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Abstract. Context. Requirements debt (RD) refers to decisions regard-
ing which requirements the development team should implement or how
they should be implemented. While prior work has investigated RD from
multiple perspectives, limited attention has been given to explicitly con-
ceptualizing the role of human factors in its emergence. Goal. This work
introduces requirements people debt (RPD), a human-centered perspec-
tive on RD that explains how human-related conditions lead to observ-
able deficiencies in requirements artifacts and activities. Method. We
cross-analyzed findings from two complementary empirical studies on
desirable and undesirable attributes of requirements engineers. Results.
We identified 12 causes of RPD, with difficulties in interpersonal relation-
ships and lack of communication being the most frequently mentioned.
We also found 55 preventive practices, the most notable being partici-
pation in training activities, maintaining frequent communication with
stakeholders, and improving business understanding. Conclusion. We or-
ganized the findings on RPD into a conceptual map, which may support
initiatives aimed at addressing RPD items in software projects and mo-
tivate future research in this area.

Keywords: requirements engineering - requirements debt - conceptual
map.

1 Introduction

Technical debt (TD) represents the technical compromises that provide short-
term benefits, such as increased productivity and reduced costs, but may neg-
atively affect the long-term sustainability of software projects [8,15]. Initially,
TD was primarily associated with issues found in source code [4]. However, TD
can also manifest in several other software artifacts, including architecture, doc-
umentation, people, and requirements [10, 14].

More specifically, requirements debt (RD) refers to decisions made re-
garding which requirements the development team should implement or how
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they should be implemented [10, 14]. Examples include requirements that are
only partially implemented, addressed in limited scenarios, or implemented in
ways that fail to fully satisfy non-functional requirements. Previous studies have
examined RD from multiple perspectives: defining its concept [9], investigating
how to identify [11], manage [5], and measure it [11, 13]. Moreover, different
types of RD have been identified. For example, Mendes et al. [12] and Barbosa
et al. [1] investigated the impact of requirements documentation debt, which
arises from mismatches between stakeholder needs and software implementation
as reflected in requirements specifications. Freire et al. [6,7] explored the causes,
effects, and managerial practices of requirements process debt, which refers to
inefficiencies or shortcomings in the requirements engineering (RE) process. Al-
though these studies reveal the multifaceted nature of RD, they did not consider
human aspects affecting RE activities.

In our previous studies, we examined various human and process aspects of
RE. First, we surveyed software practitioners to understand the causes, effects,
and mitigation strategies of requirements documentation debt [1]. Subsequently,
we investigated the desirable [3] and undesirable [2] attributes of requirements
engineers. By cross-analyzing findings from both studies, we identified a new
perspective on RD, which we call requirements people debt (RPD). It rep-
resents the intersection between requirements-related debt (including documen-
tation and process debt) and the human factors influencing RE activities.

This study introduces the concept of RPD, outlining its items, causes, and
preventive practices. To this end, we revisited our prior research to collect and
synthesize empirical evidence related to RPD. In total, we identified 12 causes of
RPD, with difficulty in relationships and lack of communication among the most
frequently mentioned. Regarding prevention, and 55 preventive practices, most
notably participating in training, having frequent communications with stake-
holders, and improving business understanding. We organized all RPD elements
into a conceptual map.

This new concept provides software practitioners and researchers with a more
comprehensive understanding of how requirements-related debt accumulates and
affects the software development cycle. It integrates previously discussed types
of RD while emphasizing the human dimension. In particular, RPD highlights
how inadequate interpersonal skills, poor communication, and ineffective lead-
ership contribute to TD accumulation in software projects. These issues directly
affect RE activities leading to specifications that are incomplete, ambiguous, or
misaligned with stakeholder expectations. Ultimately, RPD compromises both
the quality of requirements and the resulting software product. Moreover, practi-
tioners can use the conceptual map to guide or enhance initiatives for identifying
and mitigating RPD.

Besides this introduction, this paper is organized into five additional sections.
Section 2 presents the related and our previous work. Section 3 introduces the
RPD concept. Section 4 reports how we assess the strategies identified in our
previous studies. Section 5 outlines the threats to validity. Finally, Section 6
concludes the paper and offers future work.



Related Work

Mendes et al. [12] investigated the impact of documentation debt on projects
developed using agile requirements. Through a retrospective study of 132 main-
tenance tasks, they found that 65 were related to documentation debt, resulting
in approximately 47% additional maintenance effort and 48% extra cost relative
to the initial project estimates.

