 

Developers had mixed reactions to this change. While many thought it was an improvement and 

brought the system in line with the team’s standard policies, others saw the behaviour as holding 

them responsible for something they did not do – i.e. breaking the initial build. This aversion to 

being held responsible for a broken build reinforces the notion that developers did pay attention – 

at least to some extent – to the negative connotations associated with a broken build and a ‘sad 

bunny’. 

The third prototype’s behaviour was intended to be explored as part of the study, but was also 

suggested by some of the team members. The prototype was primarily intended to explore the 

extent to which these devices were seen as providing reinforcement and punishment. If the 

behavioural psychological Law of Effect held for this situation, it would be expected that the first two 

prototypes – which primarily notified developers who broke a build – would be focused on 

punishment. According to the principles of behavioural psychology, a stronger effect could be 

expected when combining this punishment with positive reinforcement. 

Unfortunately, due to time constraints, we could not discuss the third prototype during the follow-

up interviews with team members. However, some team members did respond to email requests for 

their thoughts on this behaviour. In general the developers found that notifications for successful 

builds were useful as well; however, they saw these simply as notifications and not as reinforcers. 

There was no comment that suggested that the introduction of reinforcement encouraged the 

developers to take appropriate steps to mitigate build failures. Additionally, some of the metrics 

which might show such an effect – such as H6 (proportion of builds due to unit test failures) – did 

not show an effect of reinforcement. 

A number of reasons could be given for this. First, the metrics were not intended to specifically 

examine the effect of reinforcement and punishment. In order to fully explore these issues a more 

targeted and rigorous experimental design would be required. A second reason is more closely 
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related to the principles of behavioural psychology. Because of the transient infrastructure failures 

which resulted in some of the broken builds, builds would sometimes fail randomly and through no 

fault of the developers. Under the behavioural paradigm this could be considered as an operation of 

a random reinforcement and punishment schedule: while many notifications were directly tied to 

the actual build results, these cases of random failures would dilute the effect of these reinforcers 

and punishers. A practical mechanism by which this could occur would be if other developers on the 

team began to disregard ‘sad bunnies’ based on their expectation that it could be a random 

occurrence. A third reason is that punishers only have an effect if they are truly aversive, and 

reinforcers only have an effect if they are truly rewarding. While social pressure and social 

reinforcement may be sufficient, as the novelty of the devices wore off the value of these may also 

have diminished, and by the third prototype, may have all but disappeared. 

In summary, the extent to which these devices operated within a behavioural paradigm requires 

further study. It is possible that the devices function purely as notification mechanisms, with limited 

power to act as delivery mechanisms for reinforcement or punishment. Alternatively, it is possible 

that the devices do work within a behavioural paradigm, but for various reasons these effects did 

not last. 

8.6. Satisfaction of Requirements 

A final measurement of the success of these interventions is to evaluate them with respect to the 

design requirements outlined in Chapter Five (Table 12, p62). Table 28 evaluates and briefly 

discusses each of the requirements. 

Table 28. Evaluation of design requirements. 

 Requirement Comments 

R1 Developers should be informed 

about broken builds automatically. 

Satisfied. 

Notifications were sent to the ambient devices 

automatically and rapidly after a build occurred. 

R2 Broken builds should be made to 

appear important and a priority to 

fix. 

Satisfied. 

The duration of broken build chains was decreased. 

Sometimes, a broken build could not be satisfied for 

various reasons (e.g. a developer may be waiting on 

someone else; or starting another build may cause 

problems for the team). However, this meant that when 

broken builds did occur, they were always subject to 
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 Requirement Comments 

consideration and a conscious decision was made to fix 

or not to fix depending on the context. 

R3 Notifications of broken builds 

should arrive as quickly as 

practicable, and with minimal or no 

effort required on the part of the 

developers. 

Satisfied. 

Team members reported the devices were rapidly 

updated and that they noticed breakages substantially 

more quickly. 

R4 The build notifications should be 

easy to see and require little 

cognitive effort to perceive and 

understand. 

Satisfied. 

Each developer had a personal device on their desk. 

