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Abstract. Evidence-based software engineering (EBSE) aims to im-
prove research utilization in practice. It relies on systematic methods
(like systematic literature reviews, systematic mapping studies, and rapid
reviews) to identify, appraise, and synthesize existing research findings
to answer questions of interest. However, the lack of practitioners’ in-
volvement in the design, execution, and reporting of these methods indi-
cates a lack of appreciation for knowledge exchange between researchers
and practitioners. Within EBSE, the main reason for conducting these
systematic studies is to answer the practitioner’s questions and impact
practice. However, in many cases, academics have undertaken these stud-
ies without any direct involvement of practitioners. This report focuses
on the rapid review guidelines and presents practical advice on con-
ducting these with practitioner involvement to facilitate knowledge co-
creation. Based on a literature review of rapid reviews and stakeholders
engagement in medicine and our experience of using secondary stud-
ies in software engineering, we propose extensions to an existing pro-
posal for rapid reviews in software engineering to increase researchers-
practitioners knowledge exchange. We refer to the extended method as
an interactive rapid review. An interactive rapid review is a streamlined
approach to conduct agile literature reviews in close collaboration be-
tween researchers and practitioners in software engineering. This report
describes the process and discusses possible usage scenarios and some re-
flections from the proposal’s ongoing evaluation. The proposed guidelines
will potentially boost knowledge co-creation through active researcher-
practitioner interaction by streamlining practitioners’ involvement and
recognizing the need for an agile process.

Keywords: industry-academia communication · rapid reviews · soft-
ware engineering
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1 Introduction

Software engineering research aims to establish software development practice
on scientific foundations. This ambition requires that research is relevant and
accessible for practice. Evidence-based software engineering (EBSE) is one such
initiative to provide the best available evidence to support software development
and maintenance. Often, a single empirical study provides insufficient confidence
in the strength of evidence. There is a need to synthesize available research
(where individual studies often have contradictory results) on a topic of interest.
The EBSE) [31] approach has the following five steps: (1) convert a practical
information need to an answerable question, (2) identify available evidence to
help answer the question, (3) critically appraise the evidence, (4) make evidence-
informed decisions, and (5) evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of steps 1-4.

The EBSE community has developed several systematic secondary study
methods for steps 2-3, including systematic literature reviews (SLRs) [32], sys-
tematic mapping studies (SMS) [43], and rapid reviews (RRs) [11]. Similarly,
several authors have proposed solutions to facilitate step 4 in the EBSE process
by introducing knowledge translation [7] or the technology transfer models [38].

Among the secondary study methods, mainly RR and SLRs are intended
to support changes in practice. The SMSs only develop an overview of existing
research on a topic. They are not intended to provide actionable insights for
practice. SLRs risk being less attractive for practitioners because of the time
frame needed to complete them. The time limitation of SLRs is overcome with
the use of RRs. RRs are a variant of SLRs that simplify several steps of SLRs
to provide information under time restrictions.

However, secondary studies are often conducted without any participation of
practitioners. This lack of involvement can be partly explained by the implied
objectivist view of knowledge [26] in the five-step EBSE process. In steps 2-3,
knowledge is treated as objective, disembodied from the context, and codified,
which in step 4 is transferred or communicated to practice. We overcome this
limitation by extending the guidelines for RRs guided by the following principles:
1) Prioritize exchange between researchers and practitioners. 2) The review is
conducted to be relevant for practitioners according to their context. 3) A close
collaboration is expected while doing the review.

This report presents an extension to the existing guidelines for designing and
conducting RRs in SE [11]. It includes an emphasis on iterative and flexible
design and ways to increase practitioner involvement in RRs, we refer to this
extended version as interactive rapid review (IRR).