Perera et al. [13] conducted a systematic mapping study to develop the RD
quantification model, demonstrating that although RD shares similarities with
code-related TD, it also possesses unique components. Specifically, the “interest”
on RD, i.e., the additional cost from suboptimal requirement decisions, can arise
during both RE and implementation phases.

Lenarduzzi et al. [9] proposed a holistic definition of RD, identifying three
types: incomplete user needs, requirement smells, and requirements violations.
Their work provides a new perspective on RD. In other related work, Freire et
al. [6] analyzed public discourse about RD causes by collecting and examining
web discussions through content analysis, identifying 128 causes, 60 effects, 93
preventive practices, and 70 mitigation practices.

Frattini et al. [5] conceptualized how the debt metaphor applies to RE, con-
ducting in-depth expert interviews to propose a theory of RD that connects TD
concepts to RE specific phenomena. Finally, Melo et al. [11] performed a sys-
tematic literature review of 66 primary studies, identifying causes, identification
strategies, and measurement metrics for requirements-related technical debt.

By analyzing the related work, we perceived that RD has different perspec-
tives, each one related to the activities performed in RE. However, while prior
studies have acknowledged socio-technical aspects of RE, limited attention has
been given to explicitly conceptualizing how human factors contribute to RD.

2.1 Our Previous Studies

In our previous study [1], we investigated the current state of requirements and
requirements documentation debt, identifying its causes, effects, preventive and
mitigation practices, as well as the practice avoidance reasons related to the non-
adoption of these practices. We quantitatively and qualitatively analyzed survey
responses from software development professionals concerning requirements and
requirements documentation debt and its elements (causes, effects, prevention,
and correction). As a result, we identified 55 causes, 33 effects, 26 prevention
practices, 3 PARs related to non-prevention, 18 correction practices, and 16
PARs associated with non-mitigation. Finally, these elements were synthesized
into a conceptual map.

In subsequent studies [2,3], we explored the desirable and undesirable at-
tributes of requirements engineers, their interrelationships, and strategies
for developing them. Our method combined a survey with 18 Brazilian software
industry professionals from the same country and follow-up interviews with 11
of them. We invited these professionals from our industry partners. The par-
ticipants had between one and thirty years of experience (average = 10 years)



and had worked for an average of six companies (range: one to twelve). They
represented organizations of different sizes: small (up to 50 employees; n = 2),
medium (51-1,000 employees; n = 6), and large (more than 1,000 employees; n
= 10). The sample included ten software engineers and eight project managers.

To analyze the interviews, we transcribed them and two researchers applied
open coding to half of the transcripts to capture the main ideas in each response,
resolving disagreements with a third researcher. In the end, we produced a con-
solidated set of codes, representing the key concepts of each attribute.

Regarding the desirable attributes [3], we found 22, where investigative ability
i stakeholder communication, judiciousness, and business understanding were
the most cited. These attributes were organized into four categories, and 38
strategies were identified to enhance RE skills—such as participating in train-
ing, communicating with all stakeholders, and acquiring domain knowledge. We
represented the relationships between attributes and strategies in a conceptual
map and visualized their interconnections through a Sankey diagram.

Finally, we found seventeen undesirable attributes [2], with relationship and
communication difficulties being the most frequently cited. These were grouped
into four categories (communication, domain knowledge, personality, and tech-
nical skills) and organized into a conceptual map to support visualization and
analysis.

Although we have examined RE from multiple perspectives, we have not
yet explored its relationship with human factors. The following sections present
this connection and explain how we conceptualized and defined Requirements
People Debt (RPD).

3 Building the Requirements People Debt Concept

When we analyzed the causes, effects, and preventive and mitigation practices
of requirements and requirements documentation debt, we realized that human
factors were present in each element [1]. For example, the cause lack of commit-
ment, the effect stress with stakeholders, the mitigation practice communicating
TD items to customers, and the preventive practice discipline all reflect human-
related aspects. Therefore, we identified that the human factor was the main
factor responsible for incurring this type of TD in the project. These results
motivated us to further understand how human factors influence software re-
quirements engineers when performing their activities.

Subsequently, we conducted a multi-method study to investigate the desir-
able [3] and undesirable [2] attributes of software requirements engineers. As
presented in Subsection 2.1, we first asked practitioners to list these attributes
and then interviewed them to gather deeper insights. The analysis resulted in a
conceptual map that synthesizes the findings and facilitates their interpretation.

