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Abstract—The growth of Python adoption across diverse do-
mains has led to increasingly complex codebases, presenting chal-
lenges in maintaining code quality. While numerous tools attempt
to address these challenges, they often fall short in providing
comprehensive analysis capabilities or fail to consider Python-
specific contexts. PyExamine addresses these critical limitations
through an approach to code smell detection that operates across
multiple levels of analysis.

PyExamine architecture enables detailed examination of code
quality through three distinct but interconnected layers: architec-
tural patterns, structural relationships, and code-level implemen-
tations. This approach allows for the detection and analysis of 49
distinct metrics, providing developers with an understanding of
their codebase’s health. The metrics span across all levels of code
organization, from high-level architectural concerns to granular
implementation details.

Through evaluation on 7 diverse projects, PyExamine achieved
detection accuracy rates: 91.4% for code-level smells, 89.3%
for structural smells, and 80.6% for architectural smells. These
results were further validated through extensive user feedback
and expert evaluations, confirming PyExamine’s capability to
identify potential issues across all levels of code organization
with high recall accuracy.

In additional to this, we have also used PyExamine to analysis
the prevalence of different type of smells, across 183 diverse
Python projects ranging from small utilities to large-scale enter-
prise applications.

PyExamine’s distinctive combination of comprehensive analy-
sis, Python-specific detection, and high customizability makes it
a valuable asset for both individual developers and large teams
seeking to enhance their code quality practices.

Index Terms—Python, Code Smells, Anti-patterns

I. INTRODUCTION

Code smells are indicators of potential problems in software
design and implementation [[1]]. While not bugs themselves,
these smells often signal design weaknesses that can impede
development and increase the risk of future failures. As
Python’s popularity grows across data science, web devel-
opment, and automation domains, maintaining large Python
codebases has become increasingly challenging [2] [3]].

Current Python code analysis tools exhibit significant lim-
itations in their detection capabilities. These tools, such as
Pylint and Flake8 [4] 5], primarily focus on code-level issues,
lacking the ability to detect system-wide architectural prob-
lems like cyclic dependencies, god components, and scattered
functionality [6], [7] .

This limited architectural analysis is a major drawback in
existing solutions. They often lack depth in their analysis capa-
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bilities, particularly when dealing with architectural concerns
and complex structural patterns. Additionally, most tools offer
limited customization options, making it difficult to adapt to
project-specific requirements and coding standards. Perhaps
most critically, these tools frequently struggle to integrate
different levels of analysis effectively, leaving significant gaps
in their detection capabilities [S], [9].

While tools like Prospector and Radon [[10f], [11]] provide
some structural metrics, they fall short in effectively identify-
ing complex inheritance hierarchies, poor interface cohesion,
and problematic design patterns [12].

This insufficient structural detection leaves many potential
issues unaddressed. Moreover, most existing tools lack proper
consideration of Python’s unique features and idioms, leading
to unreliable detection and false positives [6]], [13].

Another significant limitation is the integration gap present
in current solutions. These tools often operate in isolation, fail-
ing to connect code-level issues with their broader structural
and architectural implications [14], [[15]. This disconnection
hampers a holistic understanding of the codebase and its
potential problems.

The absence of comprehensive smell detection capabili-
ties in Python projects has several important implications.
First, without proper architectural smell detection, projects
accumulate technical debt through unidentified cyclic depen-
dencies and problematic component interactions [16], [17].
This architectural debt can significantly impact the long-term
maintainability and scalability of the software.

Second, the limited structural analysis capabilities lead to
undetected design issues that compound over time, making
maintenance increasingly difficult [18]], [19]. As these struc-
tural problems grow, they can severely hinder the evolution
and adaptability of the codebase.

Lastly, the lack of multi-level analysis makes it challenging
to understand how code-level issues impact broader architec-
tural concerns [20]], [21]]. This integration challenge prevents
developers from gaining a detailed view of their project’s
health and potential areas for improvement. Addressing these
limitations is crucial for developing more effective and holistic
Python code analysis tools.

To address these limitations, we introduce PyExamine, a
comprehensive code smell detection tool specifically designed
for Python projects. PyExamine employs a multi-level analysis
approach that examines code at three distinct levels:



1) Architectural smells: The tool examines system-wide
design patterns, dependencies, and package hierarchies
using advanced graph-based algorithms. This includes
detection of cyclic dependencies, analysis of component
coupling, and evaluation of architectural layering vio-
lations. The architectural analysis employs metrics to
identify issues that could impact system maintainability
and scalability [8]], [9], [15].

2) Structural smells: At this level, PyExamine evaluates
class and module design, interface cohesion, and in-
heritance structures using established metrics such as
LCOM (Lack of Cohesion of Methods), CBO (Coupling
Between Objects), and DIT (Depth of Inheritance Tree).
The tool also analyzes package-level organization and
component interactions to identify structural weaknesses
[12], [22]]-[25]].

3) Code-level smells: The most granular level of analysis
identifies implementation issues through detailed static
analysis of functions, methods, and code blocks. This
includes detection of long methods, complex condi-
tional logic, duplicate code, and other common code-
level smells. The analysis employs sophisticated pattern
matching and metric calculations to ensure accurate
detection [[13]], [20], [26]-[28].

PyExamine distinguishes itself through several core capabil-
ities. The tool implements a multi-tiered analysis framework
that ensures comprehensive smell detection across different
abstraction levels. Its highly customizable configuration sys-
tem enables developers to adapt the analysis to their project-
specific requirements.

PyExamine incorporates an extensive catalog of Python-
specific code smells, focusing on issues arising from Python’s
unique features and idioms. The tool covers 49 distinct met-
rics across three levels of analysis: 24 code-level metrics, 6
architectural metrics, and 19 structural metrics. Additionally,
PyExamine provides a sophisticated reporting system that
delivers clear, actionable insights for improvement.

