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2 Mojica-Hanke et al.

1 Introduction

SE is defined by IEEE as “the application of a systematic, disciplined, quantifiable approach to the development, operation,

and maintenance of software” [72]. Over time, this discipline has refined, improved, and expanded existing software
development, operation, and maintenance approaches. In some of those processes, SE has been influenced by other
disciplines. SE has been influenced byML, which has been incorporated into multiple software engineering tasks. For
instance, ML has been included in tools for assisting in the coding, evaluation, or test processes in specific tasks such
as code completion [40, 90], code review [11], automated testing [13], and monitoring applications performance [35].
This influence is also the case in SE research, in which ML has been used in numerous studies that investigate the
applicability, efficiency, or usage of it in SE tasks, such as code completion [56], software testing [18], vulnerabilities
detection [54], and code representation/embedding [25]. All in all, ML has influenced SE in many aspects; when this
is about the application of ML to SE, it is called Machine Learning for Software Engineering (ML4SE) [e.g., 31, 57].
Complementary to ML4SE, when software engineers use knowledge from their tools, methods, or processes in ML, is
coined as Software Engineering for Machine Learning (SE4ML) [e.g., 66, 86].

Other aspects of SE directly impacted by the interaction between SE and ML, are the reviewing process of articles
and SE education. First, since SE researchers are using ML in their studies, which are being submitted to multiple SE
journals [e.g., 2, 49], conferences [e.g., 5, 24, 48], or workshops [e.g., 1, 6], those submissions should be reviewed by a set
of people who have experience and knowledge in both topics (ML and SE). We note that this does not mean that the
reviewers may not also require additional expertise, e.g., if non-ML baselines like search-based techniques are used as
comparison. Second, ML is being included as part of formal SE and computer science education. For instance, ML is
being introduced in the in-person curriculum [e.g., 3, 70, 73, 75–77] and online curriculum degrees [e.g., 71, 74, 94] of
the aforementioned programs.

In the past years, the SE community has been trying to understand the synergy between ML and SE, particularly
ML4SE, by using different approaches to understand and improve it. These approaches vary from the subjects to
be analyzed to the execution plan and the conducted analysis. Some groups of studies used as subjects questions-
and-answers communities, like Stack Overflow [4], or version control systems like GitHub [39] to gain insights into
trending ML topics [17] and challenges when using ML [e.g., 10, 41, 51] by analyzing the data with different approaches,
e.g., manually [41, 51] or by using ML models [17]. Another group of studies focused on using existing research as
subjects to understand the SE tasks that have been addressed with ML [57, 97] or the ML or deep learning techniques
used [e.g., 57, 97] in those previous studies. Some other studies use the authors’ own experience while researching and
using ML or while monitoring students’ projects to gather insights about challenges, issues, or pitfalls [e.g., 14, 64],
guidelines/practices [e.g., 14, 19, 64], and best practices [e.g., 101]. Another effort to obtain insights into ML4SE and
SE4ML about best practices [e.g., 86, 87], ML stages [e.g., 12], mismatches [e.g., 63], or ML challenges [e.g., 12] is being
made by studying researchers, developers, and companies as a complement or not to the aforementioned approaches.

All of the previous work has contributed to the body of knowledge about the interaction betweenML and SE. However,
to the best of our knowledge, there is no study that takes into account the different perspectives previously mentioned
(i.e., researchers, educators, and reviewers) regarding the synergy between ML and SE. In particular, concerning the
perspectives of practitioners, as previously mentioned, a significant effort is being made to understand their challenges
and practices. Nonetheless, a small number of studies focused on practitioners whose primary role is research in SE and
on understanding what is understood as best ML practices for our community (SE). Concerning the educators’ and
reviewers’ perspectives, there is no study from the perspective of teaching ML in the SE field or from the perspective
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Perspective of SE Researchers on ML Practices 3

of reviewing SE research that uses ML, even though there is an ever growing body of research on such topics. This
indicates that this may both be a valuable data source for understanding practices, but also an interesting study object
to understand the current state of practice.

Taking into account the previously mentioned aspects of ML4SE and the current work being done to understand
and improve that synergy, we propose a study focused on gaining insights into this synergy between ML and SE. In
particular, our goal is to contribute to the previously mentioned body of knowledge with an exploratory analysis aimed
at analyzing: i) which practices are being declared by SE researchers (e.g., practices reported in SE articles or practices
explicitly mentioned by SE researchers); ii) what is considered as a best ML practice by surveying authors of SE research;
iii) what are the challenges faced when applying ML in SE by SE researchers that are not located in a single company or
the same group of authors; and iv) what is considered important when teaching ML in a SE context, as well as v) what
guidelines considered when reviewing applications/usages of ML in SE. Therefore, the contributions of our research are
the following:

• SE research articles commonly use practices related to the training of models and their functional
evaluation (e.g., accuracy), preparation of data for evaluation (e.g., train-test split), and report on how data is
collected or re-used, the usage of baselines, and data cleaning methods applied. Overall, SE researchers
use almost all practices mentioned in the literature, except when it comes to deployment, which is only rarely
considered in research articles.

• SE researchers commonly also talk about using hyperparameter tuning, the involvement of human expertise in
evaluations, conducting exploratory data analysis, manual validation, considering non-functional aspects, and
evaluating models in specific scenarios. While all aspects are also sometimes used in research articles, they are
not consistently used (≤20% of research articles). This indicates a gap between what we consider to be best
practices and what is used within research articles.

• The challenges that SE researchers face when applying ML are mainly data-related (e.g., data collection,
ground truth, data cleaning, data quality, and information leaks). Evaluation beyond accuracy, e.g., of non-
functional aspects and involving human experts, is also seen as a major challenge.

• Aspects to consider when reviewing ML in SE research cover a wide range of different aspects (e.g., considering
the quality of the process followed, checking the validity of the results). Guidelines from related fields
cover many aspects also seen as relevant for reviewing SE research. However, we identified several SE-
specific aspects, e.g., assessment of non-functional aspects, qualitative assessments, and involvement
of human experts, that are not yet sufficiently covered by existing guidelines, highlighting the need for
specific complementary guidelines for research in the intersection between ML and SE.

• The literature and our study both highlight hands-on activities as an important method for teaching ML in
a SE context. While the literature focuses almost exclusively on such methods, our expert interviews also indicate
that traditional teaching methods (e.g., courses, text resources) are considered to be common as well. We also
found that our experts put a high value on non-functional aspects of ML when teaching, e.g., human-centered
ML.

The remaining of the article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the related work. This is followed by
Section 3, in which we specify the challenges identified in the related work, which leads to a set of research questions
presented in Section 4. This is followed by Section 5, in which we describe our research protocol, including materials,
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4 Mojica-Hanke et al.

variables, execution plan, and analysis plan. Next, in Section 6, we present the results, followed by a discussion of the
results in Section 7, in which we also present the threats to validity. Finally, we conclude in Section 8.

2 Related work

In this section, we describe previous papers that are related to our report. Previous works have focused on four main
topics: i) ML (best) practices [e.g., 14, 101]; ii) challenges in ML [e.g., 19]); iii) aspects that should be considered when
teaching ML [e.g., 58, 88]; and iv) aspects that should be considered when reviewing SE research/tools/papers that use
ML. Note that these topics are interrelated, and previous work could focus on more than one previously mentioned
topic (e.g., literature that discussed challenges and ML practices [e.g., 46, 64, 91]. In particular, the first and second topics
are interrelated, so they are presented in a single subsection below.

2.1 ML (Best) Practices and Challenges

Parts of the previous work has focused on ML practices and challenges based on their own authors’ experience or

experience in a similar environment (e.g., a single company)1 while teaching [e.g., 64], doing research [e.g., 14, 19, 64],
or applying ML [e.g., 14, 19, 22, 46, 64, 91, 101]. Those studies discuss different practices such as “keep the first model

simple and get the infrastructure right” [101], “ensure you have a problem that both can and should be solved by AI” [46],
“correlated metrics must be mitigated (e.g., removed) in models” [91], and monitor that “data invariants hold in training

and serving inputs” [22]. In addition, some studies also discuss ML challenges such as “data snooping” [14], “label
inaccuracy” [14, 19], “not engaging with stakeholders” [19], “statistical and social bias” [19], and “data leakage” [64].
This shows not only interest in understanding ML practices and challenges but also interest in different aspects/steps
required for building an ML-enabled system. This first approach, studies based on authors’ experience, allows an
in-depth understating of the reasons for identifying practices and challenges since they are based on the authors’
experiences. However, the experience could be limited to a specific type of context (e.g., specific types of industries,
projects, or research).

Another group of studies lists a set of practices and challenges mainly from question-and-answering communities

such as Stack Overflow or version control and collaboration platforms such as Github. Most of these studies mainly focus
on challenges/difficulties and issues encountered and discussed on those platforms, studying challenges in different ML
libraries [51], problems with the documentation of ML libraries [43], issues in ML libraries [42], and an overview of ML
challenges [10]. Mojica-Hanke et al. [69] also investigated posts in question-and-answering systems with the purpose of
finding best ML practices discussed by practitioners in ML-related post questions.

A third group of studies discusses ML practices and challenges based on the analysis of previous publications. In
particular,Watson et al. [97] present a systematic literature review on the use of Deep Learning (DL) in SE, describing
the type of SE data used, the SE tasks for which DL was used, how the data was prepared, and the DL models used. In
addition, Kotti et al. [57] conducted a tertiary study that analyzed 83 ML4SE secondary studies published between 2009
and 2022. In their analysis, Kotti et al. classified the studies according to the following aspects: the SE task(s) addressed,
the SE knowledgeable area covered, and the ML techniques mentioned in the studies, obtaining a set of challenges and
actions, for the ML domain, that could be helpful for the industry and researchers in the SE domain.

While previous work has made exhaustive efforts to identify multiple challenges and practices when using ML, with
the previously mentioned approaches, using only the last two approaches (i.e., extract or validate the information from

1By this, we mean that the practices were retrieved only from this single data source. Some studies used external experts to further validate these results,
e.g., [14].
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Perspective of SE Researchers on ML Practices 5

a piece of written information in online communities or existing research articles), do not allow a follow-up discussion
or inquiries, that helps to have a better understanding of the perspective of the authors or their community. Therefore,
since our study wants to understand ML and SE practices from different perspectives, in the following paragraphs, we
describe in more detail the studies that enable this kind of interaction (i.e., follow-up, verification, or validation) with
ML researchers/practitioners.

Clemmedsson [27] presents a set of ML pitfalls extracted with a literature review; afterward, the pitfalls were validated
with four semi-structured interviews with participants from four different financial companies with different levels of
ML adoption and experience. As a result, they concluded that the main three pitfalls relate to the lack of experience,
data and to the preference of short-term solutions over long term solutions in ML projects.

Serban et al. [86, 87] extracted 37 best ML practices and six SE traditional practices from gray-and-white literature.
In which their importance and adoption in developer teams were studied via a survey. They distributed the survey
using a snowball strategy, starting with their network, then it was also openly distributed through channels used
by practitioners (e.g., Twitter, Medium, and HackerNoon). Subsequently, they analyzed 313 [86] and 42 [87] useful
responses in order to understand practices’ importance and adoption in development teams. As a result they identified
that larger teams tend to adopt more practices [86]. They also identified that practice adoption for trustworthy ML is
relatively low, in particular, practices related to assuring the security of ML components [87].

While the two previous studies conducted follow-up surveys [86, 87] and interviews [27], after identifying practices
or/and pitfalls in literature, both of them were targeted to a specific audience. In the case of Serban et al. [86, 87],
they focused on ML practitioners with a developers team, and Clemmedsson [27] focused on developers in financial
technology companies. In our study, we do not focus on the perspective of practitioners whose main role is being a
developer, but on a practitioner who is mainly focused on research. Furthermore, we do not distribute the survey in an
open approach (e.g., social networks). We use purposive sampling, joined with a snowballing approach, to control the
quality of the responses, as well as the target audience.

Lewis et al. [63] studied mismatches2 in ML-enabled systems. For this, they conducted interviews followed up with a
survey. Lewis et al. identified that most mismatches occurred when an incorrect assumption was made about a trained
model and the importance of sharing information about it varies depending on the role. While Lewis et al. [63] study
the mismatches that occur in the process of building ML-enabled systems from the different role’s perspectives, we
want to focus on the difficulties faced by researchers in general way (challenges) not only due to miscommunication or
lack of information.

Amershi et al. [12] studied ML projects in Microsoft. They executed a semi-structured interviews and open-ended
questionnaire that inquired about existing ML practices and challenges in the nine stages (see Table 1) for building
a large-ML-enabled system. After the analysis of 551 responses of the questionnaire, they identified that traditional
challenges and needs in SE differ from the ones faced on ML applications (e.g., “versioning the data needed for ML is

much more complex and difficult than other types of software engineering [12]” ). On the topic of education, they found
that while “education and training” were negatively correlated with personal Artificial Intelligence (AI) experience
(i.e., people with less AI experience found education and training to be more important than people with more AI
experience), “educating others” was positively correlated with AI experience.

Even though the study conducted by Amershi et al. [12] has a broader scope, trying to understand essential aspects
inside Microsoft when building ML applications, from different perspectives, it is mainly focused on large-scale ML

2Mismatch: “a problem that occurs in the development, deployment, and operation of an ML-enabled system due to incorrect assumptions made about
system elements by different stakeholders (roles): data scientist, software engineer, and operations, that results in a negative consequence” [63]
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6 Mojica-Hanke et al.

Table 1. Machine Learning pipeline stages by Amershi et al. [12].

ML Pipeline Stage Description of the ML Pipeline Stages by Amershi et al. [12]

Model Requirements Designers decide which features are feasible to implement with machine learning and
which can be useful for a given existing product or for a new one.