3.1 The Concept

By cross-analyzing the findings from both studies [2,3], the concept of require-
ments people debt (RPD) emerged as



Requirements People debt specifically manifests when human-related
causes lead to observable deficiencies in requirements artifacts or activ-
ities. It is characterized by a causal chain in which antecedent human
conditions (e.g., lack of knowledge, poor communication, or cognitive bi-
ases) lead to the creation of deficient requirements artifacts or processes
(debt items), which in turn incur negative consequences (interest), such
as rework, delays, and reduced software quality.

The concept comprises three components: (i) causes, defined as human-
related conditions (e.g., skills, behaviors, interactions, and cognitive or emotional
states) that negatively influence RE activities; (ii) debt items, referring to ob-
servable deficiencies in requirements artifacts or activities resulting from these
causes; and (iii) effects, corresponding to the additional costs (interest) incurred
due to the presence of RPD items, impacting development outcomes and team
dynamics. For example, lack of communication (cause) may lead to superficial
specifications (RPD item), which may result in rework in coding activities (ef-
fect). In this sense, RPD complements existing RD types, such as requirements
documentation debt and requirements process debt, by explicitly representing
the human-related causes that contribute to their emergence.

From our data, we identified RPD items, their causes, and preventive prac-
tices. Undesirable attributes [2] were interpreted as causes when they represent
latent human conditions (e.g., lack of knowledge or communication issues), and
as RPD items when they manifest as observable deficiencies in requirements ar-
tifacts or activities (e.g., superficial specifications). This classification is based
on observability: causes describe internal human conditions, whereas RPD items
represent externally observable issues in requirements practices.

We also identified that strategies aimed at reducing undesirable attributes
(e.g., developing prototypes and seeking to be confident) and acquiring desirable
ones [3] (e.g., participating in training and communicating with stakeholders)
can be understood as preventive practices for RPD items, as they enhance the
ability of requirements engineers to effectively perform their tasks.

The next subsections introduce the RPD items, their causes, and their pre-
ventive practices.

Requirements People Debt Items. Table 1 presents the RPD items identi-
fied in this study, representing observable deficiencies in requirements artifacts
and activities that emerge from human-related causes.

Causes of Requirements People Debt. In total, we found 12 causes of RPD.
Table 2 shows the five most cited causes. The complete list of causes is shown
in Figure 1.

In the context of this work, Difficulty in relationships cause means the chal-
lenges that affect team dynamics, as described in: “You think things and don’t
share them, plan things and think you’ll solve everything alone. Often what



Table 1. RPD items with their definitions

RPD item Definition Quote

Incomplete stake- It refers to the omission or insuf- “...you’ll have several stakeholders, and each one has their own
holder coverage in ficient inclusion of relevant stake- vision, so identify all the stakeholders |...] you have to identify
requirements holders during requirements elici- these people and listen to them.”

tation and validation activities, re-

sulting in requirements that reflect

only a partial view of the system

needs.
Lack of cross-team It refers to situations in which re- “If you lack basic knowledge, you might do things that aren’t
validation in re- quirements are defined without suf- feasible for the team, for example, saying you're going to deliver
quirements ficient understanding of technical a certain feature when the team doesn’t have someone who can

input, leading to decisions that are do it, or talking to more technical people and not understanding

not feasible for the team or that much of what they’re saying.”

overlook the team’s actual capabil-

ities.
Make superficial It is associated with a type of doc- “Be as concise as possible, be able to write the requirements in
specifications umentation that does not provide a concise and clear way, using rules, tools, screens, prototyping,

sufficient or accurate information and minimal interaction.”

about the requirements and expec-

tations of the system to be devel-

oped.
Not reviewing It is characterized by the absence of “The thing is, everything you produced during the requirements
what was raised validation and review activities over sp cation phase needs to be reviewed and validated in some

elicited or specified requirements. way. So if you don’t review it, you might have missed something,

or there might be a gap you didn’t see, or some inconsistency.”

Unstructured re- It refers to the absence of a clear “He doesn’t write in an organized way. He doesn’t separate it
quirements docu- and logical structure in the doc- into folders, in specific places, he doesn’t fill out his tool. Loose
mentation umentation of requirements, func- sentences and larger definitions scattered in other places.”

tionalities and other aspects of the

system

Table 2. The five most cited causes

Cause #CC %C
Difficulty in relationships 11 24%
Lack of communication 9 20%
Lack of business knowledge 5 11%
Inexperienced 4 9%
Not being proactive 4 9%

Caption: #CC: Number of mentions of a cause. %C: Percentage of #CC in relation to the total
number of mentioned causes (46).

you’re doing has consequences and you can’t deal with the complexity alone,
but somehow, whether you like it or not, you end up taking on more responsi-
bility than you can handle, not in terms of capacity, but in terms of time.”

