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ABSTRACT

Bots have emerged from research prototypes to deployable systems due to the recent
developments in machine learning, natural language processing and understanding
techniques. In software engineering, bots range from simple automated scripts to
decision-making autonomous systems. The spectrum of applications of bots in software
engineering is so wide and diverse, that a comprehensive overview and categorization of
such bots is needed. Existing works considered selective bots to be analyzed and failed
to provide the overall picture. Hence it is significant to categorize bots in software
engineering through analyzing why, what and how the bots are applied in software
engineering. We approach the problem with a systematic mapping study based on the
research articles published in this topic. This study focuses on classification of bots
used in software engineering, the various dimensions of the characteristics, the more
frequently researched area, potential research spaces to be explored and the perception
of bots in the developer community. This study aims to provide an introduction and
a broad overview of bots used in software engineering. Discussions of the feedback
and results from several studies provide interesting insights and prospective future
directions.

Subjects Human-Computer Interaction, Artificial Intelligence, Natural Language and Speech,
Software Engineering
Keywords Bots, Software engineering, BotSE, Conversational A, Digital assistants

INTRODUCTION

The process of software engineering becomes increasingly automated with the advancement
of artificial intelligence techniques. One important strand in this regard are software
development bots that act as (semi-)autonomous agents taking over common software
engineering tasks, such as repository management or bug tracking. The term Bots—a
short form for Software Robots—represents software programs from automated scripts to
autonomous agents that execute actions when defined conditions are met. Many software
developers, teams, and companies use bots to automate various—often repetitive—tasks
to increase their work efficiency (Farooq & Grudin, 20165 Monperrus, 2019; Lebeuf, Storey
& Zagalsky, 2017).

Bots that are designed to aid developers in the software development process in general
are termed as Devbots. The developers can instruct the bots on what has to be done and
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with their pre-written logic, the bots help in executing the tasks. Devbots bridge the gap
between human software development and automated processes (Varn Tonder ¢ Le Goues,
2019). In regulating software repositories, bots play the role of automated scripts for
handling issues, managing PR, and CI pipelines. Apart from automating the recurring
tasks, bots are also designed to access information through high level interfaces. Bots used
for Question-Answering systems employ information retrieval methods. Bots that are
accompanied with a goal for supporting developers to mitigate the workload are called
digital assistants. To let the developer work without distraction or to avoid low level jobs, the
digital assistant keeps track of tiny tasks, while the developer remains focused on the hard
part of the problems (Murphy, 2019). Digital assistants consist of a wide range of systems
from mobile apps to virtual characters in augmented reality. Among them, notable are
the ones with conversational capabilities as they allow the developer to communicate with
the system through Natural language commands. Researchers predict that conversational
chatbot interfaces could revolutionize human—computer interaction (HCI) (Folstad ¢
Brandtz, 2017). Bots and conversational Uls are even called “universal UI” and are seen
as a paradigm shift for user interaction as they are natural for humans. The collaboration
of humans with bots led to the term “Bot-ecosystems”, a place where humans and bots
cooperate (Storey & Zagalsky, 2016).

Problem statement

Bots in software engineering come in diverse forms to be applied in different areas. They
function as apps in maintaining repositories, as chat interfaces in question-answering
systems, as digital assistants to assist developers with their tasks. Considering such a
diverse spectrum of applications and varied functionalities, an overview of bots in software
engineering has to be explored. This overview helps the researchers and developers to
comprehend the existing territories of bots in software engineering and also to find out
the unexplored potential research areas. Existing works on classification and selective
analysis of bots provide an insufficient overall picture of the scope of bots. A study based
on the published research articles on this topic will address this issue. The main problem
addressed in this work is the categorization of bots in software engineering. We explored
the various dimensions of such bots by attempting to answer what, why and how are bots
used in software engineering.