Data Collection Teams look for and integrate available datasets (e.g., internal or open source) or collect
their own.

Data Cleaning Involves removing inaccurate or noisy records from the dataset, a common activity to all
forms of data science.

Data Labeling Assigns ground truth labels to each record.
Feature Engineering Refers to all activities that are performed to extract and select informative features for

machine learning models.
Model Training The chosen models (using the selected features) are trained and tuned on the clean,

collected data and their respective labels.
Model Evaluation The engineers evaluate the output model on tested or safeguard datasets using

pre-defined metrics.
Model Deployment The inference code of the model is deployed.
Model Monitoring The deployed model is monitored for possible errors during real-world execution.

systems, it was focused on a single company (Microsoft), and the educational perspective is a non-traditional education
(e.g., workshops, talks, forums). The insights obtained from this study could differ when trying to understand the
relevant aspects of teaching/applying and researching ML in a different environment (e.g., non-large scale ML systems,
developers/researchers that work on companies not as large as Microsoft, formal training context).

2.2 Aspects Considered when Reviewing ML in a SE context

When reviewing SE research, general guidelines for reviewers are provided by the journals (e.g., guidelines for Transac-
tions on Software Engineering and Methodology (TOSEM) [38] and conferences (e.g., guidelines for the International
Conference of Software Engineering (ICSE) [81] in which general instructions are presented to the reviewers, such as
searching and evaluating for novelty, relevance, significance, (technical) soundness, quality of writing/presentation,
and an appropriate state-of-the-art. Similar criteria are also established in the ML community [e.g., 52, 78], showing the
importance of those general aspects when reviewing research. However, often, those concepts are not clear [e.g., 83],
and are not focused on the particular challenges, practices, and pitfalls that could be present when applying ML in SE.

When searching for more concrete studies that analyze or describe guidelines when reviewing SE studies, it is
possible to find some studies whose main goal is to provide guidelines for SE empirical research [16, 26, 55, 83]. From
which two of them [16, 26] are the continuation of the main study [83] and will be described together.

Ralph et al. [83] present “a brief public document that communicates expectations for a specific kind of study (e.g., a
questionnaire survey)”. In this study, beyond general standards, standards for 18 different kinds of empirical studies
are included, such as Action Research, Grounded Theory, Repository Mining, and Data Science. In those standards,
ML is included as a tool for different types of studies like Data Science and Repository Mining. However, when ML is
identified as a tool in studies for Repository Mining, the reader is redirected to the Data Science guidelines. In those
guidelines, attributes, patterns, and anti-patterns are presented when ML is used as a data-centric tool to analyze SE
phenomena or artifacts. However, ML4SE can also interact in broader aspects than analyzing phenomena in SE. In
Manuscript submitted to ACM



Perspective of SE Researchers on ML Practices 7

addition, since the practices apply to data-centric analysis methods in general, the practices could be broad, and not
focused on punctual problems that ML presents e.g., biasing a model or leaking data.

Regarding the complementary studies of the previous study [83] , the first complementary study [16] is the formal-
ization of a tool that allows the creation of a checklist for the standards when writing or reviewing empirical studies.
The second complementary study [26] presents a tutorial in which the standards for a specific type of empirical study
(Mining Software) are described. And the same comparisons made with the main study applies to them.

Kapoor et al. [55] more than as set of guidelines for reviewing ML studies, provides recommendation on how to
conduct and report research that uses ML. The recommendations are a consensus of 19 researchers across multiple fields
and covers topics from defining the goal and motivation of the use of ML methods, to how to presents generalizability
and limitations of the research, analyzing also aspects such as data preprocessing, quality and leakage; model design;
computational reproducibility; and metrics and uncertainty.

2.3 Aspects Considered when Teaching ML in a SE context

We have identified previous works that have studied relevant aspects, practices, or challenges while teaching ML at
different levels of education, including from kindergarten to 12𝑡ℎ grade (K-12) [e.g., 37, 65, 92, 100], undergraduate [e.g.,
8, 47, 85] and master levels [e.g., 8, 88, 95]. However, the education levels from kindergarten to 12𝑡ℎ (K-12) are out of
our scope. Therefore, in the following, we will discuss only the previous work related to higher education.

Huang and Ma [47] studied the use of teaching ML employing an authentic [45] and active learning [20] tool3 with
first-year students of engineering disciplines. Some of the insights identified after conducting a survey with the students
are i) the students showed a great interest in learning ML when real-world examples were presented; ii) there was a
strong correlation between student’s interest in learning ML and their knowledge of machine learning applications in
their own discipline; and iii) the students appreciate more lectures on complex topics/tasks after they had executed an
assigned ML project, than before the project.

Sahu et al. [85] compared two different methods of teaching ML to junior Electrical Engineering students. The
first method consisted of stand-alone workshops, and the second one consisted of hands-on activities side-by-side
with regular content. This second method enabled the creation of links between the activities and ML concepts. The
evaluation of both methods was done via pre-/post tests and a survey. When analyzing the results, they identified that
the second approach was a more effective tool for delivering ML content since it provided context to the problem that
the students were solving.

Acquaviva [8] summarizes faced challenges and best practices established during years of teaching ML for the
Physical Sciences (e.g., Astronomy, Physics, Chemistry, and Earth Sciences) at the undergraduate and graduate levels.
In the article, the author includes practices such as i) using mixed techniques, from traditional lectures to hands-on
programming exercises, and ii) having a good set of “materials is not only important for students, who tend to be resourceful

and resilient, but also to widen the pool of instructors that can teach” the subject. Regarding the challenges, the author
presented some persistent ones, such as “finding effective ways to teach across-discipline concepts, such as uncertainty

estimation or interpretability.”

Van der Vlist et al. [95] used the Embodied Intelligence [e.g., 23, 80] method to teach ML (i.e., the concepts of
Q-Learning and neural networks) to master design students by embodying the learning systems into Lego Mindstorm
NXT, giving the students something tangible to understand and interact with the system. After conducting the case

3public Google site repository and a course project
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8 Mojica-Hanke et al.

studies, the authors concluded that having a tangible machine and a positive association with the tool (Lego) motivated
the students. In addition, the authors also concluded that “the students with less technology affinity successfully completed

the course, while the students with more technology affinity excelled towards solving advanced problems.”

Shouman et al. [88] present a report about experiences from teaching two master practical courses, one introductory
and one advanced lecture, with students with different backgrounds. The courses were taught via Zoom and had two
phases: a teaching phase and a project phase. The authors evaluated the students’ progress via graded homework
and project work, and the feedback from the students was provided via an online survey. This survey consisted of
multiple-choice questions in which the students were asked about their ML skills, and the different teaching methods
used during the courses; the survey also had two open questions for further feedback. After analyzing the results of
the survey and their own experiences, the authors had some learned lessons, such as i) coding tasks based on realistic
use-cases are successful methods; ii) live coding (by the instructor or a classmate) contributed to a better learning
experience; and iii) Jupyter Notebooks are a flexible environment. However, they can result in the inability to work
outside them.

Regarding studies more focused on the relation between SE and AI/ML in an educational setting, some studies
analyze different aspects, e.g., the usage of generative tools for SE [99], the integration of AI tools in SE education
[30, 96]. Other full studies, have studied teaching AI with a special focus on software engineers/computer scientists at
the graduate or the undergraduate level (e.g., [9, 44, 53, 60, 61, 67]). Since we are interested in aspects that should be
considered when teaching AI to a SE audience, we will focus on the last group of studies.

Acuna [9] discusses the experience of developing a course that introduces data science to undergraduate and graduate
students, covering ML techniques. For the course, they map the Software Engineering Body of Knowledge (SWEBOK)
v3 [21] areas to specific topics in their data science course. They conclude that this alignment between SWEBOK and
data science domains is feasible and provides a context for SE students to learn concepts.

Lanubile et al. [60, 61] present lessons learned from a hands-on course that covers the end-to-end ML component life
cycle (i.e., from model building to production deployment), targeted to students that already have experience in ML and
SE. Regarding teaching methodology, they identified that the most helpful methodology to learn for the students was
the project-based nature of the course and the team work. In addition, they identified that some of the most useful
practices for the students were code versioning and experiment tracking.

Mashkoor et al. [67] designed a graduate-level course for students with mixed backgrounds (i.e., students from AI or
SE), with the goal of teaching “how to employ state-of-the-art SE practices to engineer AI-intensive systems” [67]. This
course included lecture-based instruction, collaborative learning and group projects. The lessons learned presented
after the execution of the course include that having interdisciplinary groups work, as well as the hands-on approach
from real-world problems and peer learning had a positive effect. In addition, they present that both background groups
learned new tools and platforms. They also describe that giving constant and constructive feedback also helps in the
learning experience.

Kaestner and Kang [53] created a course for higher education but with a different focus to the previously presented
related work, Software Engineering for Artificial Intelligence (SE4AI), in which they were interested in teaching “how
software engineering techniques can be used to build better systems with or around AI components” [53]. After teaching
the course, they formulated a number of recommendations, including finding challenging scenarios for the students to
seriously consider the efficiency of the system. The use of practical examples was useful, and real-life use/applications
of AI should be considered. There is a lack of tooling for emerging tasks in AI and also for data management in an
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Perspective of SE Researchers on ML Practices 9

educational setting. Note that although this study has the opposite focus SE4AI, in their course they teach concepts and
present challenges from both areas (i.e., SE and AI), therefore is relevant for our study.

While most of the previous work in identifying key aspects when teaching ML has executed specific case studies
for teaching ML in higher education [e.g., 8, 9, 47, 53, 55, 60, 85, 95] or presents lessons learned based on their own
experience during years of teaching [e.g., 8], our approach rely on the experiences of educators that have been teaching
ML in different institutions during multiple years. This gives us a broader perspective that is not focused on experiences
from a single institution or pair of institutions (e.g., two universities).

3 Research Challenges

In this section, we present the challenges (CHs) identified in the related work for each of the topics. Our report is aimed
at overcoming four key challenges that software researchers face while working on Machine Learning:

• CH1: Omitting software researchers perspective from best ML practices. We are not aware of the current
(best) ML practices that software engineering researchers consider, report, or use when applying ML in SE. This
is due to the fact that the current state-of-the-art does not focus on SE researchers as the main subjects of study,
or if it does, it is not based on a diverse curated set of researchers. In particular:
– CH1.1: We disregard the ML practices that are being used in SE research studies when ML is used as part of
them.

– CH1.2: We have an unclear concept of what is considered a “professional procedure that is accepted or prescribed
as being correct or most effective” [32] (best practice) when applying ML in SE research.

– CH1.3: We do not have a clear idea of what is considered an ML practice by SE researchers.
• CH2:We do not have a clear picture of what challenges SE researchers face when applying ML in SE
that is based on a curated and diverse set of researchers.

• CH3: Reviewing software research concentrated on ML applicability.We are not familiar with the relevant
aspects that should be taken into account when reviewing research that is centered in SE topics that use ML.

• CH4: Teaching Machine Learning for Software Engineering.We ignore the relevant aspects that should
be taken into account when teaching ML in the specific context of computer science or software engineering
programs, e.g., when teaching about ML4SE or SE4ML.

4 Research questions

The goal of this study is to understand different perspectives on ML practices and challenges. In order to achieve these
goals, and align with the previous challenges, we investigate the following four research questions:

• RQ111:What are the ML practices that are used and declared by SE researchers when using ML?

– RQ1.11.11.1:What are the ML practices used in SE research articles?
– RQ1.21.21.2:What are the ML best practices declared by the authors of SE research articles?
– RQ1.31.31.3:What are the ML practices declared by SE researchers?

• RQ222: What are the difficulties/challenges faced by researchers when applying ML for SE research?

• RQ333: What are the significant aspects that should be considered when reviewing SE research that has used ML?

• RQ444: What are the significant aspects that should be considered when teaching ML from a perspective of SE?

With this set of questions, as previously mentioned, we want to gain a better understanding of different aspects that
should be considered when using ML. In particular, ML practices and challenges faced by SE researchers, reviewers,
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and educators. In this sense, the study has a main focus on ML4SE. This is due to the practices and challenges that
belong to the ML domain and are being applied in SE. However, our study follows a SE4ML approach as the process of
identifying and coding the practices needed to answer the questions comes from the SE domain.

5 Research Protocol

In this section, we define the materials, variables, execution plan, and analysis plan of our research protocol. A general
overview of the following steps described in this section is depicted in Fig. 1.

Collect SE that 
match search 

criteria

Automatic pre-
filtering based on 

the number of 
pages

Manual pre-filtering 
that matches the 

criteria

Purposive 
sampling of ML 

researchers

Contact influential 
ML researchers and  

send an initial 
survey

Randomly select 
candidates for a 

follow up interview

Execute the 
interviews Manual coding

Stratified sampling 
per venue and year of 

SE articles

Contact authors and 
send survey about 

used ML BP

Manual coding

Manual coding

RQ       1.1
Var1 - Var3

Var1 , Var2 RQ       1.2

Var1 – Var4

RQ       2Var5

RQ         3Var6

RQ       4Var7

RQ       1.3

A 1    A 2    A 3    

A 4.1    

A 4.2    

A 5.1    

A 5.2    

B 1    B 2    B 3    B 4    B 5    

Fig. 1. Research Protocol steps and their relation with the Variables (Var) and the ResearchQuestions (RQs).

5.1 Materials

Our study is mainly based on SE research articles published in 𝐴∗ conferences from 2011 to 2022 and SE researchers
that use ML, which we used to identify suitable subjects.

5.1.1 Subjects. We have three groups of subjects in our study:

SE research articles.
Authors of at least one paper in the complete set of the above-mentioned SE articles ( ).
SE researchers that use ML.