Also, all developers could either see the build status 

monitor or the central light from their desk. Even though 

the central light was not sufficiently detailed to be 

useful, a change from green to red would prompt them 

to seek more information. 

Team members reported that the meaning of the 

devices was obvious from the selection of colours and 

the types of movement. 

R5 Developers who may have broken a 

build should be automatically and 

personally notified. 

Satisfied. 

Assuming that the builds were mostly passing, a failing 

build on a given device would be rapidly noticed by that 

developer. 

If there was a large pool of committers, some work was 

still required to narrow down exactly who should fix it. 

R6 The entire team should also be 

notified of a broken build, and a 

persistent notification should 

remain until the problem is 

resolved. 

Partially satisfied. 

There was an increased consciousness of broken builds. 

However, this did not directly translate into people 

fixing their own breakages more frequently, as discussed 

above. 

R7 It should be obvious to the entire 

team who may have broken the 

build. This will apply implicit social 

pressure to the breaker(s). 

Satisfied. 

The developer(s) who were most likely responsible for 

breaking the build had an immediate and obvious signal 

in the form of their rabbit. 

Nothing in the system would stop developers from 



125 

 Requirement Comments 

committing to a failing build chain, but if they did, they 

would receive a notification and would then have to 

consider their change more carefully. 

R8 Build information should be 

presented through a separate 

channel from other information to 

emphasise its importance. 

Satisfied. 

Having a separate channel was a substantial advantage, 

and was cited by team members (even those initially 

sceptical of the need for a specialised device). 

R9 Team members should not be 

overloaded with multiple build 

notifications; instead, a single, 

dynamically updated summary 

should be provided and should 

display only the current status. 

Satisfied. 

The devices only showed the most recent and up-to-

date information. When necessary, historical 

information was taken into account when determining 

the information to display (e.g. in the second and third 

prototypes), but this was only a small factor – and 

regardless, only the most recent information was 

relevant and was displayed. 

8.7. Implications and Advice to Practitioners 

Because of the extent to which these devices are beginning to be used within industry, it is 

important to consider the implications of these findings for other teams. This section provides 

general advice for practitioners who may wish to implement ambient build monitoring systems in 

other organisations. 

First, it is of critical importance that any devices intended to support ambient awareness fit within 

the team’s practices and workflow. Different teams will emphasise different aspects of their 

development methodology, of the information they generate and obtain, and of their practices and 

processes. In this case study team a great deal of emphasis was placed on the build process, but this 

was tempered by a level of practicality and an acknowledgment that broken builds could not always 

be avoided. 

Second, the nature of the devices needs a great deal of consideration. While many types of displays 

and devices can present what is fundamentally the same information, the subtle differences 

between each type of device can have profound effects on the perceptions of that device and of the 

team’s willingness to integrate it into their work. In this case, the form factor of the Nabaztag rabbits 

was very popular within the team; devices with similar overall output but a different form factor, 
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such as a simple LED, would probably not have engendered such a positive response, and 

accordingly would likely not have been accepted by team members as readily. 

Third, consideration must be given to whether a central device or a set of individual devices are most 

appropriate. This decision will be based on factors including the nature of the projects the team are 

working on, the size of the team, and the available resources. In this case study individual devices 

were more appropriate and useful due to the large number of developers and the multiple build 

plans. Aggregating these multiple data points onto the central device necessarily involved a loss of 

information, and accordingly diluted the value of the system too much. A smaller team, working on a 

single codebase, may not have this same problem. 

Fourth, strong consideration must be given to the simplicity and glanceability of the information 

presented on any such device. An ambient device will only be successful if the information it 

presents is easily perceivable. When dealing with general-purpose devices such as Nabaztag rabbits, 

there is a strong inclination to integrate multiple channels of information and to use the full set of 

device features to provide as much information as possible. However, such a practice will make the 

device difficult to comprehend. In this case study, even the relatively simple behaviour of the 

devices was occasionally misinterpreted. 

Finally, objective criteria should be established for measuring the success and impact of such a 

system. The hypotheses listed in Table 14 (p68) provide a useful starting point. Ultimately, the 

designer of such a system should be prepared to make alterations to its behaviour depending on the 

results of such an evaluation. Some effects will likely be short-term in nature due to the Hawthorne 

effect. A focus on long-term quality and performance improvements is likely to require a long-term 

trial. 