Objective

We applied a systematic mapping study (SMS) process to study the span of bots in software
engineering. The SMS outlines the explored areas of bots and the research hotspots. This
leads us to discover available research gaps. In an interdisciplinary topic, the consolidated
view on results and feedbacks from several articles help the community to evaluate bots
from design, development, and maintenance perspectives. The research published in the
past years have been collected, classified and analysed for a systematic study. The SMS
provides a brief discussion on the application areas, the modes of interaction of such bots
and also how they are developed considering design features. As a result of the study,
valuable insights are inferred. There is lack of research towards voice controlled bots for
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software developers. For effective use of bots, design features must be considered as a
prime aspect during bot development. In general, users accept bots in their development
community with a few remarks such as noises, understandability, trust and explainability
issues. We also discovered potential research ideas in this space.

Contribution
The contributions of this work are:

e A systematic mapping study of bots used in software engineering.

e Faceted classification of bots in software engineering.

e Existing software engineering areas which are exploited by the usage of bots.
e Identification of research gaps.

Outline

‘Background’ supplies a brief background information on bots. ‘Related Work’ lists out the
related work done in this topic of research. ‘Search Criteria’ shows the search criteria used
to filter out the literature for the mapping study. ‘Systematic Mapping Process’ lists out the
parts in systematic mapping process. ‘Results’ discusses the classification of bots in detail
and the existing work done in each category. ‘Discussion’ provides a brief discussion of
the notable points from the results. ‘Research Gaps’ identifies the gaps in research on bots
in software engineering. ‘Conclusions’ summarizes the work with conclusion and future
works.

BACKGROUND

The study done in this work mentions several bots used for various functionalities. In this
section, we will provide a brief description about the addressed bots. Since the existing
works classified bots under different dimensions, the categories are not always mutually
exclusive and often overlap over one another. The terminologies are either declared based
on the purpose and functionality of a bot, or it could represent a generic category that
encompasses several bots. Codebots (Storey ¢ Zagalsky, 2016) refer to bots that help make
coding activities more efficient and effective. They are generic and could include all the
bots which contribute towards improving coding tasks. Devops bots (Storey ¢ Zagalsky,
2016) are those which are used to speed up code deployment, manage development
infrastructure and operations. Documentation bots (Peng et al., 2018a) take care of writing
natural language documentation for undocumented or poorly documented code.

Bots which are used in the testing environment are mentioned as testbots (Storey ¢
Zagalsky, 2016). They run automated tests and check for errors. Bots are used not only to
test for build fails, but when such a fail occurs, they even repair them. Repair bots (Urli, 2018;
Monperrus et al., 2019) are built to repair build failures. By either proposing the changes
via pull requests or suggesting the changes, these bots repair the builds automatically. A
significant proportion of the bots in software engineering belong to managing repositories
by maintaining issues, pull requests and continuous integration tools. Stalebots (Wessel et
al., 2019) take care of outdated issues and pull requests. When issues and pull requests are
idle for a certain period of time, stalebots close them.
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As a collaborative platform, Github provides Github bots as a platform to develop
and deploy bots in repositories. To automate the process of finding reviewers, Automatic
reviewer recommendation bots (Peng et al., 2018b) suggest suitable reviewers to review
the pull requests. Bots are even used outside the development environment. Support
bots (Storey e~ Zagalsky, 2016) are those which are used as a communication medium
between users and developers.

In human computer interaction, conversational user interfaces changed the input
methods from the normal usage of physical hardware like mouse and keyboard devices to
speech-based inputs. Such interfaces, when coupled with bots, are called conversational
Al or conversational bots (Bradley, Fritz ¢ Holmes, 2018; da Silva et al., 2020). When these
conversational Al are employed in software engineering tasks, the developers can access
and command bots through natural language communication. This establishes a natural
form of communication between bots and developers and also reduces the learning curve.

This fundamentally changes the way we do software engineering. Bots armed with
conversational Uls might constitute an important part of the software development
process in the future. Interaction with bots through natural languages means that humans
could interact with fellow developers and bots in the same mode of communication. With
bots being visualized as a part of the developer community, conversational UI possess
the necessary potential to make it a reality. Conversational bots range from chat-based
communications to voice-controlled bots. Chatbots are the ones which restrict themselves
with text conversations, whereas voice-assisted bots have added capabilities of speech
interfaces. Speech interfaces are powered by speech recognition systems. These automatic
speech recognition systems recognize the speech utterances made by the user and convert
such speech into text. Chatbots are mainly used in communication platforms either among
several developers or they serve as an interface to communicate with information sources.