Like agile software development, IRR aims to bring the stakeholders (practi-
tioners and researchers) of the product (in this case, literature syntheses) closer
together with shorter lead times, increased communication, and flexibility in
the process. The iterative and flexible design recognizes that the information
need will be refined and may change during an IRR. Similarly, the interaction
is critical to developing a deeper understanding of the context where practical
information need is situated and to improve the relevance of the results.
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The extension is based on a review of the literature from evidence-based
medicine (EBM) where rapid reviews are extensively used [28, 30, 39, 50]. We
further supplement these with our own experience of having conducted several
SLRs targeting industrial needs (e.g., [1,3,15,16]) and several industry-academia
collaboration projects.

We envision that conducting an IRR based on the proposed guidelines may
foster knowledge co-creation, bringing several benefits. The IRR results tailored
for the practitioners’ needs, improve research utilization in practice. Besides,
conducting the IRR favors mutual understanding between practitioners and aca-
demics that paves the way for further collaboration.

The remainder of the report is structured as follows: we describe the re-
lated work and our approach for developing the IRR guidelines in Section 2.
In Section 3, we describe the complete proposed guidelines for interactive rapid
reviews. We further discuss the use and implication of IRRs in Section 4 and
conclude the report in Section 5.

2 Background

2.1 Secondary studies in software engineering

Researchers in software engineering have widely adopted the use of secondary
studies as a means to synthesize software engineering knowledge [5]. A large
number of SLRs and SMS have been published in software engineering. Also the
process itself, to conduct these secondary studies, has been a research topic, and
some researchers have proposed improvements to the methods and new strate-
gies. Some examples are snowballing as a search strategy [57], reporting guide-
lines for search [4], study selection procedures [2, 42], use of machine learning
for automation of search and selection [46], and studies about when to update
SLRs [37].

Recently, Felizardo et al. [19] published a systematic mapping study and a
survey on the value of using secondary studies in software engineering. They ob-
served that secondary studies mainly have been used in academic environments,
for teaching purposes and to identify gaps in research. The value of conducting
the studies is described in terms of ability to develop research skills in students
and junior researchers and to provide insights to plan future research. Little is
mentioned about the interaction with practitioners while conducting the studies
or about the impact of secondary studies in industry.

Some voices in the software engineering research community have claimed
that secondary studies need to connect more with practice. Budgen et al. [6]
suggested aspects to improve when reporting systematic reviews to make the
results more meaningful for teachers and practitioners. Le Goues et al. [34] re-
flected on the advantage to connect research evidence with recommendations for
practitioners.
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2.2 Rapid reviews in software engineering

Rapid reviews were introduced in software engineering by Cartaxo et al. with
the primary goal to transfer knowledge from academia to industry [8–10]. Like
previously introduced EBSE methods the rapid review term originates from
evidence-based medicine. Cartaxo et al. [11] describe rapid reviews as secondary
studies that aim to “provide evidence to support decision-making towards the
solution, or at least attenuation, of issues practitioners face in practice”. The
reviews may be seen as a variation of systematic literature reviews where some
steps are omitted or simplified to reduce completion time. In medicine, there
are variations of the method to conduct a rapid review, however, the approaches
share the following common aspects:

– The review is conducted in collaboration with practitioners and refers to
practical problems in their context.

– The review is conducted in a short time and at a low cost.
– The review’s results are “reported through mediums appealing to practition-

ers.”

Rapid reviews should not be misunderstood as ad-hoc literature reviews or
lax reviews. Instead, rapid reviews are a systematic approach with a transpar-
ently documented process. Cartaxo et al. propose rapid reviews in software en-
gineering to be lightweight secondary studies to deliver evidence to practitioners
in a short time to support decision making [11].

Rapid Reviews have two characteristics that make them a good candidate
for connecting research and practice. First, they are conducted in a short period
of time, which is probably appreciated by practitioners. Second, the studies are
framed in the context of practitioners making the results relevant for them. This
report elaborates on the researcher-practitioner interaction in such studies and
describes the procedure for conducting interactive rapid reviews (IRRs).

