Req Elicitation,
Documenting Regs,
NatLang Reqs

Lecture 3, DAT230, Requirements Engineering
Robert Feldt, 2012-09-1 |




Recap

o SWEBOK gives overview of SE field
® Good for newcomers and if you want to refresh

® At master level: Good idea to directly to original
sources; less need for “textbook™ interpretations

® Basic RE terminology in SWEBOK KA number |
® Stakeholder ldentification

® Stakeholder analysis: influence & affected, expectations
& interests
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What is Req Elicitation?

Requirements The process of seeking, capturing and consolidating Trequirements
elicitation from available Trequirements sources. May include the re-construction

or creation of requirements.

Synonym: Requirements discovery
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What is Req Elicitation?

“The art of determining the needs of
stakeholders™

Requirements The process of seeking, capturing and consolidating Trequirements
elicitation from available Trequirements sources. May include the re-construction

or creation of requirements.

Synonym: Requirements discovery
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What is Req Elicitation?

“The art of determining the needs of
stakeholders™

“The process of discovering the requirements
for a system by communication with
stakeholders and through the observation of
them in their domain™

Requirements The process of seeking, capturing and consolidating Trequirements
elicitation from available Trequirements sources. May include the re-construction

or creation of requirements.

Synonym: Requirements discovery
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General rules for elicitation

® Genuinely care about your stakeholders’ problems

® Focus on stakeholder not on you “looking good”

® Be human - admit weaknesses, become vulnerable,
show humor

® |isten - eye contact, don’t glaze over

® Expect changes

® Maintain a glossary - many req problems from simple
misunderstandings/miscommunication
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Information to elicit

® Domain description (operating environment)
® Business goals ... Technical goals
® System boundary (“fit into operational environment?”’)
® Constraints
® Vocabulary
® Regs
® Title, description

® Rationale, Source, Importance, Benefit, etc...

tisdag 11 september 12



Different types of
elicited regs

® Discovered: Stakeholder knows req - RegEng notes it

® Created: RegEng creates based on own knowledge or
only little stakeholder info

® Extracted: ReqEng uses method to find it

® (Captured:When verbalized or acknowledged by
stakeholder
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Differing abstraction levels

Business Requirements: Why do we develop the product?
Captured in a vision and scope document (V &5)

Problem Space Customers Requirements: What are customers’ expectations?
(RE Scope) Captured in a customers requirements specification (CR5)
P (1 S e Mok System Architecture / Design
P Captured in architecture documentation
(not RE Scope)
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Differing abstraction levels

This is an example of two requirements specified on
different levels of abstraction and at different levels
of detail (i.e. more information is given in the case of
Req. 2).

Requirement 1:

TITLE: "Support standardized formats”

DESC: “The system should support standardized formats”
Requirement 2:

ID: “X-11B"

TITLE: "Save output to XML"

DESC: "A user should be able to save output to a file in xml
format in order for the data to be exported to the ERP
system. Requirement O-7C needs to be implemented

before this requirement.”
SOURCE: "Kevin Incognito”
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Requirements Abstract
Model (RAM)

Product Level (goal)

Feature Level (features)

Function Level (functions/actions)

Component Level (details- consists of)
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Triangulation

Use multiple things
so that they partly say (and thus supports)
the same conclusions
(or finds the same problems/conflicts)

“things” = methods, info, people,
processes, documents, ...
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Triangulation

Elicitation Methods

Interviews
Observation

People / Stakeholders Artifacts / Docs
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Triangulation

Elicitation Methods

Interviews
Observation

People / Stakeholders Artifacts / Docs
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Triangulation

Elicitation Methods

Interviews
Observation

People / Stakeholders Artifacts / Docs
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Elicitation methods




Elicitation methods

Interviews
Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

“Traditional™/
Survey
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Elicitation methods

Interviews

Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

“Traditional™/
Survey

Brainstorming

Focus groups
JAD/RAD

Req Workshops

Group-based
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Elicitation methods