8.8. Summary 

This chapter has outlined the overall findings from this study, and has evaluated and discussed the 

research hypotheses constructed in previous chapters. Overall, the introduction of the ambient build 

monitoring devices did affect the team’s behaviour in a multitude of ways. 

A number of effects were observed through the build log metrics and from discussions with team 

members. While some of our hypotheses were supported – such as an increase in the overall 

number of builds, and a decrease in the duration of broken builds – others were more ambiguous or 

presented incongruous results. Additionally, some effects demonstrated an initial Hawthorne effect 

which diminished over time. 
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The notion that an increase in the team’s awareness of broken builds will result in a heightened 

sense of individual responsibility for correcting and avoiding these problems received mixed support. 

However, the design characteristics of the devices – separation of channel, redundancy, and 

simplicity – were validated as appropriate for this type of device, and the overall design goals and 

requirements were met.
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Chapter Nine 
9. Conclusions and Future Work 

This chapter summarises the research presented in this thesis. Section 9.1 reviews the project in its 

entirety. Section 9.2 concludes this thesis with suggestions for areas of future research.  

9.1. Conclusions 

This research has explored the use of ambient devices as build monitoring devices for software 

development teams. Using a linear action research methodology, the focus of this research has been 

on eliciting the key requirements for such a system, then implementing, refining, and evaluating that 

system. 

A review of related research found that software development teams generate and use large 

volumes of information as part of their everyday work. The build process is the most common point 

at which source code from multiple developers is integrated, compiled, tested, and evaluated. In 

continuous integration methodologies this process may happen many times each day, and following 

each build the team’s developers need to be informed of its results. 

To stay aware of this type of dynamic information, a number of principles and technologies can be 

employed. One such principle is the distinction between purposeful and incidental awareness. The 

former requires that users be consciously and actively seeking out information in order to maintain 

their awareness of a system or phenomenon. The latter, however, describes situations where a user 

passively becomes aware of information while conducting other tasks. Ambient devices build on the 

principle of incidental awareness and enable digital information to be unobtrusively presented 

within a physical environment, so as to avoid requiring constant perceptual and cognitive effort to 

acquire the meaning of the information. 

Software builds are an example of a dynamic and complex process to which ambient devices can be 

applied. However, despite several industry teams reporting the introduction of ambient build 

monitoring systems into their work environment, no formal research had been conducted to 

evaluate the effects or success of such systems. 

Chapter Three described the selection of an appropriate methodology within which to evaluate the 

use of ambient build awareness technologies. While a number of different methodologies are used 

to explore the effect of interventions in software development teams, the linear action research 
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paradigm provided the most suitable framework in which this study could operate. This framework 

took the limited study time into account while still promoting a systematic set of procedures to 

gather and assess the requirements, plan and implement concrete actions, evaluate these actions, 

and then specify the learning which had been achieved and the lessons drawn. 

Chapter Four discussed the initial exploration in detail. Following an observational component, a 

series of interviews was conducted with every member of the case study team. From these sources 

of information it was possible to find a number of themes relating to the team’s daily work, their 

priorities and concerns, and the ways in which they communicated. In particular, the build process 

was an area where a number of technical and social barriers existed. When broken builds occurred, 

team members would often be unclear on who was responsible for fixing the build, and a lack of 

social pressure meant that these builds would often stay broken for longer than they should. 

In Chapters Five and Six, a system to address these issues was discussed. First, a set of requirements 

was created, drawing on the information obtained from the interviews, observations, and related 

literature. The role of ambient awareness was then evaluated in terms of the properties of the 

display and the suitability of different types of notifications to the application at hand. Next, a series 

of ambient device technologies were considered; ultimately, a decision was made to provide the 

team with a central shared lamp as well as multiple individual devices in the form of Nabaztag Wi-Fi 

rabbits. A set of hypotheses was constructed to allow a formal quantitative evaluation of the system. 