Lack of communication cause refers the absence or deficiency in the exchange
of information, ideas and feedback between individuals or teams, resulting in
misunderstandings, lack of coordination and inefficiencies, for instance, “It is a
recurring problem and is when a person, unintentionally or sometimes intention-
ally, keeps information to themselves.”

Lack of business knowledge cause is related to the lack of adequate under-
standing of the context, objectives and needs of the business for which the soft-
ware is being developed, as described in “Sometimes the analyst is very new
to the area, to the company, and doesn’t know the business, can’t explain the
business rules, there are very complex business areas, so he doesn’t know them
and can’t explain them to the developer. The developer ends up needing to un-
derstand a little of this, which should have been passed on by the requirements
analyst, detail the requirements, be able to make clear what needs to be done.”



Not being proactive cause refers to lacking the ability to act in advance to
resolve or prevent problems, as shown in: “An analyst who lacks the ability to
act proactively to resolve or prevent future problems.”

Lastly, Inexperienced cause is associated with the low level of experience
of the practitioner performing the RE activities. For instance, “When you lack
experience in the IT field, it’s difficult to propose agile solutions that simply
solve the client’s problem at the moment the system requirements are being
gathered.”

By constantly comparing the codes, we grouped them into the following cat-
egories:

— Communication: It encompasses three causes to express how requirements
engineers communicate. These causes are: difficulty in relationships, lack of
communication, and Imprecision.

— Domain Knowledge: It groups the following causes to support the business
knowledge: lack of business knowledge, thinking you already know the client’s
business, and wait for the user to have all the answers.

— Technical: It is composed of two causes associated with technical skills that
are used in software requirements activities. The causes are: inexperienced
and lack of knowledge of requirements engineering practices and artifacts.

— Personality: It has the following causes related to express how requirements
engineers think, feel, and behave in their interaction with stakeholders: in-
accurate, not being proactive, not being able to adapt to chaos, and anxiety.

Preventive Practices for Requirements People Debt. In total, we iden-
tified 55 preventive practices to avoid RPD items. Table 3 shows the five most
cited practices. The complete list of practices is shown in Figure 1.

Table 3. The five most cited preventive practices

Preventive Practice #CP %P
Participating in training 17 12%
Having frequent communications with stakeholders 11 8%
Improving business understanding 11 8%
Acquiring a domain knowledge 9 6%
Talking to stakeholders 7 5%

Caption: #CP: Number of mentions of a preventive practice. %P: Percentage of #CP in relation
to the total number of mentioned preventive practices (140).

Participating in training means improving the skills of the requirements en-
gineer through courses, reading specialized material, and getting to know new
methodologies. For instance, “Theoretical knowledge, which teaches how to ap-
ply the techniques, what is relevant, what kind of attitude the analyst has to
have, how he has to prepare, the points of attention he has to have.”

Having frequent communications with stakeholders refers to maintaining con-
sistent and effective contact with stakeholders, as illustrated in the following



statement: “Frequent conversations with clients, especially with end users, al-
ways involving them in these discussions. Of course, there are negotiation or
pricing talks where end users are not as involved—those are more for man-
agers—but when it comes to understanding needs, it’s essential. The techniques
I mentioned earlier, such as personas and journey mapping, can also be used to
make this process easier. Constant communication, along with these techniques,
helps facilitate the conversation.”

Improving business understanding refers to the effort to collect and deepen
knowledge about the business processes, as shown in ‘“Personal work requires
being aware that effort is needed to understand the business—whether as a
whole or at least the part they will be working on.”

Acquiring domain knowledge refers to know a specific field for which the
system is under developed, as described in “studying that area in which the
system is inserted” and “knowing your (system) domain.”

Lastly, Talking to all stakeholders is related to keep in touch with customers,
users, and software teams to understand and explain the requirements, such as
“Talking, demonstrating their ideas, talking both with the customer and the
software developers, listening, exchanging information.”

We also grouped the preventive practices into categories. We reused the ones
we categorized the RPD items (technical, communication, domain knowledge,
and personality) and defined the following new ones:

— Management: it groups eleven preventive practices related to the software
project management, such as Acquiring domain knowledge and Searching for
solutions that fit the user’s reality.