Our evaluation across 7 diverse projects demonstrates PyEx-
amine’s effectiveness, achieving Recall accuracy of 91.4% for
code-level smells and 89.3% for structural smells and 80.6%
for Architectural smells. While recent research shows promise
in using machine learning for smell detection [3]], these
approaches currently exhibit limitations in functionality and
higher false-positive rates compared to rule-based methods.

Our study addresses four fundamental questions regarding
smells detection:

1) How accurate is PyExamine in detecting code smells?

2) How accurate is PyExamine in detecting structural
smells?

3) How accurate is PyExamine in detecting architectural
smells?

4) What is the prevalence and distribution of different smell
types in Python projects?

Through this research, we aim to advance software quality

assurance practices and provide developers with an effective

tool for maintaining high-quality Python codebases [2] [29].
PyExamine represents a step forward in automated code
quality assessment, offering a comprehensive solution to the
challenges of maintaining large-scale Python projects.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK
A. Code, Architectural and Structural Smells

Smells are symptoms in the source code that indicate
potential design or implementation problems. While not bugs
or errors in themselves, code smells often correlate with
deeper issues in the software’s design or architecture. They
can lead to increased difficulty in maintaining, extending, or
understanding the codebase [?2].

Smells can be categorized into three main levels:

1) Architectural Smells: These are high-level issues that
affect the overall structure and organization of the
software system [24] [8]. Key manifestations include
cyclic dependencies between modules or components,
god components that attempt to handle too many re-
sponsibilities, and scattered functionality where related
features are dispersed across unrelated modules.

2) Structural Smells: These relate to problems in the
design of classes and modules [[12f], [[17], [22]-[24]. The
primary concerns involve issues in class and module
design patterns, interface cohesion challenges, and com-
plications in complexity and inheritance hierarchies.

3) Code-Level Smells: These represent the most granular
issues within individual methods or small code blocks
[26]-[28]]. Common manifestations include long meth-
ods that have grown unwieldy, duplicate code segments
that could be unified, and overly complex conditional
logic that hampers readability and maintenance.

The impact of code smells on software quality is significant
and multifaceted. Architectural smells can lead to systems
that are difficult to evolve and maintain, often resulting in
increased development time and cost [9]], [15]]. Structural
smells can make individual components harder to understand
and modify, potentially introducing bugs during changes [16],
[19]. Code-level smells can decrease readability and increase
the likelihood of errors in specific functions or methods [2],
(13]], [20].

In the context of Python development, code smells take on
additional significance due to the language’s emphasis on read-
ability and its “batteries included” philosophy. Python’s dy-
namic nature and support for multiple programming paradigms
can sometimes lead to unique code smells that may not be as
prevalent in other languages.

B. Existing Detection Tools

The landscape of Python code analysis tools presents a
diverse array of solutions, each with distinct capabilities and
limitations as shown in Table |I| Pylint, while widely adopted
for style enforcement and error detection, primarily addresses
surface-level concerns rather than deeper design issues [5].
Similarly, Flake8, which integrates PyFlakes, pycodestyle,
and McCabe complexity checker, offers valuable style checks



and complexity measurements but lacks comprehensive smell
detection capabilities [4]], [|30].

SonarQube represents a more holistic approach to code anal-
ysis, though its Python-specific features remain less sophisti-
cated compared to its robust Java support [31]]. This limitation
is particularly evident in architectural smell detection, where
specialized tools like Arcan demonstrate stronger capabilities,
albeit primarily for Java codebases [18].

Prospector attempts to bridge these gaps by integrating
multiple analysis tools, yet struggles with detecting higher-
level architectural smells and complex inheritance hierarchies
[10]. Radon, while effective in computing various code metrics
such as cyclomatic complexity and maintainability index,
focuses primarily on metrics rather than smell detection [11]].

These existing solutions generally excel at code-level analy-
sis but demonstrate significant limitations in addressing higher-
level architectural and structural concerns. The current tooling
landscape reveals a clear need for more comprehensive solu-
tions that can effectively address the full spectrum of code
smells in Python projects, from architectural patterns to code-
level issues. This gap is particularly notable in the detection
of complex inheritance hierarchies, poor interface cohesion,
and other sophisticated architectural patterns that impact code
quality and maintainability.

These tools face four primary limitations:

1) Limited multi-level analysis, with most tools focusing

primarily on code-level or simple structural issues

2) Insufficient consideration of Python-specific contexts

and idioms

3) Restricted customizability for project-specific smell def-

initions

4) Inadequate explanatory guidance for detected issues

CodeScene primarily focuses on behavioral code analysis
using version control data to identify hotspots and develop-
ment patterns. While it can highlight dependencies through co-
change analysis [37], it doesn’t specifically detect architectural
smells in the same way that PyExamine does.

As Garcia et al. [8] note, architectural smells’ high-level
nature and need for broader context make automated detection
particularly challenging.

Structural smell detection faces its own set of challenges.
Despite Suryanarayana et al. [17] emphasizing their impor-
tance for software quality, many popular tools provide incom-
plete coverage in this area [38]].

Recent research has attempted to address these limitations.
Studies have explored various approaches for architectural
smell detection [[15], [18], though primarily focusing on Java
systems. In the Python ecosystem, development of special-
ized architectural smell detection capabilities remains limited
compared to the comprehensive range of smells identified in
literature [6], [7].

These gaps highlight the need for more sophisticated detec-
tion mechanisms, particularly for Python development. While
various tools exist in the landscape, the fundamental challenge
of comprehensive smell detection remains largely unaddressed
(9], [14].

PyExamine aims to bridge these gaps by offering a com-
prehensive, Python-specific solution that operates across mul-
tiple abstraction levels. By combining architectural, structural,
and code-level analysis with deep understanding of Python’s
unique characteristics, it seeks to provide more complete and
relevant code quality assessment for Python projects of all
sizes.