SE research articles. We search papers that match the query “machine learning” in the ACM digital library
and IEEE Explore engines in the period between 2011 and 2022 from the three top 𝐴∗ SE conferences in the CORE
ranking [50], i.e., ASE, FSE, and ICSE (see Fig. 1, step ). Our rationale for this narrow focus on few, highly ranked
conferences is that the selection of research articles for these venues is extremely competitive and the rigor of the
review process is well documented, meaning that published research articles should follow what the community deems
to be good practices. We note that this does not mean, nor do we intend to imply, that this may not be the case for other
venues (e.g., high-impact journals or topical conferences). For this, we execute the following queries while varying the
venue and the year (e.g., Venue: ICSE, Year: 2011):
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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• ACM Digital Library: Venue: ICSE ’11: Proceedings Of The 33rd International Conference On

Software Engineering. Search criteria: [All: "machine learning"] AND [E-Publication Date:

(01/01/2011 TO 12/31/2011)]

• IEEE Explore: Venue: 2011 33rd International Conference on Software Engineering (ICSE).

Search criteria: “machine learning”

In addition to this, we execute additional filtering to reduce the number of possible false positives (i.e., research
articles that mention the keywords “machine learning” but do not use it) to analyze. We keep the SE research articles
that fulfill the following criteria:

• Research articles with at least 10 pages long.
• Research articles that are not tutorials or keynotes.
• Research articles in which it is mentioned/described at least one of the ML pipeline stages.
• Research articles related to software engineering and SE for ML.

This second filtering is done, as previously described, to reduce the number of possible false positives that are
analyzed in the following steps in the analysis plan. The first aforementioned criterion is executed automatically with a
Python script (see Fig. 1, step ), which reads the metadata of the articles and determines the length of each article.
The rest of the criteria in this pre-filtering is executed by at least two people per article, and Krippendorff’s alpha [59]
is computed as a coefficient of inter-rater reliability (IRR); see Fig. 1, step . Once we have this complete sample

of pre-filtered research articles ( ), due to the popularity of the ML topic and in order to have a sample that can be
manually analyzed, one-fifth of the research articles is be selected with stratified sampling by venue (e.g., FSE) and year
(e.g., 2011); see Fig. 1, step .

We executed a search for over 10 years(2011–2022), executing the queries previously described, obtaining a total
of 1398 articles. From this set, we executed the filter of automatic pre-filtering, giving us a set of 1,015 in which we
executed the manual round of pre-filtering, obtaining a group of 580 “pre-filtered” research articles. For this pre-filtering
process, we had an IRR score of 0.668, which is an agreement level that allows us to keep the data and draw tentative
conclusions [59]). To mitigate the risk of noise within our research articles, we further discussed all disagreements
between raters to come to a commonly agreed judgment regarding inclusion. With the stratified sampling, we obtained
a total of 117 articles.4

Authors of at least one research article in the complete set of pre-filtered research articles in the SE
articles ( ). To identify our first group of SE researchers that uses ML for SE tasks, we sample from the complete
list of authors the first and last authors of the complete set of articles identified in the previous subject group (Fig. 1,
step ). This is based on the assumption that the first author is the one who contributes the most to a research
article. Therefore, they have a better understanding of the research article. In addition, the selection of the last author is
based on the assumption that, in many cases, the last author is the principal investigator. After sampling the required
authors, we extract the authors’ contact information (name and email) using a Python script to read the metadata of the
research articles. Subsequently, two people look for i) mismatches between names and emails (i.e., the email matches
with another author’s name); ii) cases where there are different emails per a single author; and iii) empty names or
emails (i.e., emails/names are not able to be extracted with the script). In the cases in which the same author has more
than one email associated, we choose the more recent one (by using the publication date). Additionally, in the case
in which the authors’ emails are not present in the research article, we search for the authors’ public website. After

4one-fifth of 580 is 116, but in order to keep the strata/groups’ proportions and doing the corresponding rounding we sampled 117 articles
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having the list of SE researchers, we send them a survey inquiring about possible ML best practices that they used in
the articles previously identified in the complete set of SE research articles (Fig. 1, step ), a step that is explained
in a follow-up section (Section 5.3).

In the complete set of SE research articles ( ), we identified 2,792 authors, of which 1,734 were unique,5 and on
average, each author has written 1.6 articles. Then, we extracted only the first and last authors, which gave us a sample
of 829 authors, from which we could identify an email address for 769, which we contacted and sent the survey. From
those authors, 58 responsed.

SE researchers that use ML. This second group of SE researchers that use ML in their studies is selected with
purposive sampling [79] (Fig. 1, step ). The participants are academic contacts of the authors, who are influential
researchers in the field of Machine Learning for Software Engineering (ML4SE). For this second group of researchers, we
send a survey asking for demographic information (Fig. 1, step ), and from those who answer, a random sub-sample
of a maximum of 20 is selected (Fig. 1, step ). Then, a post-hoc interview is conducted with this sub-sample, in which
we ask questions related to machine-learning best practices, challenges, and their perspective not only as researchers
but also as reviewers and educators. This step, Fig. 1 - step , is explained in a follow-up section (Section 5.3).

We contacted a total of 38 influential ML researchers,6 from whom 19 responded to the survey. Since the number of
respondents was less than 20,7 we could not randomly select 20 participants to interview. Therefore, the 19 researchers
were contacted to conduct the follow-up interviews. From this, we were able to interview 14 of them.8

5.2 Variables

We study seven main variables, depicted in Table 2. This table also shows the relation between each variable and each
group of subjects previously defined, and as it can be seen, not all variables are studied (✓) in every subject group. For
the Practice variable, we identify three sub-variables: Input, Technique, and Purpose/output, in order to have a deeper
understanding of what composes a practice.

5.3 Execution Plan

Once the subjects are identified, as well as the variables studied for each one of them (see Section 5.1.1 and Section 5.2),
we collect the data needed for a subsequent step of manually coding the values for all the variables. For this last step,
we use procedures from Grounded Theory [89], focusing only on open coding, where concepts and their properties are
identified; and axial coding, where connections between the codes are identified. We do not execute selective coding,
where a core category is identified since our goal is not to create a theory. This aligns with Strauss and Corbin [89],
where it is described that a researcher may use only some of its procedures to meet one’s research goals. Since we use
the codes generated by this manual coding as input for further qualitative analysis, we describe the manual coding as
part of the execution plan and not as part of the analysis. In the following paragraphs, we describe how the manual
coding is executed, taking into account the different subjects previously described.

5If an author appeared multiple times with different names, it is considered as a different author. It can also happen the opposite, two different authors
with the same name were considered the same author.
6A total of 40 researchers were contacted via email. However, two of the emails were invalid. The researchers were all authors of multiple research
articles at highly ranked venues (e.g., TOSEM, TSE, ICSE, FSE, ASE).
720 was the initial number established and submitted as part of the protocol
8Of these, 11 were professors or senior researchers in industrial research labs at the time of the interview, and 3 were PhD students in their final year
with exceptional track records.
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ID Name Description

Var1 Practice The actual application or use of a method [33] used in a ML
pipeline.

✓ ✓ ✓

Var1.1 Input The input required for the method in order to be executed.
For example, the data (including the type) that is needed to
train a Random Forest (method). The input can be
elements/results of previous steps in the ML pipeline, e.g.,
cleaned-data, trained model.

✓ ✓ ✓

Var1.2 Technique A way of doing something [34]. In particular, it is a way of
executing a possible action in the ML pipeline. In other
words, the method that is being applied.

✓ ✓ ✓

Var1.3 Purpose/output The reason for applying certain techniques which will lead
to an output. In our terms, this variable represents the
reason (which includes the output) for applying a
Technique to a specific Input.

✓ ✓ ✓

Var2 ML pipeline
stages

ML stages that are associated to a practice. The possible
stages are based on the ML pipeline proposed by Amershi et
al. [12]

✓ ✓ ✓

Var3 SE tasks Software engineering tasks that are addressed using ML. ✓ — ✓

Var4 Quality
attributes

Properties that a ML-enabled system could have. — — ✓

Var5 ML challenges Challenges faced when developing and researching ML
including possible difficulties faced when assuring the
Quality attributes in a ML system.

— — ✓

Var6 Reviewer’s
perspective

Important aspects that should be considered when
reviewing research articles that use ML.

— — ✓

Var7 Educator’s
perspective

Aspects and tools that should be considered when teaching
ML.

— — ✓

Table 2. Analyzed variables, including the associated group(s) of subject(s). The group of subjects are represented by the icons,
previously defined. : SE research articles, : Authors of SE articles, : SE researchers that use ML.

5.3.1 Manual Coding for the SE articles. This inductive coding [62] process uses as input the sub-sample of articles ( )
and is conducted by a group of seven people (see Fig. 1, step ). First, the set of articles are distributed between the
coders, always guaranteeing that each article is assigned to two taggers. Then, each group of two authors independently
code all the possible variables (see Section 5.2) in each of the assigned articles. Subsequently, a third independent author
reviews the assigned codes and performs a merge between the two groups of the identified codes. In this case, the
merging process is executed with the main purpose of having a complete picture of the possible codes for the variables,
e.g., Practice, since one of the coders could miss to identify a code, rather than contradict the other coder. However,
since having contradicting codes is possible, the third independent author also reviews the input article and conveys a
decision on the codes. This merging process is executed by three of the authors (i.e.,𝑚𝑟𝑎1,𝑚𝑟𝑎2, and𝑚𝑟𝑎3). In which
one of these authors (𝑚𝑟𝑎1) executes the merging process in all the labeling processes in which she was not involved.
The rest of the labeled articles are merged by the other two authors (i.e.,𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑎2 and𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑎3), and they merge the labels in
which they were not involved (e.g.,𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑎2 merges the labeling in which𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑎1 and𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑎3 are involved).

Manuscript submitted to ACM



14 Mojica-Hanke et al.

After the three involved authors execute the merging process, we have discussion rounds between two authors for
conveying to an initial set of codes that represent the information extracted in the previous labeling process𝑚𝑟𝑎 . Once
the initial codes are established, we execute consecutive rounds of axial coding [29, 89] in order to have categories
that group the initial codes with similar or related meanings. This coding process enable a subsequent analysis of the
variables of interest. Analysis that is explained in Section 5.4.In this process, we executed the the labeling for 117 SE
articles.

5.3.2 Survey to the Authors of SE Articles and Manual coding of the Responses. Once the targeted authors are identi-
fied ( , see Section 5.1.1), we distribute a survey910 with a single open question (Fig. 1, step ), in which we ask
them the following question:

“What machine learning best practices have you used in your software engineering research articles, and how often did you

apply those practices [Always, Frequent, Sometimes, Never]”.

The main purpose of this open question is to obtain insights about “what is considered a best ML practice” by SE
researchers. This implies that we do not go through the articles written by the authors and extract ML practices and
ask the authors which ones of the identified practices are considered best practices, nor give them an example of what
is a good practice, or answer what we refer to as an ML best practice. While doing this, we also avoid biasing the
respondents on what we consider an ML best practice.

To extract the codes from the responses, first, the answers are be skimmed to spot not useful answers (i.e., empty
responses or responses that do not relate to ML or that only point to papers). Then, for the remaining answers, in a first
approximation of identifying individual practices, we split the responses by line breaks (i.e., enter, \n),11 taking into
account of not removing context from each practice. Next, for each line of the valid responses, two authors execute an
open coding [29, 89] and axial coding [29, 89] procedure (Fig. 1, step ), allowing the identification of codes and
categories for the Practice sub-variables. In the case that the practices are not divided by line breaks, this separation is
also done by the coders. Since no structure is be given to the authors about what is a best practice, it could happen that
the identified practices only contain one of the Practice sub-variables, and the other sub-variables will be empty.

The survey is sent to the 769 selected authors, from which we received 58 answers. In the first skimming process,
we filtered 11 answers as i) they were not related to ML (six responses), ii) they only referred us to external research
articles (two answers), iii) they related to ML but did not address the question posed (two answers), and iv) the research
article that was a false positive, not filtered in the pre-filtering step (one answer). In particular, for the two answers that
were discarded due to the authors referring us to external research articles, we did not continue with an analysis of the
articles since, as previously mentioned, we wanted to gain insights about what is considered a best practice (including
its structure), and the process of extracting the practices ourselves would break this goal. In addition, during the period
in which we conducted the survey, we also received three emails asking for clarifications about what we considered an
ML best practice. In these cases, we replied that we could not answer the question since we would bias the answer.

5.3.3 Interview to the SE researchers and Manual Coding of the Responses. Once the targeted researchers are identified,
after executing the demographic survey12 and the random sample of the researchers ( , see Section 5.1.1) follow-up

9For this survey, we did not collect any personal information. An ethics approval was obtained for the Ethics Committee of the University of Passau on
2024-05-10.
10The question and instructions on how to answer it can be found in the Appendix.
11Based on the indications given on the survey, each line should represent a practice.
12Since for this survey we collect personal data, as well as the follow-up interview. This protocol was submitted to an ethics committee.
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interviews13 are executed; see Fig. 1, step . In the interviews, we ask different questions related to ML best practices,
challenges, and perspectives as a reviewer or educator. These interviews are the input for our third process of inductive
coding [62]; see Fig. 1, step .

The interview questions are structured in four groups. The first group of questions covers best practices frommultiple
perspectives, to understand what the researchers consider as best practices and what/why consider to be important. In
particular, this first group of questions was an extension of components of learning and learning principles theory by
Abu-Mustafa et al. [7]. The second group aims to understand how ML4SE is already impacting education. The third
group is regarding the reviewers perspective to understand if there are special concerns when reviewing research on
ML for SE. After covering these general aspects, the fourth group follows the structure of the ML pipeline by Amershi
et al. [12] to understand how the different phases of the ML workflow are executed by the different researchers. Finally,
we finish the interview by asking potential follow-up questions.