The implementation of the system required the construction of a number of software components 

to control the ambient devices and to interface with the team’s build server. A custom device server 

translated the build results into hardware instructions. An initial prototype was provided to the 

team, and after some discussion with team members, was modified so it more closely fit with the 

team’s work practices. A third prototype was constructed to evaluate the effect that more explicit 

positive reinforcement would have on the team members’ behaviour. 

Although this project was conducted as a single case study, the longitudinal nature did allow for a 

number of effects to be observed. The evaluation of the prototypes, discussed in Chapter Seven, was 

conducted over a period of several months and was preceded by a baseline phase in which build logs 

were recorded but no devices were provided. Based on the hypotheses developed in Chapter Five, a 

series of quantitative metrics was calculated to measure such constructs as the number of builds per 

day, the proportion of broken builds, and the duration of broken builds. Additionally, follow-up 

interviews were conducted with team members to gain a qualitative insight into their opinions of 

the system and its effects. 
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In Chapter Eight, these findings were summarised and discussed in more detail. In particular, the 

hypotheses outlined in Chapter Five were evaluated. Of the nine hypotheses, three were supported 

by the evidence, three were ambiguous, and three were not supported. Further investigation and 

consideration of the metrics, and of the information given by team members, indicated that the 

introduction of the ambient build monitoring systems did have an effect on the team’s work, but 

that the nature of these effects, and the causal relationships that may control them, were difficult to 

explicate given the amount of variability that a single case study presents. 

The strongest effects were seen at the beginning of the study, when a number of the hypothesised 

effects were observed. Over the course of the study these effects reduced (and, in some cases, 

disappeared). This pattern of results is consistent with a Hawthorne effect, suggesting that the 

novelty of the devices had a substantial impact on the team’s work. Only some of these effects 

persisted beyond the first prototype phase. 

One effect which did persist was a substantial decrease in the length of broken builds: not only were 

more broken builds being fixed on the day they were broken, but the durations of these broken 

build chains also decreased. This suggested that the team’s overall awareness of broken builds was 

heightened. Additionally, team members reported they felt more aware of, and more responsible 

for, broken builds due to the public nature of the devices. However, there was no overall effect on 

whether any given broken build was fixed by a breaker. As such, a distinction should be drawn 

between the internal sense of responsibility a developer may feel and report, and the external 

responsibility that may be applied by social pressure. Awareness and these different forms of 

responsibility became central concepts, and our results indicate that the concepts are linked but 

should not be conflated. 

While the sense of responsibility felt by individual developers was not directly linked to a 

quantifiable change in the observed metrics, other changes were observed which suggested 

individuals were in fact changing their overall behaviour. Several developers reported that they felt a 

stronger sense of awareness of the build status, including one developer who had previously been 

known for ignoring broken builds. Additionally, while the proportion of broken builds did increase 

over the study, the total number of builds also increased, as did the number of files per changeset. 

The reason for this may have been due to the specific development work being conducted by the 

team at the time of the evaluation, or the results may have been due to a larger change in the 

behaviour of team members. 
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Ambient devices have a number of important characteristics, and we were careful to follow the 

established conventions for the design of such devices. The distinct channel of information they 

provided meant that developers came to associate the devices with the build process. Similarly, the 

redundancy of the information encoded on the Nabaztag rabbits allowed multiple opportunities for 

developers to become aware of changes in the build status – through the observation of colour 

changes, ear movements, or by scanning the room and getting a general idea of who is currently 

working on broken builds. The principle of simplicity, in which devices presented a small amount of 

information in an easily perceivable manner, was highly successful with respect to the rabbits, but 

the level of aggregation this required for the central light made this device less useful to the team. 

The key contributions of this research are: 

 The introduction of a taxonomical framework to evaluate and compare ambient devices, and 

an initial comparison of a representative sample of known ambient devices. 

 The introduction of a real-world case study of a moderately large development team, and a 

set of requirements that a build monitoring system should meet for that case study team. 

 The explication of a set of nine specific and testable hypotheses based on the information 

gathered in the requirements gathering phase, which can reasonably be expected to be 

fulfilled with the introduction of a build monitoring and awareness system. 

 The design and implementation of a prototype build monitoring and awareness system 

based upon these principles, as well as on suggestions and recommendations made during 

the prototyping phase. 