The tool emphasizes customizability and actionable insights,
addressing the limitations identified in existing solutions while
maintaining the accessibility and integration capabilities that
developers expect from modern development tools.

III. PYEXAMINE ARCHITECTURE

A. System Overview

PyExamine is designed with a modular and extensible
architecture to facilitate comprehensive code smell detection
across multiple levels of abstraction. The system is composed
of several key components that work together to analyze
Python codebases and identify potential issues.

In total, PyExamine encompasses 49 distinct metrics dis-
tributed across the three analysis levels: 24 code-level metrics,
6 architectural metrics, and 19 structural metrics.

These metrics are meticulously defined within the
“code_quality_config. YAML* file, a crucial component of
the comprehensive replication package available on Zenodo.
For detailed information and further clarification, consult the
project’s documentation.

This multi-layered approach enables a thorough evaluation
of Python codebases, from high-level architectural consider-
ations down to specific implementation details, providing a
complete picture of code quality. This implementation goes
beyond simple metrics to consider:

« Contextual complexity based on surrounding code
o Framework-specific anti-patterns

e Cross-module impact of architectural decisions

o Weighted severity based on multiple factors

Name Binding and Type Resolution Implementation in PyEx-
amine

The implementation of name binding
resolution in  PyExamine is  more
than it may initially seem. Examining the code in
architectural_smell_detector.py, we can
observe a multi-layered approach to name resolution that
handles both intra-module and inter-module relationships.

The system employs a hierarchical resolution strategy
that begins with local scope analysis and extends to
package-level name binding. For instance, the method
resolve_external_dependencies (self)
demonstrates how PyExamine distinguishes between
project modules, standard library imports, and third-party
dependencies. The implementation carefully tracks module
hierarchies and resolves relative imports by maintaining
context about the package structure.

and type
sophisticated



TABLE I
COMPARISON OF PYTHON CODE SMELL DETECTION TOOLS

Tool Type Test-Specific | Customization | Architectural Smell | Structural Smell | Code Smell

pytest-smell [32] Free Yes Limited No No Yes
Pylint [5] Free No Yes No No Yes
Pyflakes [30] Free No Limited No Limited Yes
Radon [[11] Free No Yes No No Yes
Cohesion [33] Free No Limited No Limited No
Pyscent [34] Free No Limited No No Yes
PyNose [35] Free Yes Yes No No Yes
good-smell [36] Free No Yes No No Yes
SonarQube [31] Free/Paid No Yes No No Yes
Prospector [10] Free No Yes No Limited Yes
Flake8 [4] Free No Yes No Limited Yes
CodeScene [37] Paid No Yes No Limited Yes
Arcan [18] Paid No No Yes No No
PyExamine Free No Yes Yes Yes Yes
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Fig. 1. Main Component of PyExamine

Furthermore, the system manages Python’s dynamic nature
by analyzing runtime patterns and potential name rebinding
scenarios.

As illustrated in Figure [T} the main components of PyEx-
amine are:

o Command Line Analysis Coordinator: The central
component that orchestrates the overall analysis process.
It manages the parsing of Python files, delegates specific
analysis tasks to the appropriate smell detection modules,
and aggregates results.

o Architectural Smell Detector: Focuses on identifying
high-level design issues within the project, such as cyclic
dependencies and hub-like modules.

o Structural Smell Detector: Concentrates on evaluating
class and module-level design patterns, with a particu-
lar emphasis on object-oriented principles and structural
metrics

e Code Smell Detector: Operates at the most granular
level, analyzing individual functions and code blocks for
issues like long methods and duplicate code.

« Configuration System: Allows users to customize smell
definitions, thresholds, and detection rules through a
YAML-based configuration file.

o Report Generator: Compiles the results from all detec-
tors into a comprehensive, easy-to-understand report.

The rationale behind this architecture is to provide a com-

B. Smell Detection Modules

Code quality analysis can be divided into three primary
modules: Architectural Analysis, Structural Analysis, and
Code-Level Analysis. Each module serves a distinct purpose in
evaluating different aspects of code quality [9]. The detection
thresholds for various metrics have been carefully derived from
established research and empirical studies [21]], [39], ensuring
reliable and validated detection capabilities.

1) Architectural Smell Detector: The Architectural Analy-
sis Module focuses on examining high-level design patterns
and system architecture in Python projects [8].

It specifically analyzes inter-module relationships and
system-wide patterns using graph-based algorithms [18]. The
module’s key capabilities include detecting cyclic dependen-
cies with maximum length thresholds and identifying hub-like
dependency patterns through ratio analysis [|15].

It also evaluates unstable dependencies using threshold-
based detection and monitors API usage patterns for improper
implementation [16].

Furthermore, this module examines module interaction pat-
terns, identifying redundant abstractions through similarity
analysis and detecting god objects by analyzing function
counts [[19].

The metric computation in PyExamine is built on an
Abstract Syntax Tree (AST) analysis system that goes well
beyond simple syntax parsing. The architectural metrics are
computed through a combination of:

o Direct AST analysis for structural information

o Dependency graph analysis for architectural relationships

o Cross-reference analysis for coupling metrics



o Context-aware metric aggregation

The system builds a comprehensive dependency graph that
captures both explicit and implicit relationships between mod-
ules. This enables the detection of many architectural smells
used in our tool.

2) Structural Smell Detector: The Structural Analysis Mod-
ule concentrates on evaluating class and module-level design
patterns, with a particular emphasis on object-oriented princi-
ples and structural metrics [40].

It employs several complexity metrics, including Weighted
Methods Per Class (WMPC1, WMPC2), Cyclomatic Com-
plexity, and Size and Length Metrics (SIZE2, LOC) [12].

The module also assesses coupling and cohesion through
metrics such as Lack of Cohesion of Methods (LCOM), Cou-
pling Between Objects (CBO), and Message Passing Coupling
(MPC) [25].