In order to be able to execute an inductive coding process, we i) record the interviews and ii) generate transcripts
of the interviews. We schedule and conduct the meeting via Zoom, a platform that allow us to record the interviews.
Before recording the meeting, the required permission to record is requested from the participants. Then, in order to
have transcripts that can be coded, we useWhisper [82] a tool by OpenAi-Whisper.

For this manual coding, two authors independently code the same 20% of interviews to create a codebook (coding all
the variables related to this group of subjects, see Section 5.1.1). This practice has been suggested and used in previous
studies [36, 68]. In this process, the two coders meet to discuss their codes to harmonize the code book created up
to that point. Since we found after this initial coding that a single coder was sufficient since the coder identified all
information also identified by the other coder in the first 3 interviews (21% of the data), the single coder proceeded to
code the remaining interviews. Afterward, a second coder double-checked all the results by reading the interviews and
checking for the correctness of the assigned codes. Thus, we still had two coders to ensure the reliability of the data but
avoided the additional effort of harmonizing the wording of codes.

As previously mentioned, the demographic survey was sent to 38ML influential researchers, fromwhich 19 responded,
and we were able to interview 14 SE influential researchers who use ML. As a result of this process, we have 14 recorded
interviews; for each interview, we have an audio file (.m4a), a video file (.mp4), and a chat file (.txt). The audio files
were used as input to theWhisper [82] tool to generate the required transcript files.

5.4 Analysis Plan

We conduct a qualitative analysis taking as a basis the output of the inductive coding processes previously mentioned.
This analysis aim to answer our RQs. In particular, when executing the qualitative analysis, we use only the relevant
variables and subjects for each research question (see Fig. 1).

5.4.1 RQ111 What are the ML practices that are used and declared by SE researchers when using ML?. To answer this
research question, we use the identified codes and categories for the Practice variable in the manual coding with the
aim of understanding what is being considered ML (best) practices, from three angles:

i) Used practices in SE research (RQ1.11.11.1), by identifying what practices are reported in the SE studies ( ).
ii) What SE researchers think is a best ML practice (RQ1.21.21.2), by analyzing not only the codes and categories but also

the existence or not of the different components (sub-variables) of a practice.

13The questions of the demographic survey and the script for the interviews can be found in the Appendix.
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iii) SE researchers that use ML (RQ1.31.31.3), by analyzing the obtained codes and categories in the interviews for the
Practice variable.

In addition, for all the sub-research questions, the variableML pipeline stages complements the perspectives while
indicating the stage(s) where the practices are applied. The SE tasks variable provides an additional context of when
the practices are being used for RQ1.11.11.1 and RQ1.31.31.3. Furthermore, since for the third group of subjects ( ), we have the
opportunity to go deeper and obtain more details, we complement also their perspective (RQ1.31.31.3) with the codes and
categories obtained for theQuality attributes andML principles. When analyzing the codes and categories, counts of
all codes are reported, as well as interesting quotes from the articles, surveys, and interviews.

5.4.2 RQ222 What are the difficulties/challenges faced by researchers when applying ML for SE research? To answer
this research question, we use the identified codes and categories for the variables ML challenges and Challenges

to ensure quality attributes. Those two variables are relevant for this RQ in order to identify the general challenges
(ML challenges) that can be found when using ML either for pure research or more application related or to identify
challenges to obtain a desired property (Challenges to ensure quality attributes) in an ML-enabled system. When
analyzing the codes and categories, counts of all codes are reported, as well as interesting quotes from the interviews.

5.4.3 RQ333 What are the important aspects that should be considered when reviewing research that has used ML in SE?

For answering this research question, we use the identified codes and categories for the Reviewer’s perspective variable.
With these codes, we are able to analyze possible relevant elements and characteristics that should be considered when
reviewing a study that uses ML in the SE community. When analyzing the codes and categories, counts of all codes are
reported, as well as interesting quotes from the interviews.

5.4.4 RQ444 What are the important aspects that should be considered when teaching ML from a perspective of SE? To
answer this research question, we use the identified codes and categories for the Educator’s perspective variable. With
these codes, we will be able to analyze possible relevant tools and characteristics that should be considered when
teaching ML in an SE university context, since we interview SE educators who teach at the university level. When
analyzing the codes and categories, counts of all codes are reported, as well as interesting quotes from the interviews.

5.5 Deviations from pre-registered protocol

This study protocol was pre-registered, i.e., underwent a review before the execution of the study. During the study, we
modified the following aspects with respect to the original protocol.

• We had two variables related to challenges, i.e., ML Challenges and Challenges to ensure quality attributes. We
have merged them into a single variable, i.e., ML Challenges, because the coding showed that the results are
overlapping.

• We planned to collect information regarding machine learning principles, e.g., Occam’s razor, from the interviews.
While we also collected this data, there are only three mentions of such principles within our data, preventing a
meaningful analysis. Consequently, we dropped this variable.

• The coding of the interviews was initially planned to be conducted by a single rater after coding 20% of the data
if Krippendorf’s 𝛼 [59] is above 80%. We deviated from this to ensure a higher quality of the data: instead of only
coding 20% with two people, the remaining 80% were also fully double-checked by a second person to ensure
consistently agreed data quality for all of the interview data. This deviation increased the effort, but also raised
the quality of the interview data.
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6 Results

During the open-coding of the different subjects, i.e., the SE research articles, the survey responses from authors

of SE articles, and the transcripts from the interviews of the SE researchers that use ML, some of the collected data
needed to be dropped to ensure a consistent quality of our data (see Table 3).

• 11 survey responses were dropped because they did not respond to the question asked (see 5.3.2).
• 7 research articles were dropped because they were false positives, e.g., because they only mentioned ML but did
not study it.

The following results are with reference to the data after removing these invalid data points, i.e., the percentages and
totals do not consider the dropped data.

All results are published online in our replication kit.14

6.1 General Statistics

The coding process yielded 4,107 initial codes extracted from the three subjects across the eight variables (see Table 4).
Subsequently, we harmonized the codes (e.g., removing differences in wording), resulting in a total of 3,057 codes.
While some variables retained the initial numbers of codes throughout the process (i.e., Var3-Var7), as different codes
represented different semantic aspects, others (i.e., Var1.1- Var2) exhibited a reduction in the number of codes. The
subsequent axial coding leads to a strong reduction in the counts, i.e., many codes belong to the same category, e.g.,
different variants of splitting data for for evaluation. This strong reduction is visible across all variables.

As can be seen in Table 4, during the coding process, the variables Var1.1 - Var1.3 have the highest number of different
codes. This is partially because these variables were coded across the three subjects and the expressiveness of the
natural language (i.e., an idea can be expressed in multiple ways). However, this also already highlights the many
different practices that SE researchers apply. In contrast, the variables ML pipeline stage (Var2) encodes a specific, small
set of concepts and, therefore, less codes.

In addition, during the open-coding, we observed that the surveys had a peculiarity that is not shared with
the other two subjects. The practices variables (Var1.1 -Var1.3) during the open-coding of the research articles and

interviews were coded with the full context of the article or the interview’s script, respectively. For the surveys this
was not possible, due to the short answer that lacked a broader contect (e.g., SVM, Adversarial ML, or Hyperparameter
tuning). The mean length of useful characters (i.e., text without punctuations and numbers) of a survey line (practice)
is 53.7 characters, which drops to 44.9 characters when we omit the indicated frequency (e.g., [Always]). This is an
artifact of our use of a free-text field, where we believe that most respondents answered in a short manner to save time.
Due to this, we discuss the results for the surveys independent from the results of the research articles and interviews,
even though we report their numbers together.

Another aspect that we consider during the analysis is the smaller sample size of the interviews: since we have only
14 data points, we cannot expect that all research topics are covered in equal breadth as within the research articles.
Similarly, single responses from interviews have a larger impact on the overall ratio of responses coded in a certain
manner than for articles: each interview makes up 7%, while an article only accounts for 0.9% of the data. We account
for this, when analyzing how common the codes for practices are across these data sources.

14Replication kit: https://github.com/aieng-lab/Replication-kit-Perspective-of-SE-Researchers-on-ML-Practices - long-term archive on Zenodo will be
created for the final version of the article.
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Table 3. Number of subjects available for the study and actual number of subjects coded.

Subject Initial Subjects Coded Subjects Avg. Length/duration

SE research articles 117 110 48.6 min.
Authors of SE articles 58 47 11.95 Pp.
SE researchers that use ML 14 14 259.06 chars

Table 4. Number of codes and categories in the open coding process (i.e., from initial codes to categories).

Variable Initial Codes After Harmonizing Axial Coding Categories

Var1.1 Input 597 365 49
Var1.2 Technique 1,843 1,457 176
Var1.3 Purpose/output 1,293 866 72
Var2 ML pipeline stage 14 10 10
Var3 SE tasks 118 118 10
Var4 Quality attributes 36 36 9
Var5 ML Challenges 89 89 16
Var6 Reviewer’s perspective 71 71 21
Var7 Educator’s perspective 42 42 14

In the following subsections, we will present the statistics per category in the research articles and interviews.
For the variables Var1.1 –Var2, the statistics that are presented are normalized counts per category per subjects (e.g.,
data appears 100% in interviews, means that the data category appeared in all 14 interviews). For the rest of the variables
(Var3 –Var7), we present the normalized number of appearances in general (i.e., counts/total of subjects). The reason
of this, is because the first three variables are asked for all the three subjects, therefore are coded, for the rest of the
variables, except for variable Var2, are only present for the interviews (see Table 2).

Due to the high number of categories and the resulting size of the result tables and figures, all supporting data
appendix of the paper.

6.2 Results for RQ111: What are the ML Practices that are Used and Declared by SE Researchers when Using
ML?

We now report the results for the ML practices, i.e., the inputs, techniques, and purposes that we obtained from our
subjects. Then, we proceed to report additional data to put this into context in terms of the ML stages that were
considered, the SE tasks, and the quality attributes considered.

6.2.1 Var1.1: Input. For this variable, we identified that the the most common inputs, as expected, are related to data
which is the case for for both interviews and research articles. Specifically, the data used for evaluating the ML system,
such as data (ground truth) + results (output) ( =78%, =85%) and results (metrics) ( =64%, =50%). Other types of
inputs that can be seen in both subjects are the usage of code data, but with a higher prevalence in interviews than in
the research articles ( =92%, =48%). We also observe a high prevalence of using textual data, i.e., data in written
form that is not only code ( =35%, =41%). In addition, we identified that the research articles are more specific
with respect to the type of data and models used. The interviews discuss this in a more abstract manner, leading to all
interviews mentioning practices that use model(s) and data as input. In contrast, for the research articles, these general
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categories apply only to 31% and 40% of the research articles, respectively, but there are many more detailed categories
like data (numeric) or deep learning models to account for this difference. We also found two categories that are common
in interviews but not in research articles: unverified labels ( =42%, =5%), and the problem to be solved ( =50%,
=1%).

We have also identified less often used inputs where the categories appear in less than 15% of the subjects. In
particular, for the research articles, we have many corner cases of categories that are used in less than 3% of the research
articles, related to a specific type of data, such as time-series data, incident related data, categorical data, and provided

statistics of an existent data set. In the case of the interviews, we also have corner cases in which the categories appear
in less than 8% (i.e., a single interview), related to the usage of metadata, unstructured data and multi-modal data (i.e.,
without specification of data modalities). Other corner cases that are present in both subjects are the usage of image

data, screenshots, embeddings, model activations, tabular data, and biometric data as input for a practice in which the
related categories appear less than 15% in both subjects.

6.2.2 Var1.2: Technique of Practices. We identified that for the research articles computing accuracy metrics is the
category that appears the most ( =28%, =65%), followed by the usage of deep learning models (( =57%, =40%)
and statistical learning models ( =28%, =42%). Notably, all three are also common in the interviews, but here, deep
learning is more relevant. We believe this can be attributed to the recent rise in the use of deep learning. Other categories
that appear in at least 30% of research articles and 42% of interviews are the usages of collaborative knowledge sources,
spiting data into subsets (e.g., training and test), and the usage of existing datasets.

In addition, we also noticed that research articles are typically more specific than interviews, regarding some processes
that are executed in the ML pipeline. In particular, in research articles there is more details when the comparisons with
baselines are made, describing the type of baseline models that are being used (e.g., non ML baselines (25%), deep learning
baselines (21%), and statistical baselines (17%)). The interviews mentioned only the comparison with baselines without
further details (21%). This specificity can also be seen in categories that relate to data representations (e.g., usage of
embeddings). For example, while different types of non-contextual embeddings appear in research articles (Word2Vec

variant or use bag-of-words/n-gram), such distinctions were not made during the interviews. Other categories, such as
contextual embeddings and the general usage of embeddings, appear in less than 15% for both subjects.

Regarding the most common categories in the interviews, we noticed a focus on categories that relate to the origin of
the data and are more relevant in comparison to the research articles. In particular, collecting own data ( =71%, =30%)
and the usage of existing datasets ( =64%, =12%). Another category that appears in almost all the interviews but
only one-fifth of the research articles is hyperparameter tuning ( =85%, =20%). This is also the case for evaluating the
models in specific scenarios. This pattern, categories that are common in interviews (>40%) and less common in research

articles (<20%), can also be seen in the categories involvement of human expertise during the evaluation of the models,
performing exploratory data analysis, manual validation, considering specific aspects while labeling, auto-labeling and
training a model, removing duplicates. In addition, qualitative data analysis was mentioned in about one-third of the
interviews but is rarely used in the research articles ( =35%, =5%).