2.3 Stakeholder engagement in secondary studies

In EBM, rapid reviews are used to support policy decision [30, 40, 41, 53], sup-
port decision-making under tight schedule restrictions [25, 44, 49, 52, 53] and to
a lesser extent to identify areas for further research [39]. Deverka et al. [14] in-
vestigated the engagement of stakeholders in secondary studies, and concluded
that stakeholder engagement contributes to developing a shared understanding
of the knowledge and increasing the outcomes’ relevance. In their study stake-
holder refers to any person or organization with a direct interest in the secondary
studies’ process or outcomes and stakeholder engagement as “an iterative process
of actively soliciting the knowledge, experience, judgment, and values of individ-
uals selected to represent a broad range of direct interests in a particular issue”.
In 2017, the world health organization (WHO) published a guide about rapid
reviews to strengthen health policy [51]. The guide was compiled by researchers
and provide practical advice regarding various aspects of rapid reviews. Among
other things, the guide addresses how to engage policymakers and health system
managers in conducting rapid reviews.
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3 Interactive Rapid Reviews

In this section we describe the preliminary steps for conducting an IRR and
propose ways for researchers and practitioners to interact throughout the pro-
cess. We base the proposal on a literature review of the use of rapid reviews in
EBM, including 48 meta-studies and reflections on the method. The presented
procedure is aligned with the one proposed by Cartaxo et al. [11] and reflects
our own experiences of conducting interactive literature reviews [1]. Fig. 1 shows
the activity flow to conduct the review.

Our proposal for IRR consists of five steps that are described in more detail
later in this Section. The first step is to prepare the IRR and identify information
needs based on a practical problem. In the second step, the research questions
are identified, and an initial version of the IRR protocol is developed. The pro-
tocol keeps track of decisions and activities throughout the IRR. The third step
consists of searching and selecting papers to find a limited set of papers to answer
the research questions. Decisions about terminology and relevance are validated
with practitioners. Based on the selected set of papers, the IRR report and dis-
semination documents are co-designed and developed during the fourth step.
Finally, in the fifth step, the results are disseminated among the practitioners.
Notice in Fig. 1. that the steps are conducted interactively with practitioners
and that the general flow is iterative, where according to the feedback, the step
outcomes are refined.

Table. 2. shows the central steps of an IRR in the first column (these have
been adapted from Cartaxo et al. [11]). The second column highlights the con-
tribution of our proposal with activities suggested to promote interaction with
practitioners, and the third column lists the outcomes for each step. In the rest
of this section we discuss each of these steps and possible interaction in more
detail. Note that, when conducting an IRR the following general aspects should
be considered:

– An IRR can be conducted in many scenarios throughout the researcher-
practitioner relationship. The main goal of this type of review is not to
publish a research paper, but to align communication between stakeholders
and gain relevant knowledge to solve a practical problem.

– An IRR is preferably lead by researchers as they have more experience deal-
ing with the scientific literature. Practitioners provide insights to keep the
IRR relevant for practice with a consideration of their context.

– Conducting an IRR is an agile process. Similar to agile software development,
our proposal for IRR embraces the following principles: smooth communi-
cation between researchers and practitioners; meaningful results in context;
joint work with practitioners; and response to change and flexibility.

3.1 Prepare the review

Fig. 2. shows the activities to prepare the review. In this step, the review team
is formed, and information need is identified and described in context. The in-
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Fig. 1. Workflow for performing an IRR

teraction between researchers and practitioners aims to get a commitment to
performing the IRR and identifying a context-relevant problem for the IRR.