Inheritance and dependencies are evaluated using metrics
like Depth of Inheritance Tree (DIT), Number of Children
(NOC), and Fan-in/Fan-out Analysis [40].

Additionally, the module examines code structure elements
including maximum nesting depth, branch complexity, and file
length thresholds [21]].

3) Code Smell Detector: The Code-Level Analysis Module
performs detailed analysis of function and method-level code
quality. It identifies specific code smells and maintenance
issues across several categories [41]].

In terms of code organization, it analyzes long methods
through line count analysis, large classes by method count,
parameter list complexity, and primitive type usage patterns
[28]].

The module also addresses code duplication and mainte-
nance by identifying duplicate code segments with minimum
lines threshold, dead code, speculative generality, and diver-
gent change patterns [13].

Code complexity assessment includes analysis of complex
conditional structures, message chains, feature envy detection,
and data clump identification [20]. The module also evaluates
documentation and comments through ratio analysis, large
comment block detection, and documentation quality metrics
[6].

C. Configuration System

The Configuration System is a critical component of PyEx-
amine that provides flexibility and customizability to the tool’s
smell detection process. It allows users to tailor the behavior
of the smell detectors to their specific project needs, coding
standards, and quality requirements.

Key features of the Configuration System include:

e YAML-based Configuration: Uses a human-readable
YAML format for easy editing and version control.

o Customizable Thresholds: Allows users to set project-
specific thresholds for various metrics used in smell
detection.

o Smell Prioritization: Enables users to assign different
weights or priorities to different types of smells.

o Custom Smell Definitions: Allows users to define
project-specific smells based on their unique require-
ments.

The Configuration System interacts closely with all smell
detection modules, allowing them to dynamically adjust their
behavior based on the user-defined settings. This high degree
of customization makes PyExamine adaptable to a wide range
of Python projects and development practices.

D. Replication Package

To ensure the reproducibility of our results and to facilitate
further research in this area, we have prepared a compre-
hensive replication package for PyExamine. This package
includes all the necessary components to recreate our experi-
ments and verify our findings.

The replication package is available through multiple chan-
nels:

Documentation: Detailed documentation of PyExamine,
including installation instructions, usage guidelines, and API
references, is available aﬂ

Source Code: The complete source code of PyExamine

Data and Results: To ensure long-term availability and
citability, we have archived everything, including the analyzed
Python projects, on Zenodcﬂ

By providing this comprehensive replication package, we
aim to contribute to the transparency and reproducibility of
software engineering research.

1V. EVALUATION
A. Methodology

To assess the effectiveness and performance of PyExamine,
we conducted a comprehensive evaluation using a diverse set
of Python projects. Our methodology was designed to test
the tool’s capabilities across various dimensions, including
detection accuracy, performance, and usability. The evaluation
process consisted of several key components:

1) Dataset Selection: The analysis of 183 open-source

Python projects from GitHub was used as a broad study
of code smell patterns and prevalence in the Python
ecosystem. This large-scale analysis provided insights
into common issues across different types and sizes of
Python projects, but it was not used to directly evaluate
PyExamine’s performance.
For the actual evaluation of PyExamine, the paper fo-
cused on a smaller set of 7 diverse Python repositories,
as detailed in Table [II, These repositories were used to
assess the tool’s detection accuracy, compare it against
expert evaluations, and gather user feedback.

2) Tool Configuration: For each project in our evaluation,
we utilized PyExamine with both default configurations

Uhttps://python-smell.readthedocs.io/en//
Zhttps://github.com/KarthikShivasankar/python_smells_detector
3https://doi.org/10.528 1/zenodo. 14060772
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3)

and custom configurations tailored to the specific re-
quirements of each codebase. The configuration was
implemented using YAML files, allowing for fine-tuned
adjustment of smell detection thresholds and criteria.
The detection thresholds for various metrics have been
carefully derived from established research and empir-
ical studies [21]], [39], ensuring reliable and validated
detection capabilities. An example of a custom config-
uration for one of the projects is as follows:

code_smells:
LONG_METHOD_LINES:

value: 45
LARGE_CLASS_METHODS:
value: 15

This configuration approach allowed us to adapt PyEx-
amine’s detection criteria to the specific coding stan-
dards and architectural patterns of each project under
evaluation. By adjusting these thresholds, we could
account for variations in project size, complexity, and
domain-specific requirements, ensuring a fair and con-
textually appropriate assessment across our diverse set
of repositories.

User Study: We conducted a targeted evaluation of
PyExamine involving seven diverse Python projects and
their main contributors. The study encompassed a range
of domains, from scientific computing libraries to enter-
prise solutions, ensuring a comprehensive assessment of
the tool’s capabilities across different contexts.

The main contributor for each selected project was in-
vited to participate, providing a pool of developers with
Python experience ranging from 4 to 13 years (mean:
8.43 years). This diversity in experience levels allowed
for a robust evaluation of PyExamine’s effectiveness
across different skill sets.

To establish a reliable ground truth, participants were
tasked with manually identifying code smells in their
own projects. This approach leveraged the developers’
intimate knowledge of their codebases, creating a high-
quality dataset for comparison. PyExamine was then
run on each project, and its results were meticulously
compared against the developer-provided ground truth.
Using this comparison, we calculated key classification
metrics, including false positives, recall, Fl-score, and
F2-score. These metrics provided a quantitative measure
of PyExamine’s performance in detecting various types
of code smells.

Additionally, participants offered valuable feedback on
PyExamine’s accuracy, usability, relevance of detected
smells, and clarity of generated reports. This compre-
hensive approach allowed us to evaluate PyExamine’s
performance against expert knowledge while gathering
insights from experienced Python developers across dif-
ferent domains. The combination of quantitative metrics
and qualitative feedback provided a holistic view of
PyExamine’s effectiveness as a code smell detection

tool.

B. Detection Accuracy

The assessment of PyExamine involved a comprehensive
evaluation across seven diverse Python repositories. From
these repositories, we randomly selected a total of 94 code
snippets suspected of containing smells. These snippets repre-
sented 28 unique code smell types, providing a broad spectrum
for evaluation.