Think-aloud /
Protocol Analysis

Interviews
Questionnaires

. Ladderin ,
Doc analysis & Card sorting

Archaeology Repertory grids

“Traditional”/  “Cognitive”/
Survey Introspective

Brainstorming

Focus groups
JAD/RAD

Req Workshops

Group-based
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Elicitation methods

Interviews
Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

“Traditional™/
Survey

Ethnography

Observation
Apprenticing

Conversation analysis

Contextual/
Observation

Think-aloud /
Protocol Analysis

Laddering Card sorting
Repertory grids

“Cognitive”/
Introspective

Brainstorming

Focus groups
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Group-based
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Elicitation methods

Interviews
Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

“Traditional™/
Survey

Ethnography
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Apprenticing

Conversation analysis
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Observation
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Elicitation methods

Interviews
Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

“Traditional™/
Survey

Ethnography

Observation
Apprenticing

Conversation analysis

Contextual/
Observation

Think-aloud /
Protocol Analysis

Laddering Card sorting
Repertory grids

“Cognitive”/
Introspective

Working prototypes
Mashups

Drawings

Diagramming

Prototyping
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Focus groups
JAD/RAD

Req Workshops

Group-based

|>i<

KAQOS

CREWS

Use Cases

Model- or
Spec-driven
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Elicitation methods

Explicit

Interviews

Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

“Traditional™/
Survey

Ethnography

Observation
Apprenticing
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Contextual/
Observation

Think-aloud /
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Elicitation methods

Explicit

Interviews

Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

Survey

Eth nOgraphy

Observation
Apprenticing

~\ Conversation analysis
Implicit
ontextual/

Observation

Think-aloud /
Protocol Analysis

addering Card sorting

Repertory grids

“Cognitive”/
Introspective

Working prototypes

Mashups

Drawings

Diagramming

Prototyping

Brainstorming

Focus groups
JAD/RAD

Group-based

|

KAQOS

CREWS

Use Cases

Model- or
Spec-driven
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Elicitation methods

Explicit

Interviews

Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

“Traditional™/
Survey

Ethnography

Observation
Apprenticing

Conversation analysis
Implicit
ontextual/

Observation

Reflective

Think-aloud /
Protocol Analysis

Laddering Card sorting
Repertory grids

“Cognitive”/
Introspective

Working prototypes

Mashups

Drawings

Diagramming

Prototyping

Brainstorming

Focus groups
JAD/RAD

Req Workshops

Group-based

|>i<

KAQOS

CREWS

Use Cases

Model- or
Spec-driven
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Elicitation methods

Explicit

Interviews

Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

“Traditional”/

Survey

Ethnography

Observation
Apprenticing

Conversation analysis
Implicit
ontextual/

Observation

Reflective

Think-aloud /
Protocol Analysis

Laddering Card sorting
Repertory grids

“Cognitive”/
Introspective

Working prototypes

Mashups

Drawings

Diagramming

Prototyping

Creativity

Brainstorming

Focus groups

JAD/RAD

Req Workshops

Group-based

|>i<

KAQOS

CREWS

Use Cases

Model- or
Spec-driven
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Elicitation methods

Reflective

Explicit

Creativity

Interviews Think-aloud /. Brainstorming
. . Protocol Analysis
Questionnaires Ladder Focus grou
, addering : AD/RAD
Doc analysis Card sorting J C
Oonsensus
Archaeology Repertory grids Req Workshop
€ o, o 99 (X4 e 9
Traditional”/  “Cognitive”/ Group-based
Survey Introspective
Ethnography Working prototypes |
Observation
Apprenticing Mashups KAGS

Conversation analysis
Implicit
ontextual/

Observation

Drawings

Diagramming

Prototyping

CREWS

Use Cases

Model- or
Spec-driven
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Elicitation methods

Reflective

Explicit

Creativity

Interviews Think-aloud / . Brainstorming
. , Protocol Analysis
Questionnaires . Focus grou
Doc analysis Laddering Card sorting JAD/RAD COnsenSUS
Archaeology Repertory grids Req Workshop
o, o ‘¢ P 9
“Traditional”/  “Cognitive”/ Group-based
Survey Introspective
Ethnography Working prototypes - *
~ Observation ReaCt|Ve KAQOS |
A Mashups
pprenticing Drawings P
Conversation analysis CREWS
- Diagramming Use Cases
Implicit
ontextual/ Prototyping Model- or
Observation