 A set of data from the case study which provides support for and against the hypotheses 

above. 

 A framework for constructing and evaluating build monitoring systems for individual teams. 

 An improvement in the understanding of the effects of build monitoring systems, and of 

ambient awareness and ambient devices in general. 

9.2. Future Work 

This work has suggested several potential future directions for research into the area of ambient 

build status monitoring. 

9.2.1. Further Case Studies 

An obvious initial starting point for future work is to expand the pool of case studies using the 

framework outlined in this thesis. This project adopted a linear action research methodology 

because of the limited timeframe available. However, it would be relatively straightforward to 
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expand this to a full cyclical action research methodology by introducing additional case study 

teams. Subsequent case studies could, depending on the circumstances, either be conducted simply 

by using the same prototypes and evaluation criteria, or could involve a more comprehensive 

analysis of those teams’ practices and procedures with regards to broken builds. 

Such an expansion would have the primary effect of improving the ability to generalise these results. 

A single- or small-N study such as this can be relied upon as a data point in a broader set of studies 

(Owens, 1979). This case study can provide a starting point for further exploration into this area, and 

after a series of replication studies sufficient data may be collected to allow more definitive 

conclusions to be drawn. 

Similarly, additional case studies may adopt a ‘return to baseline’ design when providing the 

interventions. Such a design would improve the reliability and validity of the results by reducing the 

probability that observed effects are due to the timing of the study or coincident activities and 

changes within the team. 

A longitudinal study may also present effects which have not been observed in the data described in 

this thesis. We are currently working with the case study team to continue this study for a much 

longer time period. 

9.2.2. Expansion of Case Study 

Even within this single case study, a number of findings emerged which were of interest but could 

not be fully explored due to time constraints. Further studies could broaden their scope of inquiry, 

or alter their focus, in order to examine some of these issues. 

One such finding was the team’s use of instant messaging as their main communication modality, 

described in Chapter Four (section 4.2.3, p49). The team had infrequent verbal and face-to-face 

interactions but used IM as the main substitute. A possible reason was to do with the physical layout 

of the team’s workspace, although the team moved to a separate area during the study and still did 

not appear to alter this focus on IM. A number of study designs could be employed to examine this 

phenomenon, either within this organisation or more broadly. 

Another incidental finding was the team’s daily work practices, described in section 4.2.2 (p46). 

Developers held a large volume of shared knowledge about the ways in which they should perform 

their work, from assigning work items through to committing changes and waiting for the 

appropriate feedback from the build server. Similarly, the team had no formal process for assigning 

work items to individual developers, instead relying on shared knowledge and convention. The 
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nature and extent of this shared knowledge, and the degree to which other agile teams use similarly 

informal practices, would be an important and interesting adjunct to this study. 

9.2.3. More Complex Build Result Analysis 

Within the arena of build status monitoring more specifically, there is scope for improving the 

analysis of the build server’s results to improve the accuracy of the notifications. In particular, the 

process by which the build monitoring system assigns responsibility to individual developers could 

be improved through the inclusion of information beyond the commit logs – for example, the issue 

tracking system, granular unit test results, and so forth. Such an improvement must, however, be 

balanced against the need for transparency and visibility into the system. If complex manipulation or 

data mining is done on the data before it is presented to users, our findings suggest that it will 

become difficult for those users to trust the devices to give useful and consistent information. 

For the purposes of evaluating such systems, more metrics could also be developed, and the existing 

metrics improved. The degree to which this is possible will be largely dependent on the build server 

and the logging information it provides. Atlassian Bamboo provides relatively little information, 

making such an analysis difficult and subject to inference and some degree of uncertainty. By 

coalescing results and data directly from the information sources – code compilation, unit tests, 

smoke tests, and the other metrics described in Chapter Two (section 2.2, p13) – more granular 

results could be obtained and more reliable correlations could be drawn. 

9.2.4. Analysis of Other Build Status Monitoring Devices 

Various types of ambient build monitoring devices have been adopted by teams within the software 

development industry. Little follow-up work has been reported in which these teams’ devices are 

evaluated for actual (or even perceived) effects. To rectify this, a survey of these teams could be 

conducted to determine exactly what effects these teams expected to find, and what they observed 

following the introduction of these devices. Such a survey would also provide more concrete 

information on the prevalence of these systems; while some comments from industry members (e.g. 