Researchers lead the process to conduct the IRR. First, they form an ini-
tial review team based on the broad SE knowledge area (like software testing
or requirements engineering) and the practitioners’ interests. Ideally, the review
team should comprise at least two researchers, but it may be formed only by
one researcher. Having at least two researches enriches the discussion and helps
to improve the reliability of the study. It is even better if one of the researchers
has experience conducting a systematic secondary study like SLR, SMS, or RR.
During the review, the review team performs the search, selects papers, extracts,
and synthesizes knowledge. Practitioners may or may not directly participate in
these tasks depending on their degree of involvement. However, throughout the
IRR, they are expected to, at the very least, have communication channels open
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Step Activity to promote interaction Outcomes

1. Prepare the re-
view

1.1. Form an initial review team of researchers and
practitioners.
1.2. Present IRRs (typical aims, process, expected
outcomes, timeline and commitment).
1.3. Collaboratively, identify and rank a list of in-
formation needs appropriate for an IRR.
1.4. Choose a prioritized information need of mu-
tual interest.
1.5. Agree on practitioners’ involvement and up-
date the review team.
1.6. Input meeting: to present current practices
and context.

Review team
Description of
information
need
Review topic

2. Identify re-
search questions
and develop the
IRR protocol

2.1. Jointly, define the research questions.
2.2. Prepare and validate with practitioners the
search strategy and inclusion/exclusion criteria.

IRR Protocol

3. Search and se-
lect papers

3.1. Perform the search. Present and validate the
search results.
3.2. Apply inclusion/exclusion criteria
3.3. Update / extend the search

Papers to an-
alyze

4. Extract and
synthesize data

4.1. Co-design IRR reports and dissemination doc-
uments
4.2. Extract information and elaborate reports
4.3 Reaction meeting: present the initial results to
the practitioners involved

Reports and
dissemination
documents

5. Disseminate
IRR results

5.1. Identify the audience and medium of commu-
nication
5.2. Disseminate results to practitioners
5.3. Practitioners disseminate to other practition-
ers
5.4. Disseminate results to academic audiences

Reports and
dissemination
documents

Table 2. A list of activities proposed to increase the involvement of practitioners in
rapid reviews (the steps in the first column are adapted from Cartaxo et al. [11]

with the review team to answer questions and provide feedback related to the
relevance and context. Before starting with the review, researchers and practi-
tioners need to clarify mutual expectations, agree non-disclosure agreements if
applicable, and define roles and responsibilities [29].

In an initial presentation meeting, researchers introduce an overview of the
IRR method, outcomes, roles, and responsibilities. This presentation helps to
develop a shared understanding of expected outcomes and commitment. Before,
the meeting, researchers do a preliminary search to get a sense of the literature
in the field and support the dialogue with practitioners. Secondary studies are
especially useful for this purpose [30,36].
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Fig. 2. Prepare the review aims at get a shared understanding of what is an IRR, the
expected outcomes, and to plan the work ahead

When practitioners have proposed the IRR topic concerning a practical prob-
lem, researchers and practitioners continue to identify context elements and re-
search questions. Although, they have identified a practical problem they may
need to specify the IRR scope further. To narrow the review topic, researchers
may propose a shortlist of topics to the practitioners based on the results of the
preliminary search and the practical problem [14]. With the list of topics, the
practitioners rank the suggested topics according to their problem in context
or suggest other directions. This exchange helps to agree on the IRR topic and
contributes to making it interesting for both researchers and practitioners.

After the meeting, the review team may be updated with practitioners or
new researchers. According to the practitioners’ interest and familiarity with
scientific literature, their participation may vary from being part of the review
team to only provide feedback at specific points, e.g., clarifying terminology
or the relevance of specific studies. The review team defines practical aspects
like communication channels, file sharing, meetings calendar, and estimate the
practitioners’ time required to conduct the review, including both meetings and
time required to answer questions.

Researchers need to get a good understanding of the practical problem and
context variables. Researchers and practitioners may have an input meeting.
During the input meeting, practitioners present the current practices in their
context [14]. This meeting allows the review team to get a first approach to the
research questions and keywords when preparing search queries.
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At the end of this step, a team for the review has been formed. The team has
an initial view of the problem in the context of practitioners. The review team
has a preliminary sense of research in the field and defined some practicalities
like communication channels, meetings calendar, and follow-up meetings.

3.2 Develop the IRR protocol

For this step, we suggest two activities (see Fig. 2) related to define research
questions with practitioners and prepare and validate the search strategy and
inclusion/exclusion criteria.