Designing a bot involves setting a suitable persona for the bot. These personas are
designated to bots depending upon the level of smartness they have been designed with.
Chatbots(charlie) are such tools that communicate with the developer through a natural
language interface, whereas autonomous bots(alex) indicate bots that work on their own
i.e, the decision-making controls lie within the framework of the bot, and smart bot(sam)
points to those bots which trigger events indirectly and are often trained using machine
learning methods.

RELATED WORK

To study bots, it is not only important to know what is called a bot, but also what does
not come under the description of bots. A recent report on the Dagstuhl seminar on bots
in software engineering (Storey et al., 2020) provided a detailed discussion on this topic. In
software engineering, bots are relatively new and ensuring the definition and distinction
of terms used in this field is of great importance. Shihab, Wagner & Aurélio Gerosa (2021)
provided a report on the Second International Workshop on Bots in Software Engineering
(BotSE 2020); held in conjunction with the 42nd ACM/IEEE International Conference
on Software Engineering (ICSE). Papers presented in the workshop are classified under
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three categories: Bots helping software development, Bot or not, and Bot recommendations
& challenges. The community has significantly matured from simply focusing on the
definition of what is a bot and the development of bots to performing specific tasks to
focusing on more complex issues related to the effectiveness of bots (Shihab, Wagner ¢
Aurélio Gerosa, 2021).

The list of previous work that contributed towards categorization and classification of
bots in software engineering is limited. This is because bots are of various dimensions,
and presenting a multidimensional view of bots in a specific field is not an easy task.
Nevertheless, previous work contributed towards establishing a standard taxonomy for
bots.

In an attempt to classify bots, Lebeuf et al. (2019) proposed a multi-faceted taxonomy in
contrast to a hierarchical one so that the bots are labelled according to multidimensional
categories. The taxonomy is extensive, but generic software bots are considered in this
work. Erlenhov et al. (2019) tried a similar facet-based taxonomy on devbots by classifying
bots based on Purpose, Initiation, Communication, and Intelligence. The work does not
employ an extensive study, rather a limited number of devbots are considered in the work
and the other dimensions such as the application area of the bots and design principles are
not discussed in detail. From the taxonomy of contemporary devbots, prospective views
of ideal devbots are sketched. As stated, the work was aimed at being a starting point for
constructing an initial, extensible taxonomy. Storey ¢ Zagalsky (2016) listed the types of
bots used in software development based on the roles played by them as code bots, test
bots, DevOps bots, support bots, and documentation bots and also how they improve the
productivity of the developers. The other dimensions such as the persona of the bots and
the nature of interactions are not discussed.

Eventhough conversational Al fits the description of bots, it has not been significantly
considered in any of the previous works on bot classification. Since productivity in software
engineering has been highly correlated with bots recently (Abdellatif, Badran ¢ Shihab,
2016), categorization of bots in software engineering helps us to plot the existing work in
the wide spectrum. Existing work on classification failed to provide an overall picture of this
multidimensional view. In this work, we try to find the answer for the research question,
how are bots classified in the software engineering considering their various dimensions.
We attempted to categorize the varieties and subgroups of bots through responding to
three sub-questions; why are bots used in software engineering, what types of bots are used
there, how are the bots designed. We employed a systematic mapping study to help us find
the answer to these three questions. The main focus of this work is to write a systematic
mapping study on Bots used in software engineering, including current advancements and
potential research ideas for the future.

SEARCH CRITERIA

For the systematic mapping study, We defined the search terms considering the primary
focus of the work. The following search terms are executed in the Google Scholar
(https:/scholar.google.com) database.
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(43 . : : b
e “bots in software engineering
e “conversational bots” AND “software engineering”
e “conversational AI” AND “software engineering”

The first term was obvious, as we had to focus “bots” that are used in “software
engineering”. Since “conversational bots” and “conversational AI” represented the
bots with natural language capabilities, they had to be included. Mere use of the term
“conversational Al/bots in software engineering” lead to very few results since they
indicated a very narrow domain and they are not as commonly used as “bots in software
engineering”, but the use of AND operator between those two terms lead to results where
the application or development of conversational bots/AI occurred in software engineering
domain.