Each of these 94 code snippets was independently assessed
by the project’s main developer. This approach allowed us to
compare PyExamine’s automated detection capabilities against
expert human judgment, offering crucial insights into the tool’s
reliability and effectiveness.

Each project’s main developer analyzed only their own
project’s files, not the entire set of 94 files. The distribution
of smells was not uniform across projects: some smells ap-
peared frequently, while others were rare. The prevalence of
specific smells largely depended on each project’s context and
requirements.

This extensive evaluation process provided valuable data
on PyExamine’s detection capabilities across various smell
types and project contexts. By comparing the tool’s results
with developer assessments, we gained a clear picture of
PyExamine’s accuracy and its alignment with expert opinion
in identifying code quality issues.

As shown in Table our evaluation utilized reposito-
ries from developers with varying levels of Python exper-
tise. The repositories included scientific computing (pseudo-
hamiltonian-neural-networks, 6 years), system tools (sponge
with O years, rewts with 12 years), domain-specific applica-
tions (melodi with 8 years, rttarr with 4 years), enterprise
solutions (cyberrisk with 13 years), and private development
projects (inomotifin with 7 years). This diverse experience
profile, ranging from 4 to 13 years with a mean experience of
8.43 years, adds significant credibility to our evaluation.

TABLE II
PYTHON EXPERIENCE AND GITHUB REPOSITORIES OF SURVEY
RESPONDENTS

Repository Name

Python Experience (Years)
9

sponge
8 melodi
6 pseudo-hamiltonian-neural-networks|
12 rewts B
4 rttarr
7 inomotifin (Private repo)
13 cyberrisk| (Part of the repo)
TABLE III
CLASSIFICATION METRICS

Metric Value

Recall 0.872

Fl-score  0.932

F2-score  0.895

PyExamine demonstrated strong detection performance
across key metrics, as detailed in Table The tool achieved
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a recall rate of 0.872, successfully identifying 87.2% of actual
code smells, aligning remarkably well with our evaluator
agreement rate of 87.23%. The exceptional F1-score of 0.932
indicates balanced performance with minimal false positives
and negatives, while the strong F2-score of 0.895 confirms
the tool’s effectiveness in real-world scenarios where missing
code smells is considered more costly than false positives.

The evaluation’s reliability is substantiated by a high evalu-
ator agreement rate of 87.23%, with a 95% confidence interval
ranging from 80.49% to 93.98%. This strong consensus among
evaluators validates the tool’s detection patterns and method-
ology robustness. The narrow confidence interval particularly
supports the reliability of our ground truth data and evaluation
approach.

Our evaluation framework compared PyExamine’s auto-
mated detection results against manual code reviews, serving
as ground truth. This comparison assessed both traditional
code smells and architectural issues, providing comprehensive
validation of the tool’s detection algorithms. The classification
metrics presented in Table demonstrate the tool’s robust
performance across different detection scenarios.

The combination of high performance metrics from Table
and strong evaluator agreement demonstrates PyExamine’s
capability to replicate expert-level code smell detection. The
tool’s balanced performance makes it particularly valuable for
both automated code review processes and as a supporting
tool for manual reviews. This reliability, coupled with com-
prehensive coverage across different application domains as
evidenced in Table [lI} establishes PyExamine as an effective
solution for automated code quality assessment.

The evaluation results validate PyExamine’s practical value
in software development workflows. The tool’s ability to
maintain consistent performance across diverse repositories
with varying developer experience levels (as shown in Table [[I)
and align with expert judgment makes it a reliable instrument
for continuous code quality monitoring. The high F1 and F2
scores, combined with strong evaluator agreement, suggest that
PyExamine successfully bridges the gap between automated
detection and human expertise in code smell identification.

This comprehensive evaluation proves PyExamine’s effec-
tiveness as a code smell detection tool, supported by robust
metrics, diverse repository assessment, and strong evaluator
agreement. The tool’s demonstrated capabilities in detecting
both simple and complex code smells, combined with its
alignment with expert assessment, make it a valuable asset
for modern software development practices.

TABLE IV
SMELL TYPE ANALYSIS

Smell Type Count  Agreement Rate (%) Proportion (%)
Architectural Smell 31 80.65 32.98
Code Smell 35 91.43 37.23
Structural Smell 28 89.29 29.79

The analysis of PyExamine’s detection capabilities can be
structured around three distinct sub research questions, each

TABLE V
RELIABILITY METRICS (PER SMELL TYPE)
Smell Type Recall Fl-score F2-score
Code Smell 0.914 0.955 0.930
Structural Smell 0.893 0.943 0.912
Architectural Smell 0.806 0.893 0.839

focusing on a specific type of code smell as evidenced in Table
[[V] and Table [V

1) RQ 1: How accurate is PyExamine in detecting code
smells??: Our analysis of code smell detection reveals PyEx-
amine’s exceptional performance in identifying traditional
code-level issues. As shown in Table [V] the tool achieved good
classification metrics among all smell types, with a recall of
0.914, Fl-score of 0.955, and F2-score of 0.930. Table
further supports this finding, showing a 91.43% agreement
rate among evaluators and representing 37.23% of all detected
smells (35 instances). These robust metrics indicate PyExam-
ine’s particular strength in identifying common programming
antipatterns, making it highly reliable for routine code quality
assessment tasks.

2) RQ 2: How accurate is PyExamine in detecting struc-
tural smells?: The evaluation of structural smell detection
demonstrates PyExamine’s strong capabilities in identifying
code organization and component relationship issues. Table
shows good performance metrics with a recall of 0.893, F1-
score of 0.943, and F2-score of 0.912. According to Table
structural smells comprised 29.79% of total detections
(28 instances) with an agreement rate of 89.29%. While these
metrics are slightly lower than those for code smells, they
nonetheless indicate robust detection capabilities for structural
issues, suggesting PyExamine effectively identifies problems
related to code organization and component interactions.