Spec-driven
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Elicitation methods

Explicit

Interviews

Questionnaires
Doc analysis

Archaeology

“Traditional™/
Survey

Ethnography

Observation
Apprenticing

Conversation analysis
Implicit
ontextual/

Observation

Reflective

Creativity
Think-aloud /
Protocol Analysis

Brainstorming

Focus grou

Laddering Card sorting JAD/RAD

Consensus

Repertory grids Req Workshop
“Cognitive”/ Group-based
Introspective

Working prototypes Reactive B
Mashups KAOS

Drawings CREWS

Diagramming Use Cases

Refining

Prototyping Model- or

Spec-driven
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Hierarchy of (non-group)
Elicitation methods

ELICITATION TECHNIQUES
Unstructured interview (as|, Eleal Aeacsioaios
ftechnique) m—— P
Cognitive interview | INTROSPECTION Positive lr.nagcry
Critical success factors ' & OBSERVA- Negative imagery
Data TION Protocol analysis
Unstructured fflow  |Logical | Task analysis
interview  ["Modeling [diagram IObservation
rechinkpaey [opa e Repertory grid
Prototyping ' Scaling .
P8 : ¥ 5 . |Multidimensional scaling
[Concept map techniques | — : :
Svniactic : . Hierarchical clustering
yntactic interview .
Semantic interview ' IComputcr ized label sort
Interviewer- Task- LSorting Sorting lCard sort
prcec Information 2T acteristics techniques Item sort
INTERVIEWS  [rterview processing :t;:;;t |[CONTRIVED Free sorting
el t\d 5 TECHNI UE F ]
oriente ropRn : Q Ranking
) interview Textual
D(:;?.dl‘n:j - ICritical decisionl : - L&lddcting Crdphical
l‘n L.pL n. i method Siarcon |Computer-supported
pructured  rest-based  [Event-based structuring |——— L0k £
interview Pocviieds , techniques Attribute listing bottom-up
lelicitation Multi-attribute hierarchical top-down
Laddering interview ' Top-down goal decomposition
L : Data  [Logical | PICKING FROM A LIST OF ATTRIBUTES
Modeling ow
Itechniqucs fiaeram PRysicalf PROTOTYPING
. —— & SCENARIO ANALYSIS
Domain-dependent interview
. = DIACRAMMING
nterviewee-
guided Twenty Questions
interview
QUESTIONNAIRES
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Elicitation techniques - early

Technique Pro

Know the present &

. . Goals & critical issues,
Interviews future ideas, Uncover

. . Subjective
conflicts/politics
Group Stimulate/complete Censorship &
interviews/ each other, Many/ domination,
sessions Diverse stakeholders Groupthink

Time consuming,
Actual current

Observation . misses exceptional/
behavior, processes -
usability problems
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Elicitation techniques - early

Technique Pro

Know the present &

. . Goals & critical issues,
Interviews future ideas, Uncover

. . Subjective
conflicts/politics
imulate/complete Censorship &
ach other, Many/ domination,
verse stakeholders Groupthink

Time consuming,
~— misses exceptional/
| 'I_m usability problems
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Elicitation techniques - early

Pro

‘iow the present &

: 4 [ Goals & critical issues,
e\ “e= wWre ideas, Uncover

. » Subjective
& -onflicts/politics
Group Stimulate/complete Censorship &
interviews/ each other, Many/ domination,
sessions Diverse stakeholders Groupthink

Time consuming,
Actual current

Observation . misses exceptional/
behavior, processes -
usability problems
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Elicitation techniques - mid

Technique Pro

Presence & Qs
Task demo | Clarify how work done influence, Ciritical
issues seldom captured

Info from many
Questionnaires (statistics, views,
opinions)