Few more restrictions are applied to the above search for a more specific collection for
the study. The literature has to be published in English language and must be published
in a time period from 2000-2021. These search terms are scanned for full-text search
and the results returned are collected. We have also found that the BotSE repository
(http:/papers.botse.org) (Abdellatif, Badran ¢ Shihab, 2016) is another excellent source to
obtain bot related research. In total, the searches have returned 174 items.

We applied inclusion/exclusion criteria to restrict the irrelevant articles. Such filter is also
followed by Petersen et al. (2008). These criteria help to obtain relevant research works in
the focused area by setting boundaries. They also ensure reliable and reproducible results.
The inclusion/exclusion criteria are as follows:

Inclusion criteria

1. Article must be about bots used in software engineering

2. Bots could be of various types from conversational bots, virtual assistants, development
bots, repair bots to test bots

3. Tools which depict automatic or semi-automatic workflow execution that helps the
developer’s work are also considered as bots.

4. Must contain a reasonable amount of material (at least 2 double column pages)

Exclusion criteria

1. Articles of type books, magazines, industrial reports, competitions

2. Bots designed using software engineering techniques but used in sectors besides
software engineering such as Education, Business, Marketing, efc.

From the inclusion/exclusion criteria, it is clear that we wanted to filter just the articles
which dealt with bots that are applied in software engineering. Since the development of
bots involves software tools, the search returned several results that are not used in software
engineering but used software practices. Such results do not fit clearly into the scope of the
study. We removed the duplicates manually as there are two different sources of databases.
Complying with the above inclusion/exclusion criteria, 70 items are filtered for further
study.

Even though the search criteria are complete, to have an extensive set of research articles
we applied snowballing to gather further articles. Snowballing is a method to identify
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Figure 1 PRISMA flowchart.
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additional research records based on the citations of the existing articles. Based upon
the direction of tracking the citations, there are two methods, Backward snowballing
and Forward snowballing. Backward snowballing tracks the mentioned references in the
existing articles and forward snowballing tracks the articles where the existing articles are
cited. We made use of Microsoft Academic (https:/academic.microsoft.com) to obtain
articles via snowballing. As the topic “Bots in software engineering” is considered, it
leverages works from diverse fields such as machine learning (ML), natural language
processing (NLP), human—computer interaction (HCI), etc. The citations are quite diverse
and reference many papers apart from bots, whereas the articles that cite a bots in SE paper
are focused on the topic. Thus, we chose to apply forward snowballing instead of backward
snowballing. The snowballing technique returned 35 new records.

Figure 1 shows the screening process from initial search to final inclusion of articles for
the systematic mapping study (SMS) according to PRISMA (Page et al., 2021) (Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses)

The study aims to answer the research question, how are the bots categorized in the wide
area of software engineering. We approached the research question by answering three
sub-questions: Why are bots used, what types of bots are used and how are bots designed
in software engineering. These questions are answered with main classification categories
such as Applications, Mode of interactions and Design principles, respectively.
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e Why are bots used?

Applications of bots
e What types of bots are used?

The different modes of interaction with the users
e How are bots designed?

Design principles used for bots

SYSTEMATIC MAPPING PROCESS

Publication trends

The number of papers published over the years is shown in Fig. 2. The bar graph shows the
papers published in the whole of computer science (CS) and in comparison, the line graph
represents the papers published in the field of bots in software engineering. Since the graphs
are at a different scale, the absolute values cannot be compared against each other, but
the relative growth of each graph has to be noted. Evidently, bots in software engineering
follows an exponential increase in contrast to a linear growth in CS. The first paper is
published in the year 2016. We can see that there has been a sharp increase in interest
in bots used in SE, especially over the last three years. This could in part be attributed
to the BotSE workshop (http:/botse.org) organised with the International Conference on
Software Engineering. These points support that bots in software engineering are a recent
trend, and the analysis of the research directions will provide valuable insights.