3) RQ 3: How accurate is PyExamine in detecting architec-
tural smells??: The analysis of architectural smell detection
reveals PyExamine’s capability to identify complex, system-
level issues, albeit with lower metrics compared to other
smell types. As evidenced in Table [V] architectural smell
detection achieved a recall of 0.806, F1-score of 0.893, and
F2-score of 0.839. Table [[V] shows that architectural smells
constituted 32.98% of all detections (31 instances) with an
80.65% agreement rate. While these metrics are lower than
those for code and structural smells, they represent satisfactory
performance given the inherent complexity of architectural
pattern detection.

The comparative analysis across all three research questions
reveals a clear performance gradient, with traditional code
smells showing the highest detection accuracy, followed by
structural smells, and then architectural smells. This pattern is
consistent across both detection metrics (Table [V)) and evalua-
tor agreement rates (Table [[V). The distribution of smell types
shows a relatively balanced representation, with code smells
slightly more prevalent at 37.23%, followed by architectural
smells at 32.98%, and structural smells at 29.79%.

This comprehensive evaluation demonstrates PyExamine’s



versatility in detecting various types of code smells, with
particularly strong performance in identifying code-level and
structural issues. The tool maintains acceptable accuracy even
for complex architectural patterns, though with expectedly
lower performance metrics. The correlation between agree-
ment rates and detection metrics across smell types suggests
that PyExamine’s detection algorithms align well with ex-
pert judgment, particularly for more straightforward code-
level issues, while maintaining reliable performance for more
complex structural and architectural patterns.

TABLE VI
SURVEY RESULTS ANALYSIS (1-4 LIKERT SCALE)
Metric Usefulness Code  Architectural  Structural
Mean 3.57 3.86 343 3.71
Std Dev 0.53 0.38 0.53 0.49
Min 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Max 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00

4) Tools usefulness and qualitative assessment : The survey
results in Table demonstrate PyExamine’s effectiveness
across multiple dimensions, based on anonymous feedback
from the 7 developers listed in Table [l The tool received
strong overall ratings with a mean of 3.57 (SD=0.53), ranging
from 3.0 to 4.0.

Code smell detection emerged as the strongest feature
(mean=3.86, SD=0.38), aligning with the metrics shown in Ta-
ble[V] Structural smell detection followed closely (mean=3.71,
SD=0.49), corresponding well with its F1-score of 0.943. Ar-
chitectural smell detection, while slightly lower (mean=3.43,
SD=0.53), maintained satisfactory performance.

The consistent maximum rating of 4.0 across all categories
and minimum of 3.0 validates PyExamine’s effectiveness as
a comprehensive code smell detection tool, with particular
strength in code-level analysis while maintaining reliable
performance for structural and architectural patterns.

PyExamine demonstrated high recall accuracy across all
categories, with particularly strong performance in detecting
code-level smells. The slightly lower recall for architectural
smells can be attributed to the inherent complexity of detecting
high-level design issues, which sometimes require contextual
understanding that is challenging to fully automate.

In our analysis, we found that the majority of false posi-
tives were due to project-specific conventions or intentional
design decisions that deviated from general best practices.
This highlights the importance of PyExamine’s customization
capabilities, which allow users to tailor the tool to their
project’s specific needs.

C. RQ 4: What is the prevalence and distribution of different
smell types in Python projects?

The analysis of code smell prevalence in Python projects
revealed significant findings, as shown in Table [VII} Our study
detected 1,151,059 code smells across 183 Python projects,
with 33,765 out of 66,352 modules (50.9%) containing at least
one smell.

TABLE VII
SUMMARY STATISTICS OF CODE SMELL ANALYSIS

Metric Value
Total Smells Detected 1,151,059
Total Files Affected 33,765
Unique Smell Names 37
Total Projects 183

Total Modules 66,352

The investigation identified 37 unique smell types across
architectural, structural, and code smell categories.

The comprehensive dataset, spanning a substantial number
of projects and modules, provides robust evidence of code
smell distribution in Python projects. These findings empha-
size the pervasive nature of code quality issues and the need
for systematic detection and remediation approaches.

TABLE VIII
MosT COMMON CODE SMELLS
Smell Type Count  Percentage
Feature Envy 42,368 3.68%
Potential Shotgun Surgery 22,745 1.98%
Too Many Branches 21,691 1.88%
Potential Improper API Usage 17,377 1.51%
Scattered Functionality 16,470 1.43%
Unstable Dependency 12,611 1.10%
Long Method 12,033 1.05%
Temporary Field 10,893 0.95%
Potential Redundant Abstractions 7,986 0.69%

1) Most Common Code Smells Analysis: Table reveals
a feature Envy emerges as the most common smell with 3.68%
(42,368 instances), followed by Potential Shotgun Surgery at
1.98% (22,745 instances).

The distribution of remaining smells shows a gradual de-
cline in frequency, with Too Many Branches (1.88%), Potential
Improper API Usage (1.51%), and Scattered Functionality
(1.43%) representing significant but less prevalent issues. The
presence of both implementation-level smells (Long Method
at 1.05%) and design-level issues (Unstable Dependency at
1.10%) in the Table suggests that code quality challenges
exist across different abstraction levels.