Savoia, 2004) suggest that ambient build monitoring devices are becoming common, this has not 

actually been quantified. Furthermore, it would be a worthwhile exercise to correlate the prevalence 

of these devices with the various development methodologies that teams use. 

9.2.5. Examine Behavioural Implications 

Finally, the extent to which ambient devices can be viewed strictly as sources of build failure 

notifications versus providing reinforcement and punishment is an area that requires further study. 
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A wide literature exists on the effects of reinforcement and punishment, and suggests that pairing 

reinforcement and punishment together will have the greatest effect. 

This question has implications broader than purely within build notifications, with ambient devices 

becoming more common in myriad other application areas including homes, hospitals, offices, and 

even roads. As ambient devices become seen as a legitimate option for presenting complex and 

dynamic information in an contextually appropriate and cognitively minimalistic manner, the 

exploration of their meanings and properties, and of the design characteristics associated with their 

success, will gain increasing importance.
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Appendix B: Observational Study Results 
This appendix lists the main results from the observational component described in Chapter Four. 

 

Table 29. Total observations by behaviour type and day. 

Day Observation Time Number of Instances of Behaviour 

Talking Calling to Person Meeting Total 

Monday 6h 45m 43 12 1 56 

Tuesday 5h 31m 33 41 0 74 

Wednesday 3h 44m 16 19 0 35 

Thursday 5h 59m 39 10 3 52 

Friday 4h 38m 18 19 2 39 

Total 26h 37m 149 101 6 256 

 

 

Table 30. Average observations by behaviour type and day. 

Day Average Instances of Behaviour Per Hour 

Talking Calling to Person Meeting Total 

Monday 6.37 1.78 0.15 8.30 

Tuesday 5.98 7.43 0.00 13.41 

Wednesday 4.29 5.09 0.00 9.38 

Thursday 6.52 1.67 0.50 8.70 

Friday 3.89 4.10 0.43 8.42 

Total 5.60 3.79 0.19 9.62 
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Table 31. Mean number of participants and duration by behaviour type. 

Behaviour Type Mean Number of Participants (SD) Mean Duration (mins) (SD)1 

Talking 2.11 (0.39) 5.38 (19.76)2 

Calling to Person 2.17 (0.52) 1.50 (1.53) 

Meeting 11.67 (3.30) 42.67 (35.77) 

Total 2.36 (1.59) 4.75 (17.21)3 

 

Notes for Table 31: 

1. Durations were not recorded for 16 communication instances (12 in the 'Talking' behaviour, 

4 in the 'Calling to Person' behaviour). These have been excluded from these statistics. 

2. One code review took 225 minutes in total, which skewed this mean and standard deviation. 

If these statistics are recalculated when this instance is excluded, the mean duration of 

Talking behaviour is 3.77 minutes with a standard deviation of 5.99 minutes. 

3. As with 2, the 225 minute conversation skewed this mean and standard deviation. When 

excluding this instance the total mean duration is 3.83 minutes with a standard deviation of 

9.67 minutes. 
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Appendix C: Initial Interview Schedule 
This appendix includes the interview themes used for the initial interviews conducted with team 

members. These interviews are discussed in Chapter Four. 

Interviews proceeded in a semi-structured manner, and although they loosely guided around these 

themes, interviewees frequently discussed other matters of interest or relevance. 