The IRR protocol keeps track of the decisions and steps to conduct the
review [21,23]. During this step, the review team develops the protocol. However,
this step may be revisited and the protocol updated in several iterations as new
insights about both the context and the literature are gained [24,35]. This favors
the rigor of the study and the trust in the results. The protocol should contain
at least [24]:

– Problem definition
– Research questions
– Search strategy
– Exclusion criteria
– Synthesis methods
– Initial proposals on how to disseminate the results

Fig. 3. IRR follows a protocol that keeps track of decisions during the method

Research questions are crucial in the review because the search and knowledge
synthesis is based on them. Practical questions are more suitable for this type of
review, instead of general and broad questions [20]. Compared with SLRs, the
research question’s scope is narrower as the questions in IRR address practical
questions in a specific industry context [17,53].

Researchers are used to working with research questions; thus, they may
guide the formulation. They frame preliminary questions based on available lit-
erature and the practical problem. When defining research questions for IRR, it
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is essential to ensure alignment with practitioners’ terminology. Questions are
refined based on the exchange between the review team and practitioners to en-
sure that the final questions are relevant and include the particular practitioners’
context [24, 36]. After a preliminary search, the review teams should evaluate if
the research questions are suitable for an IRR according to the existent pri-
mary studies. If a preliminary search does not find related studies, it is probably
unsuitable to continue with this approach.

The IRR protocol includes the search strategy and the inclusion/exclusion
criteria. To define the search strategy, the review teams may consider insights
from the preliminary search, the terminology extracted from the interaction with
practitioners, and the identified context elements.

In an IRR, the review team uses shortcuts to reduce the number of sources
to analyze and find more specific papers. Some of the shortcuts include [17, 20,
27,33,36,50]:

– Base the review only in secondary studies
– Use only one search engine e.g., Scopus, Google Scholar
– Limit to only studies published in English
– Limit to specific journals and conferences
– Limit from some specific date range
– Limit according to the methodology of the study e.g., case studies.

If the review team may consult researchers with experience in the IRR topic,
they can conduct peer review on the search queries to verify that all related
terms are included [36,47]. Some other search strategies like snowballing [20] or
including grey literature may be considered if the review team has experience
with these techniques. Regarding the inclusion/exclusion criteria, fixing strict
exclusion criteria reduces the number of papers and thus favors rapidness [50].

This step should result in a preliminary version of the IRR protocol con-
taining research questions, and a preliminary version of the search strategy, and
inclusion/exclusion criteria. In addition, the review team may have initial ideas
about how results will be communicated and the type of reports and documents
to develop.

3.3 Search and select papers

Through the activities in this step (see Fig. 4), the review team performs the
search and selection of papers. These activities require high interaction with
practitioners to validate specific aspects such as terminology, the relevance of
specific studies, and context elements. The review team may decide to update or
extend the search of sources by conducting snowballing or manual search [20].
These decisions need to be updated in the IRR protocol.

With the search results, the review team applies the exclusion criteria to
select the set of papers included in the review. As in SLRs, the papers’ selection
may be divided into the following activities: Review the titles, read the title
and full abstract, and read the full paper. A common practice in medicine is
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Fig. 4. The search and selection of papers is a critical step to ensure the rapidness and
relevance of the IRR

that only one team member make decisions about inclusion/exclusion of studies.
Leaving the responsibility to only one reviewer reduces the time and avoids
solving discrepancies about including/excluding specific studies [17,23,30,50].

During this step, the review team may use tools to support the selection of
papers. Felizardo and Carver [18] conducted a systematic search for approaches
and tools to automate the SLR process. They found that selection of studies
is the activity with most tool support. In their study, the authors analyze the
different approaches and provide references to tools. At this point, the review
team has a set of papers to analyze to answer the research questions.

3.4 Extract and synthesize data

The activities in this step, see Fig.5, aim to prepare and develop the material
that will be used to disseminate the IRR results.