Hard to construct,
Interpretation

Many ideas
(prioritization needed),
Involvement

Many ideas (none

Brainstorming rejected)
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Elicitation techniques - late

Technique Pro
Use cases / Concentration on Solution-oriented,
Scenarios specifics => accuracy Premature design

. Communication,
Modeling,

Organize info, Require tools, Time
Data-flow . . . ¢¢ ’
. Uncover missing/ consuming, “Cults
Diagrames, ... . . .
inconsistencies
T . Solution-oriented,
. Visualization, Stimulate .
Prototyping Premature design,

ideas, Usability centered “Already done?”
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Brainstorming

Unstructured Ideas Grouped Related Ideas

(Exherie|  |Exdprior | |Powerdbrsin| | Hlectelonl |

lpeesf| |vweet
Iwwf pome]
|99w? 79997
peeef| [veeef

Expanded and Prioritized Ideas Categorized Ideas
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Elicitation

Technique
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[Davis2006]

Research on how to elicit?

Aggregation result (1) (2) | Comments
Structured interviews gather more information
than unstructured interviews 15511:05;57] |
Unstructured interviews gather more information
than sorting and ranking techniques [10;]16,20,50] 5] | -
e The evidence given in [16] 1s
confusing, but suggests that
U‘;S““"We‘ihime"t;‘m ap‘;eag“’ g;ﬂ.‘e‘ more | 113,16,20) [22] Eﬁrlglne: iifﬁliifiig‘f?s
information than g aloud techniques e o Thoiquatitzot thestidy [?:2]
can be qualified as being on
the low side
Elicitation techniques do not appear to provide
specific types of information, that is, there is not e The quality of the study [22]
enough evidence to support differential [10,11,13,22,78] | [16] can be qualified as being on
information access depending on what elicitation the low side.
technique 1s used
Analyst experience does not appear to be a
relevant factor during information acquisition, at | [3,63,74] [34] | ---
least using interviews as an elicitation technique.
e Not a lot of evidence is
The use of visual aids or prototypes focuses the available as yet, although
discussion on the displayed artifact and does not | [41,68] --- other studies (not covered by

generally help to discover new requirements.

this review), like [30],
support this finding.
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Elicitation Guidelines

TABLE 13.
GUIDELINES DERIVED FROM AGGREGATION RESULTS
£ 1 2 ST & Evidence
Guideline Description Evidence for :
against
Unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to struc- AGO6
Gl tured interviews), are equally as or more effective than introspective techniques (such as | AG01, AG04, AG05 AGOS’
protocol analysis) and sorting techniques.
Unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to struc-
G2 tured interviews) output more complete information than introspective techniques (such as | AG28, AG29, AG34, AG30
protocol analysis), sorting techniques and Laddering.
Unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to struc- | AG10, AG11, AG12,
G3 tured interviews) are less efficient than sorting techniques and Laddering, but as efficient as | AG16, AG17, AGI18,
introspective techniques (such as protocol analysis). AG22, AG23, AG24
The introspective techniques (such as protocol analysis) are the worst of all the tested tech- | AG04, AG07, AG10,
G4 niques in all the dimensions (effectiveness, efficiency, completeness), and are outperformed | AG13, AG16, AG19, AG14
by unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to | AG20, AG22, AG25,
structured interviews), and sorting techniques and laddering. AG26, AG28, AG31, AG32
AGO6, AG15, AG20,
G5 Laddering is preferable to sorting techniques (as well as introspective techniques). AG21, AG26, AG27, AGIl4
AG23, AG33

[Dieste2009]

Study excluded group techniques!
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Elicitation Guidelines

TABLE 13.
GUIDELINES DERIVED FROM AGGREGATION RESULTS

Guideline

Gl

Description

Evidence for

Interviews MORE EFFECTIVE than Introspective techniques & Sorting

Evidence

G2

Unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to struc-
tured interviews) output more complete information than introspective techniques (such as
protocol analysis), sorting techniques and Laddering.

AG28, AG29, AG34, AG30

G3

Unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to struc-
tured interviews) are less efficient than sorting techniques and Laddering, but as efficient as
introspective techniques (such as protocol analysis).