Another stark contrast between the interviews and the research articles relates to analyzing the problem ( =92%,
<1%). This can also be seen with other categories that relate to the problem to be solved, such as selecting the model

based on the problem, using ML, selecting an approach for evaluating a model, or collecting or cleaning data based on the
problem, where the percentage in the research articles is always less than 2% and in the interviews is greater than 20%.
However, this does not automatically mean that authors of research articles do not use these techniques, but it could
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also mean that they are implicitly assumed and not explicitly reported (e.g., the importance of the problem). Since our
coding process only considered explicit statements, this would explain this difference in contrast to other aspects that
are usually specifically described in research articles (e.g., data collection, training process, and model evaluation).

We believe that similar considerations can be made for other categories as well, even though the differences are less
pronounced. The usage of concrete SE tools (e.g., code parsers) or existing tools (e.g., TensorFlow) is often not part of the
text of research articles, but rather of replication packages, which were not considered in our study. Moreover, research
articles typically rather focus on what is being done without explaining why alternative solutions were not considered,
explaining differences regarding not using certain techniques. Similarly, when data is re-used, research articles often
implicitly assume a high quality of data sets without specifically stating this.

In addition, we identified 28 techniques that were not part of any of the research articles but were mentioned in the
interviews. These techniques were mostly on a relatively high level of abstraction (e.g., select models, conduct sanity
checks, use machine learning) and were mentioned in at most 35% of the interviews. However, there are also interesting
corner cases, e.g., considering ethical aspects, using A/B testing, and using model monitoring.

Besides the already mentioned categories, we also identified some corner cases that appear in less than 20% for both
subjects: data manipulation (e.g., tokenize by words), how models are evaluated (e.g., ablation study, changing the model

or the data used), the usage of visualizations, usage of formal concepts (e.g., use formal data representations, formal

proofs), specific types of data prepossessing (e.g., graph prepossessing), specific types of metric used (e.g., model-specific

metrics, efficiency-cost metrics), and interpreting the model (e.g., use explainable AI ).

6.2.3 Var1.3: Purpose. For this variable, the most frequent category is the evaluation of functional attributes of the
model ( =85%, =86%). We note that this category includes the evaluation of the accuracy. In contrast, the evaluation
of non-functional aspects appears in only about one-fifth of the data ( =23%, =21%). The second most common
practice for research articles is data collection, which is also mentioned by almost all the interviewees ( =92%, =62%).
The third most common category in research articles is comparing against others, but this was not that common in
interviews ( =14%, =47%). Other common aspects in both research articles and interviews are embedding data (
=28%, =28%) and splitting data ( =28%, =22%).

When analyzing the interviews, we could identify that the results often align with previously analyzed variables. In
particular, we identified that one of the main focuses of the interviews is to understand the requirements and possible

solutions ( =100%, =4%). As mentioned before, this could also be explained by the research articles assuming that
this is implicitly already done by proposing a solution for commonly known use cases without stating this explicitly.
Another aspect that also aligns with the previous variables is the importance of labeling as a purpose in the interviews.
This can be seen with the appearance of codes such as to label instances and to validate and correct labels in at least
50% of them, compared with less than 18% in research articles. This is likely because data is often rather re-used
than collected in research articles. The other aspects that are also aligned with previous insights are the stronger
focus on human involvement in the evaluation of the model, i.e., to evaluate model(s) with human judges ( =64%,
=4%), the consideration of specific scenarios, i.e., to evaluate model(s) in specific scenario ( =50%, =3%), and using
hyperparameter tuning ( =78%, =24%).

There are also several new aspects that are more prevalent in the interviews, in comparison to the research articles:
extracting and building features, handling bias, understanding the data, and ensuring data quality with a percentage
of appearances between 70%–95% in interviews, but only in less than 25% of the research articles. The reproducibility
of the results and the understanding of the model are two key aspects that were also highlighted for about half of the
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interviews, but they were present in only about 20% of the research articles. Furthermore, the experts also frequently
highlighted that it is just in general important to follow practices.

Moreover, we also identified some corner cases and notable aspects while analyzing these categories. Crucially,
statistical significance is only a concern for about 15% of research articles and was only discussed within one interview.
In addition, some aspects were only mentioned in the interviews, but not observed in any of the research articles (i.e., to
monitor model(s)), or in only a single article (i.e., to handle concept drift, to deploy a model). Other corner cases specifically
refer to the improvements that the articles were targeting, e.g., to reduce complexity, post process the output.

6.2.4 Var2: ML Stages. For this variable, we cannot conduct a meaningful analysis between the research articles and
interviews. The reason for this is that the interviews were designed to mention each stage described by Amershi et
al. [12] explicitly. The only cases where there is no data for a stage in an interview were when the interviewees explicitly
mentioned that they do not do Feature Engineering (1 interview), Data Labeling (2 interviews), Model Deployment (4
interviews), or Model Monitoring model (11 interviews).

For the research articles, we note that Model Monitoring is not considered at all and that Model Deployment is only
considered in 2,7%. Model Requirements is also only present in 13,6% of the research articles. This aligns well with our
prior results, where this also was not mentioned. Also in line with our results is that Model Evaluation and Model

Training are common and present in more than 95% of the research articles. We also manually checked the research
articles that did not conduct training or evaluation. In three cases, the research articles did not train a model and only
compared existent models for a specific purpose (e.g., testing if models were reproducible). In four cases, the training
phase was mentioned, but no clear practices were obtained due to the short description of it or because it was not
clear to the taggers what exactly was done. For Model Evaluation, two research articles were about approaches for deep
learning models, and the evaluation was the assessment of the tool that was not using ML and not the evaluation of
the deep learning models. For two other research articles, the evaluation phase was mentioned in the research articles.
However, the taggers did not identify any explicit practices.

When coding the data for the research articles, we deviated from the definition of theData Cleaning stage fromAmershi
et al. [12] to include techniques regarding the understanding of the data, under the assumption that understanding
of the data is a precursor for cleaning. We also decided to add generic data transformations to Data Cleaning (e.g.,
normalization) instead of to Feature Engineering. This was done to ensure that Feature Engineering is only about the
conscious modeling of features for specific aspects and not just transformations of existing information. Again, the
overall frequencies align well with the frequencies we observe for specific techniques in the previous sections.

Finally, we added the stage Other to cover SE and research considerations that cannot be associated with any specific
stage, e.g., ethical considerations, whether ML is required to solve a problem, transparency on how research is done,
and how to make results more reproducible.

6.2.5 Var3: SE Tasks. While the SE tasks are not directly related to our RQs, it helps us to understand for which research
topics our results for the research articles are representative. Please note that we did not analyze this for the interviews
due to the small sample size, which precludes a meaningful distribution. Since we do not compare, we report the counts
directly.

The axial coding of the SE tasks grouped the codes based on the phase in the software engineering process. The most
common phase is testing (44 research articles), with tasks like “bug localization”, “test prioritization”, and “developers’
perception of software quality”. Additionally, there were 12 research articles that directly consider the testing of machine

learning, with tasks like “deep learning testing” and “XAI for ML testing”. This is followed by the implementation (26
Manuscript submitted to ACM



22 Mojica-Hanke et al.

research articles), with tasks such as “code source competitive generation”, “automated error feedback”, and “comment
generation”. management activities were also common (18 research articles), with tasks like “incident linking” and “bug
report classification”. The rest of the SE tasks relate to software representation, i.e., how code is represented/embedded
(6 subjects), requirements (4 subjects), maintenance implementation of ML, team/developer aspects with 2 subjects, and
others with only 1 subject.

6.2.6 Var4: Quality Attributes. With this variable, we take a closer look at the quality considerations discussed during
the interviews. As expected, considerations about functional aspects (incl. accuracy) were common (71%). However, there
was also a strong focus on non-functional properties: reliability, security, privacy, usability, explainability, interpretability,
and fairness were all mentioned by at least 21% of the experts we interviewed. Resource utilization and process metrics
were also mentioned but by at most 2 participants.

6.2.7 Insights from the Survey. As we explained above, the survey answers were overall very short and, therefore,
yielded limited insights, which precluded a detailed comparison of frequencies. Nevertheless, the results show us clearly
what the first things are that come to SE researchers’ minds, when they are asked about machine learning best practices,
without biasing them through any additional information. The data for Var1.1 (Input) shows that such practices are
either about data, models, or results. The techniques are more insightful. Here, cross validation, hyperparameter tuning,
and using deep learning are most common (20%-30%). These are followed by aspects like running multiple experiments,
considering specific scenarios for evaluations, splitting data, using statistical learning, and handling data imbalance. While
the percentages are lower, the trend that these are most common aligns well with the interviews, supporting their
representativeness, even though the survey was intentionally brief and did not even define the meaning of practices.

6.3 Results for RQ222: What are the Difficulties/Challenges Faced by Researchers when Applying ML for SE
Research?

For the second research question, we have only one variable to consider, i.e., Var5 (Challenges), that was collected using
the interviews. We identified six common challenges. The most frequently mentioned challenge is getting the right data
(64%). Almost as frequent is the challenge of knowing how to evaluate the model and getting a correct ground truth (57%).
Thus, not only is data a problem in general but ground truth data is also seen as an additional challenge. Additionally,
how to best evaluate models even if data is available is seen as a problem (e.g., due to the weak correctness assumption)
and because it is difficult to involve human expertise in model evaluations. The interviewees also mentioned that having
enough computational resources is becoming challenging and that the speed of innovation makes it difficult to keep up
with technology (50%).

In 42% of the interviews, three additional challenges were mentioned. Conducting studies that involve humans is seen
as difficult due to the subjectivity of humans as well as the costs and difficulty involved in finding a representative
sample. The interpretability and trustworthiness of the model highlight that the powerful capabilities of ML come at a
price, i.e., that we had difficulty understanding why a model behaves in a certain way, which in turn makes it hard to
trust the model (e.g., in the medical domain). The reproducibility and deployability is also seen as a challenge, as the
randomness of training processes and difficulties with sharing models, data, or even deployments must be resolved.

How to select models (28%), including considerations regarding model size, how to fine-tune, and how to balance
computational time, are also concerns that are raised. This is related to a general challenge regarding the lack of

technology that facilitates this, e.g., for managing data and implementing specialized models.
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Finally, there are also challenges that were mentioned only in at most 14% of interviews: how to make a model fair,
model governance, challenges intrinsic to the problem to be solved, security, privacy, efficiency in response time, and lack

of knowledge.

6.4 Results for RQ333: What are the Important Aspects that Should be Considered when Reviewing
Research that has Used ML in SE?

The data for the third research question was collected during the interviews and encoded in Var6 (Reviewers’ Perspective).
We identified two categories that appear in 50% of the interviews. The first one shows that the lack of coverage of
some areas (e.g., the usage of multi-modal data, debugging, and licensing issues) is a concern that reviewers consider,
though it is unclear if this affects their judgment regarding such contributions. The second prominent concern is that
the reviewers carefully consider the metrics used, including specifications from the interviews such as “when metrics
are presented, how they are computed should be clarified” or “the usage of just precision and recall is a mistake”. This
aligns well with the evaluation of the models, mentioned in 42% of the interviews. This considers evaluation from a
broader perspective, including aspects such as “recognizing the importance of qualitative analysis” and “the inclusion
of necessary baselines”.

About one-third of the interviewees (35%) mention ensuring fairness within models, the methodology applied (incl.
how justifications and experiment execution), as well as how usable and suitable for practice the models are. Of similar
importance and mentioned in 28% of the interviews are avoiding common mistakes that negatively impact the integrity
of the data, errors, when selecting a model (e.g., not exploring hyperparameters), the reproducibility and replicability of
the results, and the analysis of the results, e.g., result tables and if the contributions are clear.

Less often mentioned concerns are checking how comparisons between models are made and the limitations of
the approaches (14%). Finally, several aspects were mentioned in only one of the interviews, i.e., looking at feature
engineering process, checking for errors during the description of the process, not having clear usability, errors while
describing the limitations, errors while doing feature engineering, the lack of guidelines, or a possible lack of expertise in
ML.

6.5 Results for RQ444: What are the Important Aspects that Should be Considered when Teaching ML from
a Perspective of SE?

We report the results for this research question based on our insights regarding Var7 (Educators’ Perspective) from the
interviews. The most common strategies are experimental learning (64%) combined with learning from textual sources

(50%), like books, blogs, and papers. Thus, educators focus on students making their own experiences and learning
content on their own from textual descriptions. Other teaching methods such as classical courses (28%), or non-classical
courses such as online courses (21%), and peer learning (14%), as well as using classical physical tools like blackboards
(7%) were also mentioned. Our results also show insights regarding which content is considered important: quality
attributes and possible issues with ML are mentioned in 28% of the interviews, 14% consider result comparisons or use
real examples, using pipelines, analyzing existing machine learning code, or considering the ML use beyond SE are less
common and were only mentioned in a single interview (7%). Finally, 21% mentioned that ML should be human-centered

and that this is also a part of their teaching.
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7 Discussion

We now discuss our results in a broader context. First, we interpret the differences we found between our subjects, i.e.,
research articles, interviews, and the surveys. Then, we compare what we found with the state of the art regarding

best practices, challenges, reviewing, and education.

7.1 Comparison Between ML Practices Identified In Research Articles, Interviews, and Surveys

Our results show that both analyzing research articles and interviewing researchers can yield a large amount of best
practices on how to use machine learning in software engineering. We also observe a large overlap of practices, e.g.,
evaluating the function performance, the types of models used, data sources, and data splitting strategies. For these
overlapping categories, our results indicate that the main difference when studying such practices is on the level of
abstraction. Research articles report details regarding how to apply specific practices as part of explaining methods in
a reproducible manner, making them especially suitable to elicit knowledge about practices regarding data cleaning,
feature engineering, model training, and model evaluation. The interviews are often more abstract and rather yield
high-level concerns for these stages. However, interviews often discuss requirements on models, which are typically
neglected in research articles. With our less structured survey, we found similar information as within the interviews,
though the level of abstraction is again a lot higher. We attribute this to participants in interviews being more committed
in terms of time they invest in comparison to participants in online surveys.