Classification scheme

We followed a classification scheme advocated by Petersen et al. (2008). Once the literature
has been collected, a keywording process is used to construct a classification scheme.
We went through the abstract and introduction part of all the documents one by one
and collected keywords from them. These keywords are grouped in clusters and for each
cluster, we labelled topics, sub-categories and categories. Figure 3 depicts the result of
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classification scheme with categories application, mode of interaction, design principles.
These categories precisely answer the question that we are trying to answer.
e Whyarebotsused? (Application)
Software repositories, Question-Answer systems, Software development process
e What types of bots are used? (Mode of interaction)
Chatbots, Collaborative bots, Voice assisted bots
e How are bots designed? (Design principles)
Bot Persona, HCI concepts.

Systematic map
The systematic map reveals the frequency of publications in each categories. This encourages
the readers to understand about the research activities in the past and to identify the gaps.
The research items are classified based on a faceted classification, where each item may
belong to one or more categories. Considering the main contribution of each article towards
a category, Fig. 4 presents the proportion of papers published in each category. Almost half
of the literature under study focuses on applications of bots in software engineering and the
remaining half is fairly shared among design principles and modes of interaction. Overall, the
highest contribution of around 27% of the published research papers are about applications
of bots in software repositories. This could be attributed to the fact that the activities such
as maintenance, following up on tasks and some forms of documentation can be most
easily automated with the use of bots. The smallest portion of work is concerned with
voice-assisted bots and bots in software development process. A reason for this could be
linked to the lack of empirical studies on the need for voice bots in software engineering.
Furthermore, voice-assisted bots are more complicated than text-based bots in terms of
implementation, integration and usability.

Every article with a major contribution in one of the main categories may also consider
aspects of one or more of the other categories. For example, an article mainly describing a
bot deployed in GitHub for the most part belongs to the application (software repositories)

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 9/41


https://peerj.com
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerjcs.866/fig-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

Bots in SE
( Mode of interaction ) C Design principles )

Applications

Q&A bots (10%)

Chatbots (11%)

Bot persona (11%)

Managing software repositories (27%) Collaborative bots (11%) HCI concepts (16%)

Software development environment (7%) Voice assisted bots (8%)

Figure 4 Systematic map representing the proportion of papers published in every sector.
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Table 1 Distribution of contents from other sectors.

Application Mode of interaction Design principles Intersection
Application 49% 31% 23% 3%
Mode of interaction 29% 50% 29% 7%
Design principles 50% 23% 27% —

category, but the bot could also be part of a communication platform or can be used
for supporting collaboration (collaborative bots). Thus, Table 1 visualises the influence
of other categories in the articles towards a main category. For the articles belonging to
application, around 31% of the papers also discuss Mode of interaction and the articles about
design principles tend more towards applications than modes of interaction. The intersection
column represents the share of articles where both the two categories are discussed. For
instance, around 7% of articles with Mode of interaction as the main category discussed
both applications and design principles.

RESULTS

The categorization of bots, sub-categories and their usage in software engineering is studied
in this section.

Applications

Bots in Software engineering are applied in three main areas, managing software
repositories, controlling the software development process (SDP), and in question
answering systems (Q&A bots). In software repositories, bots are used to manage pull
requests, issues, or source code. These bots execute automated scripts when specific events
are triggered. In SDP, bots help developers with recurring development tasks. These
bots aim to improve the efficiency of the development process, either by improving the
productivity or reducing the complexity of development workflows. In case of Q&A bots,
users contact these bots to access specific knowledge bases effortlessly.
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Managing software repositories

Software repositories have heavily contributed towards collaboration in software
development. Repository platforms provide utilities for code documentation, discussion
of issues, running continuous integration (CI) scripts and executing version control
commands. Due to the standardized workflow processes of pull-based models, usage
of bots is facilitated in such environments to automate recurring tasks. Bots have been
increasingly adapted for managing software repositories since the year 2013. In a sample
of 351 popular GitHub projects it was found that at least % of them make use of software
bots (Wessel et al., 2018).