— Social: it encompasses five preventive practices that involve human interac-
tion and communication during requirements activities. For example, Talking
to stakeholders and Seeking how to listen.

3.2 Organizing Requirements People Debt Elements

We organized the RPD elements (causes and preventive practices) into a con-
ceptual map. Figure 1 presents the complete version of this map, displaying each
element and its corresponding category.

In the map, the different RPD management elements are represented by
solid-line rectangles, while their categories are enclosed in dashed-line rectangles.
Each category and its elements are associated with a percentage, computed by
summing the number of occurrences of each element and dividing it by the total
number of mentions in which that element appeared.

Causes in the Communication category are the most frequent, accounting for
46% of all mentions. Within this category, Difficulty in relationships cause stands
out, representing 24% of total mentions. Regarding prevention, practices from
the Technical category are the most frequently mentioned (38% of all mentions),
with Participating in training being the most prominent, cited in 12% of the
projects analyzed.



REQUIREMENTS PEOPLE DEBT MAP
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Fig. 1. Requirements People Debt Conceptual Map.

Use of the Conceptual Map. Software practitioners can use the concep-
tual map to diagnose human-related sources of requirements issues, identify as-
sociated RPD items in their projects, and select preventive practices aligned
with these causes. In this sense, the map serves as a practical guide to support
decision-making and improve RE processes.

As a conceptual guide, the map can also inform actions in response to per-
ceived causes and serve as a comprehensive reference when assessing strategies
to avoid them. This is evidence due to the link between causes and preventive
practices.

The conceptual map should be interpreted as an analytical framework that
links human-related causes to observable deficiencies in requirements artifacts
and the practices that may curb them. It is important to note that the map
does not indicate a causal correlation between causes and preventive practices.
However, it provides valuable associations that can facilitate the development of
actionable plans for managing RPD. For instance, if a software team identifies
that lack of communication is a cause that lead a RPD item existing in its



project, analyzing the categories of preventive practices, the team can realize
that applying practices from the Communication category can curb this cause.

The map can contribute to creating a more favorable environment for RPD
management. By considering the list of of causes and practices as a communi-
cation facilitator, helping software practitioners more effectively communicate
requirements-people debt-related issues to management and enabling managers
to make better-informed decisions regarding the handling of RPD items.

4 Assessing the strategies to deal with undesirable
attributes

Our previous study [3]| reported an assessment of strategies used to develop de-
sirable attributes. Building on the same research protocol, we assessed strategies
to prevent undesirable attributes. These practices are reused as preventive prac-
tices for avoiding RPD items. However, the proposed conceptual map has not
yet been empirically evaluated.

To assess the perceived importance of each strategy, we asked a follow-up
question (see Table 4) to the participants. For each strategy, we presented its
definition and asked the participant to indicate the level of importance for a re-
quirements engineer to improve their skills, using a 5-point Likert scale (strongly
disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree, and strongly agree). We ap-
plied descriptive statistics to analyze the responses by counting the proportion
of participants who selected each option on the Likert scale for each strategy.

Table 4. Survey questions for assessing strategies to avoid undesirable attributes of
requirements engineers.

ID Follow-up Question (FQ) Description Type

- We identified 17 strategies that could be used to avoid less desirable attributes of -
requirements engineers. For each of them, please indicate how important it is for a
requirements engineer to avoid less desirable attributes of requirements engineers.

FQ1  Improving business understanding - It is related to the ability to deepen knowledge Closed
about the organization’s processes, goals and challenges, allowing the analyst to un-
derstand the context in which the project is inserted.

FQ2 Having frequent communications with stakeholders - It is related to the ability to Closed
establish communication channels between the requirements analyst and all stake-
holders in the project.

) () o)

FQ17 Being patient - It is related to maintaining a calm and understanding behavior Closed
throughout the project.

4.1 Demographics

In total, eleven participants answered the follow-up question. Table 5 presents the
participants’ characterization indicating their years of experience, the number
of organizations the participant has worked, current company size (small — up
to 50 employees; medium-sized — with 52 to 1000 employees; large — more than
1000 employees), and role. All participants are from different organizations.



It is evident that most of the participants are requirements engineers, with
the majority having between eleven and 20 years of experience in their roles.
Most participants work in medium-sized companies and most have worked in at
least six different companies throughout their careers.

Although our sample consists of software practitioners from the Brazilian
software industry, it includes a diverse group of professionals with varying levels
of experience in project management or requirements engineering roles across
companies of different sizes.