AGI10, AG11, AG12,
AGl6, AG17, AGIS,
AG22, AG23, AG24

The introspective techniques (such as protocol analysis) are the worst of all the tested tech-
niques in all the dimensions (effectiveness, efficiency, completeness), and are outperformed
by unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to
structured interviews), and sorting techniques and laddering.

AG04, AG07, AG10,
AG13, AG16, AG19,
AG20, AG22, AG25,
AG26, AG28, AG31, AG32

AGl14

G5

Laddering is preferable to sorting techniques (as well as introspective techniques).

AGO06, AG15, AG20,
AG21, AG26, AG27,
AG23, AG33

AGl14

[Dieste2009] Study excluded group techniques!
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Elicitation Guidelines

TABLE 13.
GUIDELINES DERIVED FROM AGGREGATION RESULTS
Guideline Description Evidence for Evd.e ce
- Interviews MORE EFFECTIVE than Introspective techniques & Sorting
»—'—_————-—————_—‘—
B Interviews MORE COMPLETE than Introspective techniques & Sorting
protocol analysis), sorting techniques and Laddering.
Unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to struc- | AG10, AG11, AG12,
G3 tured interviews) are less efficient than sorting techniques and Laddering, but as efficient as | AG16, AG17, AGI18,
introspective techniques (such as protocol analysis). AG22, AG23, AG24
The introspective techniques (such as protocol analysis) are the worst of all the tested tech- | AG04, AG07, AG10,
G4 niques in all the dimensions (effectiveness, efficiency, completeness), and are outperformed | AG13, AG16, AG19, AG14
by unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to | AG20, AG22, AG25,
structured interviews), and sorting techniques and laddering,. AG26, AG28, AG31, AG32
AG06, AG15, AG20,
G5 Laddering is preferable to sorting techniques (as well as introspective techniques). AG21, AG26, AG27, AG14
AG23, AG33

[Dieste2009] Study excluded group techniques!
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Elicitation Guidelines

TABLE 13.
GUIDELINES DERIVED FROM AGGREGATION RESULTS

Guideline Description Evidence for Ev1d.e ce

Interviews MORE EFFECTIVE than Introspective techniques & Sorting

T ——— e ———
s Interviews MORE COMPLETE than Introspective techniques & Sorting

P oo oo
= Interviews LESS EFFICIENT than Sorting & Laddering

introspective techniques (such as protocol ysis). AG22, AG23, AG24

The introspective techniques (such as protocol analysis) are the worst of all the tested tech- | AG04, AG07, AG10,
G4 niques in all the dimensions (effectiveness, efficiency, completeness), and are outperformed | AG13, AG16, AG19,

by unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to | AG20, AG22, AG25, AGHE
structured interviews), and sorting techniques and laddering,. AG26, AG28, AG31, AG32
AG06, AG15, AG20,
G5 Laddering is preferable to sorting techniques (as well as introspective techniques). AG21, AG26, AG27, AGl14

AG23, AG33

[Dieste2009] Study excluded group techniques!
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Elicitation Guidelines

TABLE 13.
GUIDELINES DERIVED FROM AGGREGATION RESULTS
Guideline Description Evidence for Evd.e ce
- Interviews MORE EFFECTIVE than Introspective techniques & Sorting
L T ——
o=y Interviews MORE COMPLETE than Introspective techniques & Sorting
e
Interviews LESS EFFICIENT than Sorting & Laddering
G3
Interviews has SAME EFFICIENCY as Introspective techniques
Lo by unstructured interviews (although it is reasonable to assume that the same applies to | AG20, AG22, AG25, ‘
structured interviews), and sorting techniques and laddering,. AG26, AG28, AG31, AG32
AGO06, AG15, AG20,
G5 Laddering is preferable to sorting techniques (as well as introspective techniques). AG21, AG26, AG27, AGl14
AG23, AG33

[Dieste2009] Study excluded group techniques!
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Elicitation Guidelines