However, we also noted strong differences between what we found in the interviews and what we actually observed
in the research articles. Some of these practices are related to achieving high-quality results, i.e., through hyperparameter
tuning and data exploration (incl. understanding the data, ensuring its quality, and handling biases). Other aspects more
common in interviews are rather related to how results should be assessed, e.g., through the involvement of human
expertise and the consideration of specific evaluation scenarios. We note that these aspects where not only mentioned
when discussing ML practices within the interviews, but also when the reviewer perspective was considered. We believe
this shows that the work at the intersection of ML is still maturing, i.e., our community is aware of some practices that
should be used and aspects that should be considered, but they are not yet being used consistently.

The data source (i.e., research articles or experts) has a strong impact on what can be learned about ML practices.
While the practices collected in research articles give more details in stages like Model Training and Model
Evaluation, practices collected in interviews provide a broader perspective of the ML process, from the under-
standing of the problem to be solved, to Model Monitoring. Some best practices are often mentioned, but
less often followed, indicating a gap between what is said to be done in research and how research is
actually done.

7.2 Comparison to the State of the Art

7.2.1 RQ111 Practices. While analyzing the relatedwork regarding practices, we noticed that different levels of granularity
have been used to study the use of ML practices in SE. Some studies, such as those presented by Serban et al. [86, 87],
present short, explicit, and actionable practices. Other studies present the practices in a lengthy manner, i.e., the practice
is immersed in a paragraph that presents a guide or a recommendation, such as the study presented by Amershi et
al. [12] or Arp et al. [14]. Others also analyze parts of the practices, i.e., what kind of inputs, what kind of ML algorithms
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or for what are they being used in SE (e.g., [86, 97]). Due to this, we cannot conduct a one-to-one comparison between
the literature and our work. However, we can make a general comparison of the category of practices identified.

The input for practices was only specifically considered by two studies [86, 97]. Our results shows that code data is
the most common data type are consistent with Watson et al. [97]. Serban et al. [86] does not distinguish between code
and other textual data, though we note that they also find that textual data (presumably including code) is commonly
used. The literature does not consider other inputs (e.g., images, screenshots), nor specific aspects of the data (e.g.,
whether the data is verified or labeled), nor do they consider data inputs such as results and models. In this, our analysis
of research articles goes far beyond what has been established in the literature to date.

In general, the literature typically did not distinguish between the input, technique, and purpose. Hence, we now
compare our results Var1.1 –Var1.3 at the same time. Nevertheless, we note that some studies have classified the practices
into groups with a general purpose [14, 15, 86], e.g., Serban et al. classified the practices into six different classes.
However, these groups are too broad and cannot be directly compared to our categories.

Our frequent practices, both from the interviews and research articles, were also already covered by the literature, e.g.,
the use of metrics for classification tasks aligns with results from Watson et al. [97], who actually also finds this in a
similar quantity, i.e., of 74% research articles. Of the frequent practices, using baselines were also studied in previous
work (e.g., [14, 64, 97, 101]), in a general way [14, 64, 101] or identifying the different types of baselines based on their
origin [97], e.g., benchmark, industry, own baselines.

Interestingly, practices that were frequent in interviews, but not in research articles, were all also already considered
in prior work. The clearest case for this was hyperparameter tuning, where we identified it in about 20% of the research
articles, but it was a common practice for the interviewees, about 80%. This practice has been researched by almost all the
studies mentioned in the related work as a practice or as a reason, if not done properly, for a pitfall [12, 14, 19, 64, 86, 97].
Human expertise for the evaluation of the models is also supported by previous studies such as the study by Lones et
al. [64] and Amershi et al. [12], which highlight the importance of the domain expertise that humans provide when
evaluating a model for the systems in which the ML component is being executed. The importance of practices related
to understanding the problem is a common topic in previous work [14, 19, 64, 101]. Similarly, manual label validation

was investigated by previous studies (e.g., [14, 27, 86, 87]), and indicated that the labels should be verified or a rigorous
labeling process should also be designed. Performing exploratory data analysis is also considered in multiple earlier
works (e.g., [19, 64, 97]).

The practices with lower frequencies in both interviews and research articles were also already discussed in parts of
the literature. For example, Watson et al. [97] explore different types of preprocessing techniques, e.g., tokenization,
embeddings, and vector representations. Other studies describe the importance of ensuring data quality, data cleaning,
feature engineering, and sanity checking [64, 86].

In some cases, our level of practices are on a higher level of detail, e.g., for data manipulation aspects, like collecting
own data, using existing datasets, cleaning data, filtering data, and feature selection have also been studied in previous
work [64, 97], but our results provide more details regarding these practices. Similarly, our fine-grained resolution of
practices allows us to distinguish between practices for statistical ML and deep learning. To the best of our knowledge,
no prior work has made this distinction directly.

On the other hand, the literature also includes some aspects that we have not covered, i.e., practices regarding
deployment [14, 22, 86], teamwork [12, 86], and how to conduct research [64]. For the latter two, this is not surprising
because such aspects are typically not discussed in research articles, nor were questions in this regard part of our
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interviews. The lack of deployment practices is due to the fact that our sample simply did not include articles that de-
ployedmodels in the wild. Overall, we have two takeaways from this comparisonwith the state-of-the-art regardingRQ111.

i) Our work covers most of the practices discussed in the literature, suggesting that the approach of combining
analysis of research articles with interviews is effective in identifying best practices. Moreover, through this
approach, we identified the most comprehensive view of practices in the literature, although we have a blind spot
for understudied topics such as deployment.
ii) The often-mentioned but less-often followed best practices that we observed in the interviews are all already
part of the existing literature on best practices, further reinforcing that there seems to be a gap between what we
know about best practices and what we do.

7.2.2 RQ222 Challenges. The most frequently identified category includes challenges related to data, which are also
frequently mentioned by previous work [10, 14, 19, 51, 63, 64, 91], and encompass different aspects such as data collection
and having enough data [12, 19], data leakage and data snooping [14, 64], and aspects related to data cleaning and
manipulation in general [10, 27, 51, 91]. Other types of challenges related to data management, but are not covered
by the challenges identified in our study, relate to challenges that encompass an operational environment, like the
challenges identified by studies that also analyze the ML more in-depth in a production environment [27, 58, 63] e.g.,
miscommunications on which data version is used in the training or evaluation process [63] or the inclusion of new
data [58]. Most of the other challenges were also considered in a similar manner in the literature, though typically
not as broadly as concerns related to data, e.g., regarding the interpretation of ML models, causing pitfalls (e.g., [91]),
reproducibility and model deployment (e.g., [10, 91]), selecting a model (e.g., [14, 51, 64, 91]), lack of technology (e.g.,
[12, 51]), problem intrinsic challenges (e.g., [14, 19, 64]), lack of knowledge (e.g., [27, 58]), security (e.g., [14]), fairness
(e.g., [12]), and privacy challenges (e.g., [15]). This indicates that our interviews were representative and that our experts
were knowledgeable regarding the challenges of using ML.

Moreover, our experts partially went beyond the already reported challenges from the literature. For ground truth
and evaluation of the models, despite of being also present in previous studies, our interviewees had a different focus.
Previous studies present the challenges related to the evaluation encompassing different topics such as “how to execute
evaluation” [91], e.g., cross validation; “how is the model compared to baselines [14, 19], e.g., “compare with suitable
baselines”; or selecting the proper metrics [19]. However, our work identified additional challenges, i.e., i) building a
ground truth, an be sure that it is correct, and 2) the complexity of testing ML models due to their approximate nature.

Similarly, for challenges related to resources needed/used, the related work presents a more operational perspective on
the availability of the resources across the different stages of the ML life cycle (e.g., [15, 58, 63]). In contrast, our expert
also highlight that e.g., “have access to computational resources in academia” is an additional problem for researchers,
as well as “keeping up to date with the technology” due to the fast-paced innovation.

Further, our experts highlight an aspect that was neglected by prior studies on ML challenges: the human-centered
perspective. Our interviews showed that this is indeed an important aspect because concerns like finding a representative
population that evaluates a tool and dealing with the subjectivity of human evaluations, as well as the costs associated
with recruitment, are important for a holistic perspective.

However, we note that our study, which focused on involving researchers, has blind spots when it comes to chal-
lenges specific to the operation of ML systems or their development in the industry. Studies that focus on this direction
identified additional challenges in this regard (e.g., [15, 58, 63, 86, 91]). Similarly, through this focus, we were also not
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able to identify challenges that result from differences between communities, like the ones identified by Kotti et al. [57],
in which the main focus of the study are challenges that are presented to the ML community from the SE community.

Dealing with data (incl. data collection, ground truth data, data cleaning, ensuring data quality, and preventing
information leaks) are most commonly seen as the main challenge for ML in SE, though thorough evaluations
that consider not only functional aspects (e.g., accuracy), but also non-function aspects and the involvement of
humans in the evaluation are also seen as difficult.

7.2.3 RQ333 Reviewer’s perspective. Our results mostly overlap with common recommendations from the literature.
Many aspects that are mentioned (e.g., process and methodology, description of the data sources and manipulation, data
integrity and contamination, model selection, and metrics, conclusions of the research, reproducibility) are also discussed
in the literature as patterns to be followed [55, 83]. Interestingly, the literature also sometimes directly recommends
practices to follow [55], together with such recommendations. In our work, practices were a separate consideration,
but this shows that studying the reviewer’s perspective is closely aligned with considerations regarding what is a best
practice and is often hard to distinguish.

For the metrics, our interviews go beyond the recommended practices. While for previous studies is important to
justify the suitability of a metric for the specific problem [55, 83], our experts also highlighted the usage of different
quality attributes and the inclusion of metrics that are being used by the community. Aligned with this, our experts also
describe the importance of reviewing the evaluation process of the model and not only the description of the process
[55, 83] or the inclusion of baselines (e.g., [55]), but also the importance of usage of qualitative and quantitative analysis
of the results, to have a more complete evaluation and understanding of the model. Related to this, our experts also
mentioned additional evaluation criteria, i.e., that a use case is described and that fairness characteristics are considered.
Both aspects are not yet part of the guidelines we found in the literature. Moreover, we note that while there is a big
overlap between our experts and the literature, there are also concerns that were not covered in our interview, e.g., data
selection and data description [55, 83].

Finally, we observe that the experts in our interviews also mentioned some general observations that are not directly
actionable advice, but that may be important for the SE community to consider. These aspects include the observation
that some research areas are not as well covered as others, e.g., licensing issues related to models or reverse engineering;
also, they believe we have a lack of guidelines (e.g., for doing prompting engineering) and also that we may have lack of
expertise for ML niche areas. The last point may be (at least partially) related to a recent editorial, in which the editorial
board of a large SE journal frames which aspects of research in the intersection of ML and SE are suitable for a SE
venue [93].

We already have very good guidelines in the literature [55, 83], but some aspects still require consideration, e.g.,
regarding qualitative analysis or non-function properties like fairness. Moreover, there are concerns regarding the
expertise of SE researchers for reviewing papers using ML.

7.2.4 RQ444 Educators’ perspectives. The most common category identified from the educators’ perspective was experi-
mental learning, which includes all possible activities where students learned through their own experience or through
the experience of others. This means that activities such as developing a project or hands-on activities are also included.
This category is commonly studied by the related work [8, 9, 47, 53, 60, 67, 85, 88], in which the designed courses or the
experience in regular lectures include the execution of project or real-world applications. Using real-life examples was
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not often mentioned specifically mentioned by our experts, but is frequent in the literature (e.g., [47, 53, 60, 67, 85]).
This could be related to the fact that in most of the aforementioned studies, the use of real-world examples was linked
to practical activities. In our study, real-life examples were often mentioned together with challenges (see Section 7.2.2),
so it is possible that this was not specifically mentioned for education as the topic was already discussed. We note that
in two studies on education, real-world examples were also used as a separate challenge [47, 53]. In the literature, these
experimental learning methods are typically combined with peer-learning [53, 60, 67, 88], e.g., group work or students
given feedback to each other. However, this additional as experimental learning was only mentioned in two of our
interviews (14%).

Other teaching methods, i.e., classical courses (e.g., seminars, regular university lectures), non-classical courses (e.g.,
online courses), and text learning resources were all mentioned frequently in our interviews, especially text learning.
These were not considered in the related work. A possible explanation is that the related work focuses on novel teaching
concepts that can replace or extend such a course and textbook-style learning.

We also observed differences regarding special considerations with respect to the content being taught between the
literature and our expert interviews. Our experts mentioned aspects like quality attributes, ML as a human-centered

technology, and showing common issues and gaps. In contrast, the literature rather considered the inclusion of state of
the art ML tools, e.g., for data management and tracking of experiments [53, 60, 67, 88, 95]. However, we note that we
did not specifically ask for topics on such a granular level. Other considerations from the literature are also how to give

feedback to students [67] and getting students interested in ML tasks [47, 53]. This indicates that, on the one hand, the
literature should possibly explore more aspects regarding ML education (e.g., quality attributes and human-centered
technologies). On the other hand, ML education from a SE perspective is still evolving, and educators may not be aware
of all the new concepts and ideas that are being developed. This is in contrast to other teaching aspects that are more
stable (e.g., software design, software testing, software processes).

Hands-on teaching with experimental learning is most common, though our interviews also highlight that many
people are still using traditional teaching methods like courses and text resources.

7.3 Threats to Validity

We report the threats to the validity of our work following the classification by [28] suggested for software engineering
by [98]. Additionally, we discuss the reliability as suggested by [84].