Before extracting information from research papers, the review team designs
initial reports that will be shared with practitioners. This allows the reviewers
to focus on what to search for in the papers. We suggest presenting the result as
narrative summaries. A narrative summary is a text that summarizes the findings
of the synthesis. More advanced methods like thematic analysis [13] may be used
only when having a large number of primary studies, and the process will not
impact the time to completion. The synthesis is mainly oriented to describe
research results through a narrative summary [22,45].

In a reaction meeting [14], the review team presents the IRR results to the
initial group of practitioners. The practitioners provide feedback and suggestions
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Fig. 5. During this task, the review team extracts and synthesizes information from
the selected paper to answer the research questions.

on how to communicate them to a larger audience. Keep in mind that software
engineers, with few exceptions, do not read scientific papers. Thus, the reports
need to be designed in a practitioner friendly manner [30]. Some alternatives
are visual abstracts [48], evidence briefings [12], presentations, seminars, and
posters.

3.5 Disseminate IRR results

Fig. 6. shows the suggested activities in this step to disseminate the IRR results.

Initially, the results are communicated to the practitioners involved in the
review. Later, the results may be shared with other practitioners in the same
organization. For some groups, the diffusion may require to adapt or create new
ways to share the results. For example, one group may need less scientific details,
while others may require only to present tools or source code. These strategies
and diffusion actions need to be coordinated with practitioners who know their
context and colleagues better.

Although an IRR’s main goal is not to produce a scientific publication, some
results may be relevant for academic audiences [33, 39]. If it is the case, the
researcher may find the appropriate medium and publish the results. Otherwise,
and following non-disclosure agreements, the results may be shared via social
networks or in other academic spaces such as workshops, university courses, and
online discussion.
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Fig. 6. The last step in conducting the review is to disseminate the results.

3.6 IRR evaluation

Once the IRR results have been disseminated, the review team and the practi-
tioners evaluate if the IRR results support the initial information needs. A possi-
ble result is that researchers and practitioners want to explore further a specific
topic or take another perspective. Thus, they identify new research questions
and apply the steps again. Another possible result may be the identification of
a gap in research. If it is the case, the results are a starting point to design and
support new research.

In our view, conducting an IRR is an opportunity for mutual understanding
between research and practice. When evaluating the IRR, consider besides the
outcomes the learnings by participating in the review. By getting involved in the
IRR, practitioners develop an awareness of research results and their application
in practice while researchers better understand industry challenges and their
context.

4 Discussion

RR emerged in medicine as a faster approach than systematic reviews to syn-
thesize knowledge from primary studies. While systematic reviews are well-
defined, rapid reviews is an umbrella term that includes a spectrum of related
methods. An important aspect of the approach presented in this work is the
knowledge exchange between researchers and practitioners. In medicine, there
are review groups that work on synthesizing knowledge for decision-making by
following standardized protocols accepted by the community. In software engi-
neering, knowledge synthesis is done by the knowledge-users themselves, either
researchers or engineers, with different approaches and varying degrees of rigor.
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In medicine, practitioners rely on and expect input from academia, while in
software engineering, new ideas may be more important than evidence for prac-
titioners approaching academia [55]. Proposed interventions need to be adapted
to and re-evaluated in the new context [54]. This can be seen as an argument for
allowing synthesizing knowledge in an earlier stage. However, to enable the valid-
ity assessment of the conclusions drawn, transparency and context-dependency
is key.

RR lack a unique method, but there are some similarities to traditional sys-
tematic reviews. Even if the RR approaches are expeditious, they follow a struc-
tural set of steps where the research questions are defined at the beginning of the
review, making it possible to track the review process and, if necessary, repeat
it. Transparency is important since the processes and decision making are faster
than in systematic reviews. For these reasons, all the decisions are documented
and reported.