Table 5. Participant’s demographics

Participant ID Years of Experience 7#Companies worked Company Size Role Follow up Interviews (Y /N)
P1 15 4 Large Project manager Yes
P2 2 3 Small Requirements engineer Yes
P3 10 6 Large Requirements engineer Yes
P4 25 5 Large Project manager Yes
P5 3 4 Small Requirements engineer Yes
P6 2 3 Medium-sized ~ Requirements engineer Yes
P7 16 7 Large Requirements engineer Yes
P8 5 10 Large Project manager Yes
P9 5 8 Medium-sized  Requirements engineer Yes
P10 30 11 Large Project manager Yes
P11 10 11 Medium-sized ~ Project manager Yes
P12 15 5 Large Project manager No
P13 1.5 1 Medium-sized ~ Requirements engineer No
P14 15 3 Large Project manager No
P15 12 5 Large Requirements engineer No
P16 1 1 Medium-sized  Requirements engineer No
P17 20 10 Large Project manager No
P18 1 4 Medium-sized ~ Requirements engineer No
Strongly agree Agree Strongly disagree
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
Detailing
Seeting ies for
Improving business
Using i i
Defining business rules
Using i i
Having frequent i r with 13% 13%
Improving or i i
Describing succintly

Avoiding vanity
Seeking others sources of

Being patient 25%
Using support tools
Seeking to be confident 25% 13%
Using persona i
Following rigorously 13% 25%

Fig. 2. Interviewees’ point of view on the importance of the identified strategies for
undesirable attributes (N=11).

4.2 Strategies assessment

Figure 2 presents the results from the follow-up question. In general, the strate-
gies to avoid undesirable attributes were well evaluated. The strategies
considered most important were: Detailing requirements, setting boundaries for



stakeholders, improving business understanding, using communication techniques,
defining business rules, using appropriate techniques. On the other hand, the
strategy following processes rigorously did not achieve unanimous agreement
among the participants.

In our previous study [3], we reported the assessment performed for strate-
gies to obtain desirable attributes. The participants are the same who as-
sessed the strategies to avoid undesirable attributes. Figure 3 presents the re-
sults, showing that Training, having a domain knowledge, know how to listen,
know how to ask, know how to write, patience, and have knowledge on require-

requirements engineers.
In general, the strategies (to avoid undesirable attributes and obtain desirable
attributes) were well evaluated by the participants.
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Fig. 3. Interviewees’ point of view on the importance of the identified strategies for
desirable attributes (N=11) [3].

5 Threats to validity

As with any empirical investigation, certain threats and limitations must be
considered to properly assess the validity and reliability of the findings [16]. We
discuss these threats and their mitigation actions below.



External validity. Our analysis is based entirely on responses from 18 soft-
ware practitioners in the software development industry in a single country, as
reported in [2,3]. To mitigate this threat, a variety of participants in terms of
years of experience, company size, and number of companies worked was con-
sidered, as described in Section 2.1.

Internal validity. Threats to internal validity could arise from the question-
naire itself. Since it was administered remotely, participants might have misin-
terpreted some questions. To minimize this risk, the questionnaire was subjected
to two internal validations and one external validation, as well as a pilot study
before data collection.

Conclusion validity. One threat to conclusion validity stems from the qual-
itative analyses performed, as they inherently involve subjective interpretation.
To address this threat, two researchers conducted the analyses independently,
and disagreements were resolved through consensus discussions with an experi-
enced third researcher. Additionally, the researchers employed the constant com-
parison technique when coding the interview transcripts, systematically compar-
ing new findings with previous ones as they emerged during the analysis process.
Another threat relates to the participants’ project roles. Although requirements
engineers are central to the context of this study, not all participants were ex-
clusively performing requirements engineering tasks.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce RPD as a human-centered perspective on RD, con-
ceptualizing how human-related factors contribute to observable deficiencies in
requirements artifacts and activities. We identified a set of RPD items, their
causes, and preventive practices, organizing these elements into a conceptual
map. The map may support software teams in managing RPD and guide re-
searchers in future problem-driven research efforts. Researchers may also lever-
age insights from the current state of practice on RPD to develop new methods,
strategies, and tools aimed at improving RE and TD management.

As future work, we intend to investigate the state of the practice of RPD,
revealing its effects used for repayment and validate the proposed conceptual
map in real-world projects and exploring its adaptability across different software
development contexts.
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