7.3.1 Construct Validity. The first major threat to the construct of our work is the assumption that research articles,
interviews, and surveys are suitable sources for eliciting information about ML best practices from SE researchers. For
research articles, we believe that such a threat is negligible, as research articles have to declare what is done in their
methods sections. For interviews and surveys, this depends on the subject selection. In our interviews, we target known
experts through a purposive sample, i.e., researchers who frequently participate in program committees of high-level
conferences, who are (partially) on editorial boards of highly-ranked journals, and who published themselves at these
venues on topics in the intersection of ML and SE. Consequently, we believe our assumption that these are good sources
of information on best practices is reasonable. For the surveys, the subjects were collected from research articles at
influential venues, i.e., from researchers who managed to apply practices in such a manner, that their work passed the
rigorous peer-review processes. Again, we believe that this is a suitable indicator that these are suitable sources to
mitigate this threat.
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The second major threat to our construct is how we collect data from these sources. We structured the data collection
through well-defined variables to guide the data collection process in mitigating threats regarding which information
is collected. For the collection of data from the research articles, all taggers were provided with spreadsheets that
contained detailed guidance regarding each variable, i.e., how it should be collected and coded. To further reduce the
risk of missing information, all research articles were considered by two authors. For the interviews, we followed a
detailed script that ensured complete coverage of both the ML pipeline and our variables. The construct of the survey
through a single question has the threat that it is too simple to elicit detailed knowledge about ML practices. This threat
also manifested in our data and led to a limited usefulness of the survey data. However, any additional structuring that
would still allow for a quick completion of the survey (e.g., checkboxes for pre-defined practices) would bias the results.
Additional structuring of the survey, e.g., through multiple free-text fields, one for each pipeline stage, would have
biased the results as some participants may have added practices that they never used to not leave fields empty and also
likely have reduced the rate of responses, due to the additional effort. Finally, we decided to give none of the human
subjects a definition for what constitutes a (best) practice. This introduces the risk that aspects unrelated to practices
are described. However, based on our data, this did not happen.

Our construct underwent rigorous peer review prior to the execution of the study through pre-registration, further
mitigating the above risk through the early involvement of external expertise.

7.3.2 Internal Validity. We do not see major concerns about the internal validity of our work. The results we report are
derived directly from the data. The conclusion that there is a gap between what is said in the interviews and what we
observe in the data is directly supported by this.

7.3.3 External Validity. While we want to identify the different perspectives about ML, including challenges and
practices when applying ML, our selection of subjects may introduce bias due to the studied time frame for the SE
articles and the authors of these SE research articles, the focus on few, highly-ranked SE venues, and the purposive
sample for SE influential researchers. Our approach may exclude relevant aspects that are not considered in the studies
analyzed during the established time frame, the perspective of SE researchers that were not first or last authors in the
studied research articles or with different level of experience than the ones selected in the purposive sample, we may
also miss practices that are not present in English literature. Therefore, we cannot claim that we identified all practices
nor that results regarding the prevalence generalize to all contexts. We mitigate this threat by considering a large scope,
i.e., 110 research articles published between 2011-2023 at top SE conferences, incl. the authors of these research articles
and the deep expertise of the interview participants. We further note that our comparison with related work showed
large overlaps, supporting the expertise of our subjects.

7.3.4 Reliability. Our study heavily relied on human expertise, which threatens the reliability of our work, i.e., it is
possible that the involvement of different taggers would lead to different results. To mitigate these threats, we provided
documentation to everybody involved regarding what exactly to do. Additionally, we build in quality checks through
the data collection and analysis pipeline to reduce the reliance on the expertise of a single person: i) all research
articles that were candidates for inclusion were checked by two researchers and disagreements were discussed; ii) all
research articles were tagged by two independent researchers; iii) the merging of the data from the two researchers was
conducted by a third researcher, who also double checked the correctness in case of diverging codes (missing on one side
or contradictions); iv) all harmonization of codes and all axial categorizations where checked by at least two authors;
and v) all data for the interviews was double checked by an author, that was neither involved in the interviews, nor in

Manuscript submitted to ACM



30 Mojica-Hanke et al.

the coding of the interviews. Additionally, the protocol we followed to ensure this reliability underwent rigorous peer
review prior to the execution of the study through pre-registration, with the goal of identifying possible weaknesses in
our procedure early.

8 Conclusion

Within this study, we increase our understanding of what practices are used when ML is applied in an SE context. We
found that SE researchers use a wide range of practices, covering almost all the best practices identified in the previous
literature. The most common were practices directly related to the core of a machine learning pipeline, i.e., training
a model and the computation of accuracy metrics, as well as aspects related to collecting and splitting data. We also
found a gap regarding the prevalence of some techniques that are deemed ubiquitously important in both the literature
as well as in our expert interviews. Especially hyperparameter tuning is always mentioned as a best practice but was
only used in 20% of the research articles we considered. Similarly, human involvement in evaluation, manual data
validation, or exploratory data analysis are typically mentioned as best practices, but not always used. When it comes
to challenges, SE researchers consider it especially challenging to deal with data (collection, quality, processing), but
evaluation is also a commonly mentioned challenge, especially involving humans. We found that these considerations
are very similar to reviewing ML/SE work, where our expert interviews aligned well with already existing guidelines.
However, we identified several aspects that either require updates to existing guidelines or additional guidelines for
this context, e.g., regarding the evaluation of non-functional quality attributes. When SE researchers are involved in
teaching activities that involve ML, they typically rely on experimental, hands-on work, which aligns well with the
literature. However, traditional teaching methods, like courses and text sources are also mentioned as relevant methods.
The focus of SE researchers seems to go beyond what is currently considered in the literature, as human involvement
and non-functional properties are also seen as important during teaching.

Our work opens many possible venues for future work. On the one hand, we demonstrated that studying a large
sample of research articles augmented with expert interviews is a good method to collect a broad selection of practices,
with the exception being practices regarding deployment, because this is typically not considered by researchers. Future
work could investigate why deployments are not studied more often and ideally develop countermeasures to ensure that
more research addresses this important activity. Similar considerations can also be made for techniques that are deemed
important, but not often used. We need to better ensure that hyperparameters are tuned and determine why we do not
involve human subjects more often in the evaluation of our work, even though this is deemed critical. Similarly, we
should develop concrete practices that incorporate the assessment of non-functional quality attributes in the evaluation
of ML models, such that this becomes as common as measuring accuracy. Review guidelines should be updated to
incorporate that and mitigate concerns regarding lack of expertise. Finally, we want to highlight the stunningly low
presence of statistical methods in many research articles. They were also not often mentioned in interviews and are
missing from many guidelines and sets of best practices. We need to investigate why this is the case and improve
guidelines, the state of practice, and the sets of best practices, to ensure that our research is based on sound methods.
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A Supplementary material for the Execution Plan with the SE Authors

In this section of the Appendix, we provide the relevant information for the supplementary material used to survey the
authors of the identified Software Engineering (SE) research papers using Machine Learning (ML). We sent emails to
the authors asking them to answer the following question based on a subset of the identified papers in which they were
authors, which was presented in the email.

Question: What machine learning best practices have you used in your software engineering research papers, and how

often did you apply those practices (Always, Frequent, Sometimes, Never)?

Instruction given bellow the question:
Please write each practice in a new line:

- Good practice [how often]

B Supplementary material for the Execution Plan with SE Researchers

In this section of the Appendix, we provide the relevant information for the supplementary material used to survey and
interview the Software Engineering (SE) researchers that have used Machine Learning (ML).

B.1 Demographic SurveyQuestions

We collected and report demographic data about our interview participants. This data is not reported within this article,
but can be accessed in our online appendix. For simplicity, we present each question following the conventions below:
multiple choice question with a single answer (◦), multiple choice question with multiple answers (□), open question
with a text field for answering ( Text Field ), questions with a numeric field with accepted answers between 0 and
100 ( # ). In addition, if clarifications or instructions were provided for a question, they will be presented after the
question in italics between parentheses.

i) How many years of experience in software development do you have? #
ii) How many papers have you published related to ML? (ML: Machine Learning) #
iii) How many papers have you published related to SE without involving ML? (ML: Machine Learning, SE: Software

Engineering) #
iv) How many papers have you published related to ML4SE? (ML: Machine Learning, SE: Software Engineering, ML4SE:

ML for SE) #
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v) How many papers have you published related to SE4ML? (ML: Machine Learning, SE: Software Engineering, SE4ML:

SE for ML) #
vi) What venues (journals/conferences) do you tend/prefer to publish in? (Please, separate each venuewith a comma ( , )) Text Field

vii) How would you describe your primary role?

Researcher (academics)◦ Researcher (industrial)◦
Applied Scientist◦ Tester◦ Project Manager◦ DevOps Engineer◦
Programmer◦ Project Lead◦ IT Manager◦ Other◦

viii) What is your highest level of education?

Did not graduate from high school◦ Some college◦ High school◦
Bachelors’ degree◦ Master’s degree◦ Doctoral degree◦ Other◦

ix) Which programming languages have you frequently used in past project(s)? (If more than an additional language is

added, please split them with “,” )
C/C++□ C#□ Java□ Javascript□

Julia□ Python□ R□ Rust□

Dart□ Kotlin□ Other□

x) Which types of Learning approaches have you used?

Supervised□ Semi-supervised□ Reinforcement learning□

Unsupervised□ Other□

xi) What types of ML tasks have you used?

Regression□ Clustering□ Machine translation□

Object detection□ Transcription□ Anomaly detection□

Other□

xii) What types of systems have you developed involving ML?

Operating systems□ Server side□ Mobile applications□

Middleware□ Desktop applications□ Web applications□

Databases□ Recommender systems□

Development tools (compilers, prog.languages, etc.)□ Other□

xiii) Have you primarily worked on open-source or closed-source projects?

Open-source only◦ Closed-source only◦ Open and closed-source◦
xiv) For which domains (e.g., banking or healthcare) have you developed applications/systems? (List them next separated

by coma ( , )) Text Field

xv) Do you have a background in machine learning? (Formal (college classes, degree, certification) or informal (self-

learning or other training)?)
Yes, formal◦ Yes, informal◦ No◦

xvi) Do you have a background in software engineering research? (Formal (college classes, degree, certification) or informal

(self-learning or other training)?)
Yes, formal◦ Yes, informal◦ No◦

xvii) When researching software engineering, do you keep track of your approaches/ models + dataset?, Which versioning

systems have you used (e.g., CML, DVC, Git)?

Yes◦ No◦
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xviii) How often did you release or help release a new major version of ML models over the past two years? Please give your

best estimate.

Never◦ Annually◦ Quarterly◦ Monthly◦ More frequently◦
xix) Which country/countries are you and/or your organization based in? Text Field

B.2 InterviewQuestions

i) Best Practices and Protocols
• What do you consider as a best practice?
• Which process, guidelines, or pipelines you follow when employing ML in SE?
• What do you consider are the “must” practices or protocols you use or implement in your research/papers?
• Which are the most recurrent challenges when using ML for SE in any of the ML workflow stages?
• Which practices do you use from each ML pipeline stage?
• How did you employ the components of learning to guide your ML model design? [Abu-Mustafa, 2012]
• Do you take into consideration any of the learning principles (e.g., data snooping, Occam’s razor, or sampling
bias)? [Abu-Mustafa, 2012]

• Which quality attributes are important for SE systems that use ML? » ANSW1
• Do you have any particular difficulties/challenges when building an ML-enabled system to ensure ANSW1
attributes?

ii) Education
• What educational resources have you employed to perform ML4SE? (e.g., tools, languages, books, etc..)
• How do you learn ML4SE?
• How do you educate your students to enable ML4SE?
• How do you promote ANSW1 when teaching about ML4SE?

iii) Reviewer’s Perspective
• What issues have you observed when reviewing papers?
• What ML4SE areas are not being covered in conference reviews?
• As a reviewer, have you seen that the ANSW1 attributes are being addressed?

iv) ML Workflow Stages (Amershi et al.)
• Model Requirements
– What was the rationale of selecting or proposing an ML model you have utilized in your papers?

• Data Collection
– Do you collect your own data, use previous datasets, or both? How do you select data/datasets?
– Which data collection strategies or protocols you employ in your studies?
– How do you promote ANSW1 when collecting data for ML-enabled systems?

• Data Cleaning
– Which pipelines do you employ to address data exploration?
– How do you perform data cleaning?
– How do you handle exploratory analysis in your studies?
– How important are exploratory analyses for data cleaning?
– How do you promote ANSW1 when cleaning data in ML-enabled systems?

• Data Labeling (if applicable)
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– Which data labeling protocols do you use for your supervised tasks?
– How do you promote ANSW1 when labeling data for ML-enabled systems?

• Feature Engineering
– Which feature engineering methods you have employed?
– How do you promote ANSW1 when selecting and building features in ML-enabled systems?

• Model Training
– What frameworks have you employed for model training?
– How do you parameterize your models?
– How do you promote ANSW1 when training models in ML-enabled systems?

• Model Evaluation
– How do you evaluate or validate your ML models?
– Do you employ any measurements to control for bias?
– Do you use any interpretability technique to guide your evaluation?
– How are measurements aligned to study RQs, goals, or business objectives?
– How do you promote ANSW1 when evaluating ML-enabled systems?

• Model Deployment
– How do you do promote ANSW1 when deploying ML-enabled systems?