Interactive Rapid reviews are conducted in less time than systematic reviews
since there is a requirement to have shorter feedback cycles when working with
practitioners who want to receive knowledge to affect their products, processes,
etc. One way of shortening the time in an IRR is to keep a narrow scope. Here a
balance must be decided between answering all relevant questions for a subject
and answering only the questions of interest in the collaboration between the
practitioners and the researcher. Compared to a traditional review, the selection
of subject scope is probably more dependent on practitioners’ interests. To what
extent this means that relevant and important areas in the literature is not
prioritized can be a question for further research.

Another way to decrease the time of IRR is to use shortcuts to expedite the
process. To satisfy the time restrictions, rapid reviews skip steps carried out in
traditional systematic reviews or limit some steps. Some examples are: avoiding
analysis of inter reviewer agreement, not conducting quantitative analysis, and
limiting the search, e.g. by language, time, or the number of databases. Here, a
balance must be decided between traditional rigor and obtaining information in
a timely way.

Rapid reviews have the potential to bring researchers closer to practitioners
and improve communication between them. IRRs aim to maintain professionals’
interest and commitment during the review and provide them with useful results.
For researchers, we see in IRR an opportunity to get closer to the industry,
gather data and information, which we believe is essential in software engineering
research.

We consider, like Wohlin [56], that working with industry is more about
knowledge exchange than about knowledge transfer. Consequently, our proposal
for IRRs is base on the idea that conducting a rapid review with practitioners
is an opportunity to establish a bidirectional dialogue where researchers and
practitioners get the chance to learn from each other. This interaction facilitates
mutual understanding, favors research relevance, and paves the way for future
collaborations.
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5 Conclusion and Future Work

Our proposal for IRR reinforces the interaction between researchers and practi-
tioners while performing the review. We believe such researcher-led, interactive
reviews may improve the knowledge exchange between researchers and software
engineering professionals. An IRR starts from a specific knowledge need from
practitioners, which implies that the topic is relevant for practitioners from the
beginning. During the review, practitioners are highly involved in refining the
research questions and defining the protocol, which increases the researchers’
understanding of the specific context. Throughout the selection of studies and
information extraction, researchers and practitioners keep communicating, con-
tributing to learning from each other. IIR results are disseminated in a practi-
tioner friendly way, making them easier to use.

According to the points mentioned above, we included in our proposal op-
portunities to focus on the researcher-practitioner exchange during the review.
Overall, we recognize in conducting rapid reviews an opportunity to establish a
bi-directional exchange between researchers and practitioners that enables future
joint work.

Finally, we identified the some potential benefits and challenges of conduct-
ing rapid reviews in software engineering. We envision that conducting rapid
reviews in collaboration with practitioners may: 1) incentivize a dialogue be-
tween researchers and practitioners, 2) provide research results to the industry
that are relevant for their context, 3) provide researchers opportunities to learn
about the practitioner’s problems and their context, and 4) develop networks
that could be the base for new collaborative projects.

Similarly, we find the following points as challenging while conducting a rapid
review. 1) Time constraints can influence the quality of the review. 2) There is
a lack of clear guidance on how to perform rapid reviews and tools to verify
the review’s quality. 3) There could be misunderstandings about the depth and
breadth of a rapid review. 4) There may be a lack of research results on the topic
selected. 5) Practitioners’ involvement may lead to bias due to practitioners’
oriented results.

To address these challenges, we suggest to: 1) keep a protocol that contain all
the decisions made in the review to evaluate the strength of conclusions, 2) follow
the guidelines proposed in this paper, 3) reinforce transparency as an essential
practice when working with industry, and 4) conduct a preliminary search and
refine the research questions to identify when there is no available literature in
the area, and 5) declare expectations from the beginning about the goals and
role of researchers.

As future work, we plan to validate this proposal empirically by studying
actual cases of rapid reviews with the industry and evaluate how rapid reviews
impact researcher-practitioner communication within and beyond a research col-
laboration.

* Emojis representing researchers and practitioners designed by OpenMoji – the
open-source emoji and icon project. License: CC BY-SA 4.0
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