 Job title and description 

 Daily workflow – what is a typical day like 

 The project they are working on – an overview and description 

 The development methodologies they have used, and their thoughts on these 

 Use of test-driven development and/or unit testing 

 What they do while working (e.g. email, listen to music, surfing the web) 

 Main software programs used each day 

 Use of knowledge management tools – e.g. wikis, bug tracking systems, etc 

 Types of information they use each day, and how – e.g. build reports 

 What value is the burn down chart, and are there other similar charts they use 

 Frequency and reason for checking in code 

 Build process 

 How they keep track of their part of the project and current tasks 

 How they monitor the entire project as a whole 

 A summary of their perception of the current project state 

 General problems they encounter (with keeping aware of status and in general) 
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Appendix D: Device Server Pseudocode for 

Prototype 3 
The pseudocode below accompanies the description of the third prototype’s device server 

behaviour as described in Chapter Six, section 6.3.2 (page 76). 

for each plan which is not marked as ignored { 
 get most recent build 
} 
 
if all builds obtained above are passing { 
 set central monitoring lamp to green 
} 
else { 
 set central monitoring lamp to red 
} 
 
get the list of plans and their current status (passing or failing) 
 
find the recent committers to each plan 
 
refresh the matrix of results for each developer-plan combination 
 
collapse the matrix into a single column with the final result for each developer 
 
generate the marker files based on this matrix 

Figure 32. Pseudocode for the overall Device Server logic used in prototype 3. 

for each plan that should be included in the system { 
 find the latest build in the plan 
 find the latest successful build in the plan 
 
 if the latest build was successful { 
  get the last successful build 
 } 
 else { 
  get a list of all builds since, but not including, the last successful build 
 } 
 
 for each build in the list obtained above { 
  for each commit for this build { 
   save the committer to the list of recent committers to this plan 
  } 
 } 
} 

Figure 33. Pseudocode for obtaining the list of committers to each plan, used in prototype 3. 

if matrix does not exist yet { 
 initialise matrix with a cell for each developer and plan 
 set each cell to an initial status of ‘Neutral’ 
} 
 
for each cell in the matrix { 
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 determine if the plan is currently passing 
 
 set the currentResultForDeveloper variable to the default value of 'Neutral' 
 
 if this plan is currently passing { 
  if this developer is a recent committer to this plan { 
   set the currentResultForDeveloper variable to 'Pass' 
  } 
  if this developer was given a Fail for this build last time { 
   set the currentResultForDeveloper variable to 'Pass' 
  } 
 } 
 else { 
  if this developer is a recent committer to this plan { 
   set the currentResultForDeveloper variable to 'Fail' 
  } 
 } 
 
 if the current plan has had a new build since the last pass of this algorithm { 
  update the cell with the new currentResultForDeveloper 
 } 
 else { 
  if the current result is Pass and was given was more than 30 minutes ago { 
   put the developer back to the Neutral state for this plan 
   update the cell with the build number of the latest build in the plan 
  } 
 
  if the current result is Fail and the time that the last failure  
   reminder was more than 30 minutes ago { 
    mark the developer as requiring a failure notification 
  } 
 } 
} 

Figure 34. Pseudocode for updating the matrix of developer-plan results, used in prototype 3. 

create a list to store the final results for each developer 
initialise each result to null 
 
for each cell in the matrix { 
 if the current result for this developer is null { 
  update the current result for this developer to the result in the cell 
 } 
 
 if this result has a higher priority than the current result for this 
  developer { 
   update the current result for this developer to the result in this cell  
 } 
} 

Figure 35. Pseudocode for collapsing the matrix of developer-plan results into a final result for each developer, as used 
in prototype 3. 



153 

Appendix E: Full Evaluation Study Results 
This appendix includes the complete set of results for the evaluation study metrics outlined in 

Chapter Seven. 

Table 32. Broken builds per day by condition. 

Condition Total Broken 

Builds 

Percentage of 

Total 

Mean Broken Builds 

Per Day (sd) 

Mean Percentage Broken 

Builds Per Day (sd) 

Baseline 47 33.33% 1.96 (1.74) 28.91% (23.06%) 

Prototype 1 28 22.95% 2.80 (2.14) 24.46% (18.66%) 

Prototype 2 119 41.32% 5.67 (4.29) 38.01% (23.14%) 

Prototype 3 92 40.00% 5.75 (5.08) 39.85% (27.62%) 

 

Table 33. Builds per day by condition. 

Condition Duration Total Builds Mean Builds Per Day (sd) 

Baseline 24 workdays 141 5.88 (3.09) 

Prototype 1 10 workdays 122 12.20 (4.07) 

Prototype 2 20 workdays 288 13.71 (6.66) 

Prototype 3 16 workdays 232 14.50 (8.03) 

 

Table 34. Mean number of files per changeset by condition. 