TABLE IX
DISTRIBUTION OF SMELL TYPES BY CATEGORY
Category Smell Type Count %
Too Many Branches 21,691 32.91%
High Lines of Code (LOC) 7,921 12.02%
Structural High Response for a Class (RFC) 7,899  11.99%
High Cyclomatic Complexity 6,318 9.59%
High Number of Methods (NOM) 6,221 9.44%
Feature Envy 42,368 4.13%
Potential Shotgun Surgery 22,745 2.22%
Code Long Method 12,033 1.17%
Temporary Field 10,893 1.06%
Potential Improper API Usage 17,377 28.92%
Scattered Functionality 16,470  27.41%
Architectural ~ Unstable Dependency 12,611  20.99%
Potential Redundant Abstractions 7,986 13.29%
God Object 2,476 4.12%




2) Categorical Distribution of Code Smells: Table
provides a detailed breakdown of smell distributions across
structural, code, and architectural categories, offering deeper
insights into the nature of code quality issues in Python
projects:

In the Structural category, Too Many Branches leads with
32.91% (21,691 instances), followed by High Lines of Code
(12.02%) and High Response for a Class (11.99%). This
distribution suggests that complexity management and code
organization are significant challenges in Python development.
The relatively even distribution among other structural metrics
indicates that these issues often occur in combination.

The Code smell category is presented by Feature Envy
(4.13%) and Potential Shotgun Surgery (2.22%). This stark
imbalance suggests that data organization and method-data
relationships are particularly challenging aspects of Python
development. The lower percentages of Long Method (1.17%)
and Temporary Field (1.06%) indicate that these traditional
code smells are less prevalent but still significant.

Architectural smells show a more balanced distribution,
with Potential Improper API Usage (28.92%) and Scat-
tered Functionality (27.41%) being the most common issues.
The significant presence of Unstable Dependency (20.99%)
and Potential Redundant Abstractions (13.29%) suggests that
architectural design challenges are widespread in Python
projects. The lower occurrence of God Object (4.12%) might
indicate better awareness and avoidance of this well-known
anti-pattern.

TABLE X
DISTRIBUTION OF CODE SMELLS ACROSS PYTHON FRAMEWORKS

Framework | Total Smells Distribution (%)
Arch. Code Struct.
Keras 20,458 7.7 86.8 5.5
NumPy 16,368 6.1 85.5 8.4
Scikit-learn 11,083 10.0 79.8 10.2
FastAPI 1,758 51.8 38.8 94
Flask 431 36.9 45.5 17.6
Requests 148 17.6 345 479

Note: Arch.=Architectural, Struct.=Structural

TABLE XI
MoOST PREVALENT CODE SMELLS BY FRAMEWORK

Framework | Most Prevalent Smells

Keras SF(2.3%), FE(2.4%), TMB(1.7%)
NumPy SF(3.5%), FE(4.8%), SS(5.3%)
Scikit-learn UD(3.6%), FE(22.2%), LM(5.6%)
FastAPI RA(25.5%), FE(14.7%), LM(17.4%)
Flask CD(19.0%), FE(31.3%), TMB(6.5%)
Requests UD(4.7%), FE(13.5%), TMB(10.8%)

Smell abbreviations: SF=Scattered Functionality, FE=Feature Envy,
TMB=Too Many Branches, SS=Shotgun Surgery, UD=Unstable Dependency,
RA=Redundant Abstraction, LM=Long Method, CD=Cyclic Dependency

The analysis of code smell distribution across Python frame-
works reveals distinct patterns, as detailed in Table [X| Machine
learning and scientific libraries (Keras, NumPy, Scikit-learn)

show high proportions of code-level smells (79.8-86.8%),
while web frameworks like FastAPI and Flask demonstrate
more balanced distributions with higher architectural smell
percentages (51.8% and 36.9%). Notably, the Requests library
shows the highest proportion of structural smells (47.9%).

Table highlights the most common smell types across
frameworks. Feature Envy (FE) appears consistently through-
out. Scientific libraries share similar patterns, with Scattered
Functionality (SF) being prominent, while web frameworks
show higher instances of architectural smells like Cyclic
Dependency (CD) and Redundant Abstraction (RA). The Re-
quests library notably struggles with Unstable Dependencies
(UD) and Too Many Branches (TMB).

These patterns reflect the distinct challenges faced by dif-
ferent types of Python frameworks, suggesting the need for
domain-specific code quality strategies.

This categorical analysis demonstrates that while certain
smells dominate their respective categories, the nature and
distribution of code quality issues vary significantly across
different aspects of software design and implementation. The
findings suggest that comprehensive code quality improvement
strategies should address issues at all levels, with particular
attention to data organization and structural complexity man-
agement in Python projects.

V. DISCUSSION

The comprehensive evaluation of PyExamine has yielded
significant insights into its effectiveness as a code smell
detection tool. Our analysis demonstrates exceptional perfor-
mance across multiple dimensions, with the tool achieving
recall accuracy rates: 91.4% for code-level smells, 89.3% for
structural smells, and 80.6% for architectural smells. This
hierarchical performance pattern naturally aligns with the
increasing complexity of detection at different abstraction
levels.

A. User Study Insights

User study involving seven experienced developers provided
strong validation for PyExamine’s practical value. Developers
consistently expressed high satisfaction across all aspects of
the tool’s functionality, with overall usefulness receiving a
robust mean rating of 3.57 out of 4.0. Code smell detection
features stood out as particularly effective, garnering the
highest rating of 3.86, while structural smell detection also
received positive feedback with a mean rating of 3.71. Even
the more complex architectural detection capabilities achieved
a respectable 3.43, demonstrating broad user confidence in
PyExamine’s utility across all detection levels.

Qualitative feedback from the study revealed several key
insights into PyExamine’s strengths and areas for potential
improvement. Developers particularly appreciated the tool’s
ability to identify straightforward code-level issues such as
long methods, complex conditionals, and duplicate code [28]],
which provided immediate, actionable insights for improving
code quality. The detection of structural smells like poor
interface cohesion and improper inheritance hierarchies [40]]



was highlighted as an educational feature, helping developers
enhance their object-oriented design skills.

However, users encountered some challenges with higher-
level architectural smells [[15]. Concepts such as unstable
dependencies, scattered functionality, and cyclic dependencies
were sometimes difficult to fully grasp and address, especially
in larger codebases [9]]. Several participants noted that while
PyExamine excelled at identifying potential issues, interpret-
ing the relevance of certain smells, particularly architectural
ones, often required deeper project context [16]. This was
especially true for smells like feature envy and potential
shotgun surgery [41]].

