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An ambiguity occurs when a customer articulates a 

unit of information, and the meaning assigned by the 

requirements analyst to such articulation differs 

from the meaning intended by the customer
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■ Widely used in the industry
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“Software requirements are based on flawed 

‘upstream’ requirements and reviews on 

requirements specifications are thus in vain”

F.Salger,“Requirementsreviewsrevisited:Residualchallengesandopen 

research questions,” in RE’13. IEEE, 2013, pp. 250–255 
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Interview Review

“Software requirements are based on flawed ‘upstream’ requirements 

and reviews on requirements specifications are thus in vain”

F.Salger,“Requirementsreviewsrevisited:Residualchallengesandopen research questions,” in RE’13. IEEE, 2013, 

pp. 250–255 

Intuition: Review of requirements elicitation interviews allows 

identifying ambiguities that can be leveraged to ask useful follow-

up questions in future interviews. 
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Exploratory study

■ 38 students from KSU, 19 interviews

– Software intensive system

– 20 minutes per interview

– 2 hour lecture on elicitation

■ 2 reviewers, 10 interviews

– Researcher in requirements elicitation

– Professional analyst
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Variables

■ Independent variable: Perspective 

– Role

– Moment 

■ Dependent variable: Performance in detecting ambiguities 

– Set of found ambiguities

– Total number
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RQ1: Is there a difference between ambiguities explicitly 

revealed by an analyst during an interview, and ambiguities 

identified by a reviewer who listens to the interview 

recording? 
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irrelevant with respect to the analyst’s performance during 

the interview;
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RQ2: Is there a difference between ambiguities 

identified by the analyst when s/he listens to the 

interview recording, and ambiguities identified by a 

reviewer who listens to the interview recording? 



Hypotheses

■ H2.10:The analyst’s performance during the review is 

irrelevant with respect to the reviewer’s performance during 

the review;
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RQ2: Is there a difference between ambiguities 

identified by the analyst when s/he listens to the 

interview recording, and ambiguities identified by a 
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Experiment settings

■ Students from KSU and UTS

– Software intensive system

– Limited time per interview

– Lecture on elicitation

■ Reviewers are students

– A customer in another interview

– The student analyst
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Reviews

■ Guidelines to identify ambiguities

– You have not understood the meaning of what you heard

– You have not understood the purpose of what you heard

– What you heard is too general

– …

■ Content

– Time: when the fragment happened

– Fragment: the fragment that triggered the ambiguity

– Question: the question that you would ask to the customer 

to clarify
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Threats to validity

■ Graduate students vs undergraduate students

■ Previous experience

■ Experiment run with students
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to ask useful questions in future interviews? 
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Future work

RQ3: Can the ambiguities identified during interview review be used 
to ask useful questions in future interviews? 

■ The protocol is applied in real world 

■ The useful of the questions generated by the protocol will be 
measured

– Perceived usefulness

– Actual usefulness
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Results

■ Identified ambiguities:

– Analyst: 23

– Both: 21

– Reviewers:38

■ Time

– Recordings: 2 hours and 37 minutes, 

– Reviewer 1: 5 hours

– Reviewer 2: 8 hours and 33 minutes
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