• Model Monitoring
– Do you employ any measurements to handle concept drift?
– How do you monitor models during operation (e.g., user studies, industry projects, production)?
– How do you promote ANSW1 when monitoring ML-enabled systems?

v) Potential Follow-up Questions

Manuscript submitted to ACM



38 Mojica-Hanke et al.

C Supplementary Material for the Results of the Open Coding

C.1 Codes associated to the ML practices
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results (metrics)

data (code data)

data (textual data)
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deep learning model(s)
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results (output)

data (numeric)

embeddings

data (collaborative knowledge sources)

data (unverified labels)

data (screenshot)

genetic model(s)

data (images)

data (existing datasets)

information for ML pipeline

probabilities
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association rules

data (unlabeled)

data (private or propietary)

problem

78.2%

64.5%

48.2%

41.8%

40.0%

32.7%

31.8%

20.0%
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12.7%

5.5%

4.5%

3.6%

3.6%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

85.7%

50.0%

92.9%

35.7%

100%

21.4%

100%

28.6%

7.1%

28.6%

42.9%

7.1%

14.3%

7.1%

14.3%

50.0%

4.3%

2.1%

2.1%

19.1%

6.4%

4.3%

papers
interviews
surveys

Fig. 2. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each input category appears. The figure displays the
first half of the input codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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shallow model(s)
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data (categorical)

data (description and statistics)

deep learning model(s) + sampling approach
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Fig. 3. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each input category appears. The figure displays the
second half of the input codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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12.7%
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57.1%

42.9%
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78.6%
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surveys

Fig. 4. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each technique category appears. The figure displays
approximately the first sixth of the technique codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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transform into a structured data representations, vectors
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transform into a structured data representations, graph data

compute regression error metrics
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consider specific scenario(s) when training a model

involve human expertise

train a model with specific datasets
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compute ML model testing SE metrics

output postprocessing
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5.5%
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35.7%
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Fig. 5. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each technique category appears. The figure displays
approximately the second sixth of the technique codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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select data feature engineering process based on literature

split documents into sentences

use Explainable AI
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use propietary or private data

remove noise
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select model(s) based on literature

select model(s) based on problem requirements

compute confusion matrix

model design based on literature

manual data inspection
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4.5%
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4.5%

4.5%
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2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%
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Fig. 6. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each technique category appears. The figure displays
approximately the third sixth of the technique codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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semi-automated labeling

select/filter data based on frequency of appearance

use association rule mining

compare with baseline model(s), baselines shallow learning

use formal data representations

use embeddings

consider specific(s) property of the model when deploying

feature engineering, Correlation-based feature selection

consider specific aspect(s) when doing comparisions of results

model design, report machine learning pipeline details

deploy the model in a non-production environment

data preprocessing, graphs

select evaluation approach based on literature

select evaluation approach based on the problem

consider specific(s) aspects for the labeling process

analyze the model

select/filter data based on time and location

keep track of parameters and hyperparameters used and data

select/filter data based on their nature

select/filter data based on popularity

feature engineering, compute features that describe the projects

select data cleaning process based on literature

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

14.3%

14.3%

7.1%

7.1%

21.4%

14.3%

14.3%

21.4%

7.1%

14.3%

35.7%

35.7%

7.1%

57.1%

42.9%

21.4%

14.3%

14.3%

21.4%

14.3%

2.1%

4.3%

8.5%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

6.4%

2.1%

10.6%

papers
interviews
surveys

Fig. 7. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each technique category appears. The figure displays
approximately the fourth sixth of the technique codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

data preprocessing

use evolutionary algorithms

ensure data meet a specific property

feature engineering, Information theoretic methods

model design

data preprocessing, image data preprocessing

encode by a characteristic of the data point

evaluate specific properties/characteristic of the model

select model(s) based on popularity

feature engineering, neural network extraction

compute feat. that describe relation between developers and code

select data cleaning process based on the problem requirements

data preprocessing, textual data

analyze the problem

feature engineering, compute features that describe merges

data preprocessing, normalize code data

use privacy-preserving techniques

feature engineering, compute features that describe mutations

use transfer learning

select/filter data based on language

use unsupervised learning

select data collection process based on the problem requirements

feature engineering, others

manual labeling based on previous work

formal proof

feature engineering, compute features that describe issues

feature engineering, compute features that describe redability

compute feat. that describe developer contributions

automated evaluation

ensure property across splits

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

64.3%

7.1%

42.9%

7.1%

14.3%

7.1%

28.6%

7.1%

92.9%

14.3%

14.3%

14.3%

28.6%

14.3%

7.1%

14.3%

7.1%

12.8%

12.8%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

14.9%

2.1%

2.1%

papers
interviews
surveys

Fig. 8. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each technique category appears. The figure displays
approximately the fifth sixth of the technique codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

select model(s)

consider specific(s) aspects when selecting the model

consider impact and ethical aspects of the solution

feature engineering

model monitoring and logging

do sanity checks

evaluate a model

ensure amount of data

understand bias

check for quality and integrity in data

use machine learning

compute efficiency and cost metrics

use adversarial learning

use supervised learning

select evaluation approach based on the model

auto-labeling

A/B testing

report limitations

feature engineering, add context

consider specific(s) aspects when optimizing the model

handle missing values

use federated learning

follow practices/guidelines

select data collection process based on literature

select/filter data

model design based on empirical experience

35.7%

14.3%

14.3%

21.4%

28.6%

7.1%

14.3%

14.3%

21.4%

7.1%

7.1%

14.3%

35.7%

14.3%

7.1%

14.3%

7.1%

7.1%

7.1%

14.3%

7.1%

7.1%

7.1%

6.4%

2.1%

2.1%

8.5%

4.3%

2.1%

2.1%

4.3%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

papers
interviews
surveys

Fig. 9. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each technique category appears. The figure displays
approximately the last sixth of the technique codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

to evaluate model(s) for a functional attribute

to collect data

to compare against others

to train a model for classification tasks

to embed and encode data

to find the best hyperparameters

to extract and build features

to evaluate model(s) for a non-functional attribute

to split the data into different sets

to enable reproducible results

to ensure data quality

to understand the impact of data variations on results

to evaluate model(s)

to optimize model(s)

to label instances

to remove the noise in data

to handle bias

to understand the model(s) behaviour(s)

to understand the data

to design model components

to ensure statistical signficance

to train a model for generation tasks

to transform the data into the required input

to explain the model (XAI)

86.4%

62.7%

47.3%

34.5%

28.2%

24.5%

23.6%

23.6%

22.7%

20.9%

19.1%

18.2%

18.2%

18.2%

17.3%

17.3%

17.3%

16.4%

16.4%

16.4%

15.5%

15.5%

13.6%

13.6%

85.7%

92.9%

14.3%

28.6%

28.6%

78.6%

92.9%

21.4%

28.6%

50.0%

78.6%

28.6%

92.9%

21.4%

71.4%

21.4%

78.6%

57.1%

78.6%

7.1%

7.1%

50.0%

35.7%

2.1%

2.1%

6.4%

2.1%

12.8%

6.4%

4.3%

8.5%

2.1%

2.1%

10.6%

4.3%

4.3%

2.1%

4.3%

papers
interviews
surveys

Fig. 10. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each purpose/output category appears. The figure
displays approximately the first third of the purpose/output codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

to select the model

to train a model(s)

to train a model(s) considering specific capabilities

to select the data

to tokenize data

to select features

to understand the impact of model components on results

to clean data

to validate and correct labels

to train a model for pattern recognition tasks

to avoid data contamination

to preprocess data

to control over/underfitting

to enable evaluating scenarios

to improve efficency

to group data with similar characteristics

to visualize results

to train a model for regression tasks

to enable training scenarios

to train a model for learning representations

to understand the requirements and possible solutions

to evaluate model(s) with human judges

to evaluate model(s) in specific scenarios

to improve model performance

12.7%

12.7%

11.8%

10.9%

9.1%

8.2%

8.2%

8.2%

8.2%

7.3%

7.3%

7.3%

6.4%

6.4%

5.5%

5.5%

5.5%

5.5%

4.5%

4.5%

4.5%

4.5%

3.6%

3.6%

100%

28.6%

28.6%

35.7%

14.3%

7.1%

92.9%

50.0%

14.3%

42.9%

7.1%

28.6%

14.3%

7.1%

100%

64.3%

50.0%

4.3%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

4.3%

6.4%

2.1%

papers
interviews
surveys

Fig. 11. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each purpose/output category appears. The figure
displays approximately the second third of the purpose/output codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

to ensure model quality

to reduce dimensionality

to improve model usability

to evaluate model(s) for software testing criteria

to remove duplicates in data

to compare against others without bias

to handle data size requirements

to implement a model

to postprocess the output

to ensure model quality for a non-functional attribute

to train a model for ranking tasks

to reduce complexity

to anonymize the data

to train a model for code

to train a model for time serie prediction

to deploy a model

to handle concept drift

to evaluate model(s) through verification

to evaluate model(s) avoiding bias

to follow a practice

to monitor model(s)

to design ml process

to handle missing data

to select quality attributes

3.6%

3.6%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

2.7%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

1.8%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

0.9%

28.6%

7.1%

7.1%

21.4%

14.3%

14.3%

7.1%

7.1%

14.3%

42.9%

28.6%

28.6%

71.4%

21.4%

21.4%

7.1%

35.7%

2.1%

2.1%

2.1%

4.3%

papers
interviews
surveys

Fig. 12. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each purpose/output category appears. The figure
displays approximately the last third of the purpose/output codes, organized by the subject papers appearance.
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C.2 Categories associated to the ML Stage

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Feature Engineering

Data Cleaning

Model Training

Model Evaluation

Data Collection

Model Requirement

Data Labeling

Model Deployment

Other

Model Monitoring

59.1%
(65)

62.7%
(69)

93.6%
(103)

96.4%
(106)

67.3%
(74)

13.6%
(15)

19.1%
(21)

2.7%
(3)

13.6%
(15)

92.9%
(13)

100.0%
(14)

100.0%
(14)

100.0%
(14)

100.0%
(14)

100.0%
(14)

85.7%
(12)

71.4%
(10)

92.9%
(13)

21.4%
(3)

21.3%
(10)

40.4%
(19)

76.6%
(36)

55.3%
(26)

25.5%
(12)

14.9%
(7)

2.1%
(1)

2.1%
(1)

25.5%
(12)

papers
interviews
surveys

Fig. 13. Percentage of subjects (i.e., papers, interviewees, and surveys) in which each ML stage category appears.
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C.3 Categories associated to the SE Tasks

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

implementation

testing

maintenance

managment

requirements and specifications

software representation

Other

78.6% 
 (11)

50.0% 
 (7)

14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)

7.1% 
 (1)

Fig. 14. Percentage of interviews in which each SE task category appears.

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

testing

implementation

managment

testing ML

software representation

requirements and specifications

implementation ML

maintenance

team/developer aspects

Other

40.0% 
 (44)

23.6% 
 (26)

16.4% 
 (18)

10.9% 
 (12)

5.5% 
 (6)

3.6% 
 (4)

1.8% 
 (2)
1.8% 
 (2)
1.8% 
 (2)

0.9% 
 (1)

Fig. 15. Percentage of papers in which each SE task category appears.
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C.4 Codes associated to theQuality attributes

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

performance metrics (functional attributes)

types of evaluation/assesment

quality and reliability (non-functional attributes)

security and privacy metrics (non-functional attributes)

usability (non-functional attributes)

explainability and interpretability (non-functional attributes)

fairness (non-functional attributes)

resource utilization metrics (non-functional attributes)

processes metrics (non-functional attributes)

64.3% 
 (9)
64.3% 
 (9)

57.1% 
 (8)

28.6% 
 (4)
28.6% 
 (4)

21.4% 
 (3)
21.4% 
 (3)

14.3% 
 (2)

7.1% 
 (1)

Fig. 16. Percentage of interviews in which each quality attribute category appears.

C.5 Codes associated to the ML Challenges

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

data related challenges

ground truth and evaluation 

resources needed/used

conduct human studies

model interpretability and trustworthiness

reproducibility and deployment

model selection

lack of technology

fairness

model governance

problem instrinsic challenges

security

Other

efficency in response time

lack of knowledge

privacy

64.3% 
 (9)

57.1% 
 (8)

50.0% 
 (7)

42.9% 
 (6)
42.9% 
 (6)
42.9% 
 (6)

28.6% 
 (4)

21.4% 
 (3)

14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)

7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)

Fig. 17. Percentage of interviews in which each challenge category appears.
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C.6 Codes associated to the Reviewer’s perspective

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

some areas are not as well covered

metrics

evaluation of models

fairness and ethics

Process and Methodology

data integrity and contamination

Usability and Practicality

data integrity and contamination, error

model selection, error

reproducibility and replication

result analysis

evaluation of models, error

how comparisions are made

limitations

expertise in ML

Usability and Practicality, error

Process and Methodology, error

feature engineering, error

lack of guideliness

limitations, error

feature engineering

50.0% 
 (7)
50.0% 
 (7)

35.7% 
 (5)
35.7% 
 (5)
35.7% 
 (5)
35.7% 
 (5)
35.7% 
 (5)

28.6% 
 (4)
28.6% 
 (4)
28.6% 
 (4)
28.6% 
 (4)

14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)

7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)

Fig. 18. Percentage of interviews in which each reviewers’ perspective category appears.
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C.7 Codes associated to the Educator’s perspective

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

experiential learning (self or others)

text learning support

classsical courses

quality attributes

show issues and gaps

ML should be human centered

non classical courses

compare own results with others

include peers (learn from and with peers)

use real examples

existing code for ML

physical tools for the teacher

show other areas

usage of pipelines

64.3% 
 (9)

50.0% 
 (7)

28.6% 
 (4)
28.6% 
 (4)
28.6% 
 (4)

21.4% 
 (3)
21.4% 
 (3)

14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)
14.3% 
 (2)

7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)
7.1% 
 (1)

Fig. 19. Percentage of interviews in which each educators’ perspective category appears.
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