While developers appreciated PyExamine’s customizabil-
ity, some found the initial configuration process for project-
specific rules to be complex [21], suggesting a need for
more comprehensive documentation or preset configurations
for common project types [19]].

These insights underscore PyExamine’s strength in provid-
ing immediate, actionable feedback on code quality while
also revealing areas for potential improvement, particularly
in guiding users through the interpretation and resolution of
more complex architectural smells [17]]. The study highlights
the tool’s value as both a practical development aid and a
learning tool for advancing software design skills, while also
indicating room for enhancing user guidance on more abstract
code quality concepts [0].

B. Tool Strengths

PyExamine distinguishes itself from existing code smell de-
tection tools through several key strengths. Its comprehensive
multi-level analysis capability provides a holistic view of code
quality by detecting smells at architectural, structural, and code
levels [9]]. This multi-tiered approach enables developers to
address issues across various abstraction levels, from high-
level design problems to low-level implementation details [§]].

The tool’s Python-specific detection mechanisms set it apart
from generic code analysis tools. By understanding Python-
specific idioms, best practices, and common pitfalls [6],,
PyExamine delivers more relevant and accurate smell detec-
tion results. The YAML-based configuration system offers
exceptional customizability, allowing users to fine-tune smell
definitions and thresholds according to their project’s specific
needs, making it adaptable to various coding standards and
project requirements.

Beyond mere detection, PyExamine provides actionable
insights by offering context and suggestions for improvement
[41]. This feature helps developers understand why certain
code patterns are problematic and guides them in effective
refactoring [17]]. Furthermore, the tool’s design facilitates
seamless integration into existing development workflows,
including continuous integration pipelines and code review
processes.

C. Limitations

Despite its robust capabilities, PyExamine faces few limita-
tions. While the tool maintains high accuracy, it can produce

false positives, particularly for architectural smells that require
deeper contextual understanding [15]. This issue becomes
more pronounced when the tool isn’t properly configured for
a specific project’s conventions.

The tool’s high degree of customizability, while advanta-
geous, introduces configuration complexity [[13]]. Users must
invest significant time in understanding and configuring the
tool to maximize its benefits, which may challenge less
experienced developers. As a static analysis tool, PyExamine
cannot detect issues that only manifest at runtime, a limitation
particularly relevant given Python’s dynamic nature.

Python’s rapid evolution necessitates frequent updates to
keep PyExamine current with the latest language features and
best practices [6]. Additionally, the tool’s current focus on
analyzing the present state of codebases means it lacks insights
into how code smells evolve over time or correlate with project
history [19].

D. Future Enhancements

Our evaluation and user feedback have revealed several
promising directions for PyExamine’s future development.
Developing plugins for popular IDEs would enable real-time
smell detection and suggestions during code writing [13]].

Implementing historical trend analysis capabilities would
provide valuable insights into project health trends and refac-
toring effectiveness [14]. The tool’s smell catalog could
be continuously expanded, particularly focusing on Python-
specific anti-patterns and emerging best practices [16]. En-
hanced visualization features, including sophisticated depen-
dency graphs and heat maps, would improve the communica-
tion of complex code quality issues [18]].

Advanced capabilities could include automated refactoring
suggestions and implementations to address identified issues
[20]. Performance optimization remains an ongoing priority,
particularly for large codebases, through techniques like in-
cremental analysis and more efficient algorithms. The tool’s
scope could be extended to analyze entire Python ecosystems,
including dependencies and package interactions [9]], while
seamless integration with CI/CD pipelines could be enhanced
through customizable quality gates.

These future enhancements aim to evolve PyExamine into
an even more powerful tool for maintaining high-quality
Python codebases. By addressing current limitations and ex-
panding its capabilities, PyExamine can continue to develop
alongside Python’s evolution and meet the growing needs of
its developer community [42].

VI. THREATS TO VALIDITY
A. Internal Validity

Our study’s internal validity considers potential biases in
methodology. While covering 183 Python projects, dataset
selection may contain inherent biases. Expert evaluations for
ground truth, though showing 87.23% agreement rate, could
introduce subjectivity. The developer experience range (4-13
years, mean 8.43) may not fully represent all expertise levels.



B. External Validity

Generalizability limitations include potential gaps in domain
coverage despite diverse project selection across scientific
computing, system tools, and enterprise solutions. The user
study’s scope (seven developers) and evaluation coverage (28
smell types across 94 evaluations) may not fully represent the
broader Python ecosystem.

C. Construct Validity

Performance metrics (recall, Fl-score, F2-score) provide
comprehensive measurement but may not capture all detection
quality aspects. The categorization of smells (architectural:
32.98%, code: 37.23%, structural: 29.79%) could influence
result interpretation, despite high detection rates across cat-
egories.

D. Reliability

Our findings’ reliability is supported by high evaluator
agreement (87.23%, CI: 80.49-93.98%), multiple performance
metrics, and positive user feedback across different aspects
(usefulness: 3.57, code smell detection: 3.86, structural: 3.71,
architectural: 3.43).

VII. CONCLUSION

PyExamine is a comprehensive multi-level code smell de-
tection tool designed for Python projects. It identifies potential
issues at architectural, structural, and code levels, offering a
holistic approach to code quality assessment.

The evaluation demonstrates PyExamine’s effectiveness in
detecting code smells with high recall accuracy. User study
evaluation illustrate the tool’s potential to improve code quality
and maintainability.

It encourages better design practices by providing com-
prehensive code quality insights. The tool facilitates early
detection of potential issues, allowing developers to address
problems before they become deeply embedded in the project.

Additionally, it serves as an educational tool, helping devel-
opers learn and apply best practices in Python development,
thereby enhancing overall code quality and software design
skills.
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