Condition Mean Number of Files Per Changeset (sd) 

Baseline 4.30 (10.06) 

Prototype 1 6.21 (10.10) 

Prototype 2 5.73 (8.24) 

Prototype 3 5.31 (10.30) 
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Table 35. Mean number of commits made while plan is broken, by condition. 

Condition Mean Commits to Broken Build Chains (sd) 

Baseline 0.86 (0.69) 

Prototype 1 0.88 (0.93) 

Prototype 2 1.26 (0.92) 

Prototype 3 1.07 (0.92) 

 

Table 36. Reasons for builds occurring by condition. 

Condition Build Reason 

Initial Automatic Manual  

Baseline 2 125 14 

Prototype 1 0 107 15 

Prototype 2 2 256 30 

Prototype 3 0 202 30 

 

Table 37. Proportions of build reasons by condition. 

Condition Build Reason 

Initial Automatic Manual  

Baseline 1.42% 88.65% 9.93% 

Prototype 1 0.00% 87.70% 12.30% 

Prototype 2 0.69% 88.89% 10.42% 

Prototype 3 0.00% 87.07% 12.93% 

 

Table 38. Causes of broken builds by condition. 

Condition Cause of Failure 

Test Failure Other 

Baseline 40 7 

Prototype 1 21 7 

Prototype 2 82 37 

Prototype 3 69 23 
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Table 39. Proportions of broken builds for each cause by condition. 

Condition Cause of Failure 

Test Failure Other 

Baseline 85.11% 14.89% 

Prototype 1 75.00% 25.00% 

Prototype 2 68.91% 31.09% 

Prototype 3 75.00% 25.00% 

 

Table 40. Builds fixed by developers who committed to failing plan by condition. 

Condition Total Broken Build Chains Builds Fixed by Breaker Percentage of Total 

Baseline 19 13 68.42% 

Prototype 1 12 9 75.00% 

Prototype 2 46 31 67.39% 

Prototype 3 38 26 68.42% 

 

Table 41. Mean duration (in seconds) of broken build chains by condition. 

Condition Fixed Same Day Fixed Same Day – Mean 

Duration (sd) 

Fixed Multiple Days – Mean 

Duration (sd) 

Baseline 63.16% 9513 (9897) 40483 (21765) 

Prototype 1 91.67% 5709 (5199) 35141 (0) 

Prototype 2 67.39% 6278 (6264) 29859 (16829) 

Prototype 3 65.79% 7273 (6311) 34680 (22993) 

 

Table 42. Time central light showed red vs. green (in seconds) by condition. 

Condition Total Work Time  Time Showing Red Percentage of Time in Red 

Baseline 937800 359927 38.52% 

Prototype 1 397800 84740 10.86% 

Prototype 2 793800 432223 54.45% 

Prototype 3 547200 341435 62.40% 





157 

Appendix F: Project Feedback from Team 
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Appendix G: Final Interview Schedule 
This appendix includes the interview themes used for the final interviews conducted with team 

members following the main evaluation study. These interviews are discussed in Chapter Seven. 

Note that at the time of the interviews, the prototype 3 behaviour had only been provided to the 

team for one day and therefore was not generally discussed in the interviews. 

Interviews proceeded in a semi-structured manner, and although they loosely guided around these 

questions, interviewees frequently discussed other matters of interest or relevance. 

 What did you think about the central light? 

o Did you find that you looked at it often? 

 What did you think of the rabbits? 

 Did you think either device made much of a difference to anything? 

 What happened when a build broke? Was this different to what used to happen? 

 How urgent is it to fix broken builds? 

 Would you want to keep any of the devices indefinitely? (If so, which would you want to 

keep more?) 

 Was there anything that annoyed you, or that would discourage you from using a similar 

device in the future? 

 Thinking about the different behaviours (i.e. prototypes 1 and 2) - which was most useful? 

 Which would you like to keep? 

 Have you heard about or used other build monitoring systems – e.g. lava lamps, etc? 

o If so, what do you think of these vs. the rabbits and light? 

 Do you have any other suggestions? 
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