The general workflows of collaboration models in today’s most common versioning
system (Git) is based on pull requests issued by the contributors. Every pull request contains
one or more commits to the specified branch of the repository. These commits could be
a fix for an issue, a feature or documentation. Some repositories are also configured with
continuous integration (CI) pipelines to verify whether the received pull request passes
various levels of tests so that the pull request can be merged with the specified branch.
We would not consider a CI tool which merely checks for build failures to be a bot, but
there exist bots which are activated when there is a build failure. Bots used in software
repositories are classified by Wessel et al. (2018) into 12 categories based on the tasks they
perform. These are license agreement signing, CI failure reporting, automated code review
(code smell checking, test coverage, style checking), welcoming newcomers, assigning
code reviewers, merging pull requests, fixing vulnerabilities, automated testing, automated
software builds, controlling dependencies, issues creating, and benchmarking. Apart from
these, bots can also be used for documentation, code cleanup, and code analysis. To better
understand the usage of bots in software repositories, Dey, Vasilescu ¢ Mockus (2020)
studied the types of commits made by bots in GitHub. The results show that bots are
used for editing documentation and configuration files much more than source code files.
Specific tasks performed by software repository bots are discussed in more detail in the
following.

Management of pull requests. In a study by Wyrich et al. (2021), bots are detected from a
list of GitHub repositories and the pull requests initiated by bots are compared to those
sent by humans to see how maintainers view the pull requests by bots. About % of the
pull requests were generated by bots. An interesting finding in this regard is that out of
20 million pull requests, % of pull requests are created by 2 million humans and % of pull
requests are created by 5k bots. The time taken to merge a pull request when it is created
by a bot is much longer (10 h) than a pull request issued by a human (14 min) and it also
depends upon the author of the bot. The pull requests by bots are merged 38%, whereas
human created pull requests are merged 73% of the time. Pull requests from bots have
fewer comments. These points imply that either the pull requests created by bots are of
low quality or these bots are not trustworthy as much as humans in the development
community.

Once a pull request is sent, it goes through various processes such as code reviews and
discussions. Finding an expert for reviewing the pull request is a hard task. Bots are used

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 11/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

to find the best reviewers based on the context of a pull request. Mention-bot (Peng et al.,
2018b) is an automatic reviewer recommendation (ARR) bot, which associates suitable
reviewers to pull requests by tagging them. Although the bot is evaluated with a positive
score, it was hard to configure, and the default setting was not great. The bot also missed
providing reasons for the choice of the reviewer, which was addressed by Sankie (Kumar
et al., 2019). Sankie is an Al-based service, which trains on the data from the software
development life cycle to assist and provide information to software engineers. Sankie
recommends reviewers in pull requests along with explanations on the frequent authorship
and reviewership of the suggested reviewers.

In a study on code review bots, Wessel et al. (2020b) found that the use of such review
bots is associated with an increase in the number of monthly merged pull requests and a
decrease in the number of pull requests waiting to be checked. Furthermore, the time taken
by maintainers to reject a pull request also got reduced, same as the communication effort
around pull requests. Kinsman et al. (2021) surveyed the effects of GitHub’s features for
automated workflows for repository maintainers (GitHub Actions). They found indications
that after the adoption of actions, the number of rejected pull requests increased. However,
these findings do not correspond well with the study of code review bots as reported by
Wessel et al. (2020a). These contradicting results are due to the difference in fundamental
functionality of actions and code review bots. GitHub actions include workflows such as
CIL utilities, deployments, and publishing. Code review bots have the sole functionality of
reviewing code. After the adoption of actions, the maintainers received faster and clearer
feedback on pull requests, which led them to reject more pull requests. Whereas in case of
code review bots, the contributors received constructive feedback from the bot on what has
to be done to get it accepted, which resulted in increase of merged pull requests. In light
of the observations described in the previous paragraph that pull requests created by bots
are often rejected as they are not trusted by the maintainers, it can be said that bots are of
greater utility when it comes to pull request handling rather than pull request creation.