TABLE 13.
GUIDELINES DERIVED FROM AGGREGATION RESULTS

Guideline

Interviews MORE EFFECTIVE than Introspective techniques & Sorting
L T ——

Description Evidence for Ewd.e ce

o=y Interviews MORE COMPLETE than Introspective techniques & Sorting
oo
Interviews LESS EFFICIENT than Sorting & Laddering
G3
Interviews has SAME EFFICIENCY as Introspective techniques
G4 R e e e et s 1 et
Introspective techniques VWORSE than all others
G5 Laddering is preferable to sorting techniques (as well as introspective techniques). A: A26: A: AGl14

AG23, AG33

[Dieste2009] Study excluded group techniques!
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Elicitation Guidelines

TABLE 13.
GUIDELINES DERIVED FROM AGGREGATION RESULTS

Guideline Description Evidence for Ewd.e ce

Interviews MORE EFFECTIVE than Introspective techniques & Sorting
L T ——

o=y Interviews MORE COMPLETE than Introspective techniques & Sorting
oo
Interviews LESS EFFICIENT than Sorting & Laddering
Interviews has SAME EFFICIENCY as Introspective techniques
G4 e e . Nttt Bt e Tt i Rt it e —— T 1 Se—

Introspective techniques VWORSE than all others
————— — ———— ————— LAGHR. AGIE.AG S S

Laddering PREFERABLE to Sorting

G5

[Dieste2009] Study excluded group techniques!
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Asking a user to imagine or construct a
Scenario Building | scenario in his domain, and respond as he
would in that situation

Use “if-then” to limit or clarify applicability of

Conditionalizing AN assertion

Elaborating with Asking a user to illustrate a point by
examples providing examples

Asking a user to design contingency plans or

Hedging fallback positions
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Scenario Building

Use “if-then” to limit or clarify applicability of

Conditionalizing AN assertion

Elaborating with Asking a user to illustrate a point by
examples providing examples

Asking a user to design contingency plans or

Hedging fallback positions
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Asking a user to imagine or construct a
Scenario Building | scenario in his domain, and respond as he
would in that situation

=

oS = C 1 L ~n ‘V~,—\—r\ /1 - L~ v ~ .—~
g cC I ‘I =Ud dd> Plall -a 1 C VildC aoes
’ i ”

that mean for the customer?”

Conditionalizing

Elaborating with Asking a user to illustrate a point by
examples providing examples

Asking a user to design contingency plans or

Hedging fallback positions
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Asking a user to imagine or construct a
Scenario Building | scenario in his domain, and respond as he
would in that situation

Use “if-then” to limit or clarify applicability of

Conditionalizing AN assertion

Elaborating with
examples

Asking a user to design contingency plans or

Hedging fallback positions
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Asking a user to imagine or construct a
Scenario Building | scenario in his domain, and respond as he
would in that situation

Use “if-then” to limit or clarify applicability of

Conditionalizing AN assertion

Elaborating with Asking a user to illustrate a point by
examples providing examples

CA/lhAfF nHlaaat Ll f RE IR A H AP 2
“vvhat would you do I NIs action wc not giv

~ desired result?”

Hedging
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Asking a user to imagine or construct a
Scenario Building | scenario in his domain, and respond as he
would in that situation

Use “if-then” to limit or clarify applicability of

Conditionalizing AN assertion

Elaborating with Asking a user to illustrate a point by
examples providing examples

Asking a user to design contingency plans or

Hedging fallback positions
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Generating Asking a stakeholder to argue against the
Counterargument conclusion she first reached

Generating Asking for more or different arguments

Arguments favoring a position

Asking for or giving feedback, either verbally

Feedback . >
or in writing / on notes

Summarization Asking for or giving a summary
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description
Generating W the s not
Counterargument o iewill?”
Generating Asking for more or different arguments
Arguments favoring a position
Asking for or giving feedback, either verball
Feedback 5 SIVING 4
or in writing / on notes
Summarization Asking for or giving a summary
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Generating Asking a stakeholder to argue against the
Counterargument conclusion she first reached

Generating | “Can you think of an analogy that would help cla

Arguments what you are saying?”

