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Design Science Research in Software Engineering by Storey, Enstrom, Host and Runeson, ESEM 2017.
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Technological Rule
(Theory Fragment)

To reduce errors in open source projects
use continuous integration.

To achieve an effect in a given context use / do intervention.

\ Technological Rules

van Aken, 2004
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A structured abstract is an
abstract with distinct, labeled
sections (e.g., Introduction,
Methods, Results, Discussion) for
rapid comprehension.

In comparison, visual
abstracts provide additional
insights with a more flexible
reading order
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COMPONENTS OF AN EFFECTIVE VISUAL ABSTRACT

Summarize Key Question

Being Addressed

Summary of
Outcomes

Impact of treating Iron Deficiency Anemia
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Who Created the Visual
Abstract (often the journal)

https://www.surgeryredesign.com/resources/
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Generic Visual Abstract

=

i

solution/intervention

Technological rule: To achieve effect/change in situation/context apply

5@

[
/" Problem Instance

<y

Problem

Studies to support[

conceptual
understanding of
the problem
instance

Understanding:

-

Concrete case of the
problem described in the

Technological Rule in terms

of real data and/or
stakeholders' needs

IE=b

/

Solution

~

-

J

Validation approach:
Studies to validate the

effect of the solution on
the problem instance

L

Concrete
implementation of the
solution described in the
Technological Rule

_4

Solution design
approach:
Studies or theoretical
foundation supporting
core design choises

solution

Relevance: Characteristics of the context that are likely to impact applicability and potential value of the proposed

Rigor: Characteristics of the three knowledge creating activities (problem understanding, solution design and in
context evaluation) that adds to the strength of the empirical support of the Technological Rule

Novelty: Positioning of the Technological Rule in terms of previous knowledge



Some feedback from you (already!)

How did the community receive this? Has it been
adopted?

What about lessons learned? Or limitations faced during
the research?