Asking for or giving feedback, either verbally

Feedback . >
or in writing / on notes

Summarization Asking for or giving a summary
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Generating Asking a stakeholder to argue against the
Counterargument conclusion she first reached

Generating Asking for more or different arguments

Arguments favoring a position

Feedback

conversation and you can see if you agree”’

Summarization Asking for or giving a summary
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Generating Asking a stakeholder to argue against the
Counterargument conclusion she first reached

Generating Asking for more or different arguments

Arguments favoring a position

Asking for or giving feedback, either verbally

Feedback . >
or in writing / on notes

Summarization
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Strategies for elicitation

Strategy Description

Generating Asking a stakeholder to argue against the
Counterargument conclusion she first reached

Generating Asking for more or different arguments

Arguments favoring a position

Asking for or giving feedback, either verbally

Feedback . >
or in writing / on notes

Summarization Asking for or giving a summary
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Task Characteristics Prompting




Semantic Prompting

Goals

Events
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Modernist vs Post-Modernist Perspective
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Modernist vs Post-Modernist Perspective

A Modernist Perspective

“Rationalicy ic the unctioning”

= R e et

“There is a universal truth and science uncovers it”
“Rationality always leads to progress and perfection”

A Post-Modernist Perspective

“Id ’
blll—lll Alld \UGWIlIVIIT Ll NJlalla 1 vatl i Cll-|ve

“Find Mini-Narrative and DO NOT
claim universality, truth or stability”
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A Modernist Perspective

“Build consistent model & validate it is correct”

Tools that test completeness and consistency

Reviews to show model is valid

A Post-Modernist Perspective
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“No priviliged viewpoint” All observation is value-laden
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Modernist vs Post-Modernist ReqkEng

A Modernist Perspective

“Build consistent model & validate it is correct”

Tools that test completeness and consistency

Reviews to show model is valid

A Post-Modernist Perspective

('S o o 9
“No priviliged viewpoint” All observation is value-laden

Use stakeholder involvement so they “own” the models

Use ethnographic techniques to understand viewpoints
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Documenting requirements

® Many both Internal and External needs:
® Communication between roles/parties
® Handle complexity of large systems & many requirements
® Document decisions
® Communication over time - a memory of decisions
® Help ensure good requirements are elicited - avoid risks
® | egal or contract disputes

® Stability over time (Accessibility) - if people quit or move
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SRS Structures

Quite common in industry to have
at least two levels of SRSes:

Refined

v
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|EEE standard 830-1998

http://www.cse.chalmers.se/~feldt/courses/reqeng/

examples/srs_example 2010 group?2.pdf
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Pro Con

Easiest to understand, Interpretation is often
requires “‘no’’ training ambiguous
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Natural Language Requirements

Pro Con
Easiest to understand, Interpretation is often
requires “‘no’’ training ambiguous

Can be used directly with |Harder to separate different
customers concerns

Flexible & adaptable to the No built-in support for

context completeness & Q criteria
Most common => most Harder to use in later
people used to it development stages
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NatLang Ambiguities

. Nominalization:
Turns complex processes into single events

Example:
“In case of a system crash,
a restart of the system shall be performed”
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NatLang Ambiguities

2. Nouns without reference:
Vague nouns that are insuffiently specified.

Example:
“The output should be presented to the user in a graph”




NatLang Ambiguities

3. Universal quantifiers:
Applying too general statements to
too many objects of some set. Missing quantities and
frequencies.

Example:
“The system shall show all data sets in every graph view”




NatLang Ambiguities

4. Incompletely specified conditions:
Regs often only hold under certain conditions,
which are often not identified clearly enough.

Example:
“The restaurant system shall show all beverages
to a guest over the age of 20.”




NatLang Ambiguities

5. Incompletely specified verbs:
Passive verb forms often allow for info to be missing. Try to
use active voice!

Example:
“To log a user in, the login data is entered.”

instead

“The system must allow the user to enter user name and
password using a keyboard.”
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