Management of pull requests and issues is further supported concerning status tracking.
In large software projects, pull requests and issues can sometimes go stale without being
actively handled for a long time. In this context, Wessel et al. (2019) analysed the usage of
’stalebots’ in GitHub that automatically identify stale issues and pull requests. Among the
considered projects, 87.7% adopted ’stalebot’ for both issues and pull requests, 9.8% only
for issues and 2.5% only for pull requests. Even though a configuration file was provided
to control the activity of the bot, 60% of the repositories added just an empty file, 6.5%
maintained default settings, and for the projects with configuration file changes, 83% of
them made very few changes to it. It was also found that pull requests are more susceptible
to go stale than issues.

While creating pull requests, code clones are also managed with bots. CLIONE
(Nakagawa, Higo ¢ Kusumoto, 2020) is a software tool that helps to detect code clones
while creating pull requests. This is an improvement to the traditional tool clone notifier,
in which CLIONE detects the code fragments in improper pull requests. Improper pull
requests are those in which clones were modified non-simultaneously. CLIONE is evaluated
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against clone notifier for the improper pull requests, and CLIONE tracked clone changes
27.5% more accurately than the traditional tool.

Dependency management tools are used to keep legacy code updated with the
dependencies. Badges function as indicators to display outdated dependencies that forces
maintainers to take respective actions. There are also bots in the form of automated
pull requests which directly issue dependency fixes. Mirhosseini ¢ Parnin (2017) analysed
the effect of badges and automated pull requests for dependency management. Results
showed that automated pull requests, despite being susceptible to notification fatigues, can
encourage developers to update dependencies quicker and at a higher rate than badges.
The merge rate of the pull requests increased, when the pull requests are accompanied with
CI pipelines as they can reduce the chance of encountering broken builds.

Source code maintenance. Static code analyses are run on the code to check for
vulnerabilities, errors, standard violations, etc. Since they are run with the use of static
analysis tools, it is further automated with the help of bots. CCBot (Carr, Logozzo ¢ Payer,
2017) automates insertion of code contracts in C# projects. The bot involves a static code
analysis tool, compiler, version control, and a CI. C-3PR (Carvalho et al., 2020) runs static
code analysis on new commits and sends pull requests with explanation. The C-3PR brain
module decides the corresponding tool for the newly added commits.

Source code refactoring is a tedious but needful process, thus, certain parts of refactoring
processes become increasingly automated using bots. Wyrich & Bogner (2019) developed a
refactoring bot, which identifies code smells via the static analysis tool SonarQube, refactors
out simple warnings, and sends the refactored changes as pull requests to the developers.
The bot supports limited interaction, whereby the developer can make changes to the
refactorings. Serban et al. (2021) studied the different methods to propose fixes for static
analysis warnings. They developed SAW-BOT (Static Analysis Warnings Bot) to provide
fixes to the static analysis warnings. SAWBOT invokes SonarQube to perform static analysis
and then generates a fix to those warnings and reports the suggested fixes to the developer
as both via pull requests and GitHub suggestions. 4/5 participants preferred the use of
GitHub suggestions, where the acceptance or rejection of the fixes can be controlled by
the developer. But GitHub suggestions might not be uniformly beneficial for all kinds of
software engineering bots. As the pull request doesn’t have any explanations on why such
fix has been made by the bot, transparency is mentioned as a big issue. Refactoring bot
(Rebai et al., 2019; Alizadeh et al., 2019b; Alizadeh, 2020) takes care of documenting the
refactorings. The Refactoring bot generates natural language documentation for every pull
request using template-based approaches. The bot compares the newly added commit with
the previous revision and generates corresponding documentation. As the documentation
is sent as PR, the maintainer could accept or reject them. The working time of the developers
are also considered in this work, to ensure not to get interrupted by untimely pull requests.

Repairanator (Urli, 2018; Monperrus et al., 2019) monitors for test failures in Continuous
integration (CI), reproduces them locally and then attempts to run program repair tools
for a repair attempt. The fixes found from the repair attempts are sent as patches to the
developers. The bot managed to reproduce only 30% of the build fails and patches are
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generated for 0.4% of them. Even though such patches resolved the CI fails, they were not
reported to the developers, as they were results of overfitting. Also, the patches without
sufficient documentation on the effect of the patches to the code are not encouraged.
Further work by Monperrus (2019) addressed the problems of these dry patches. The work
tackled on formulating natural language explanations for the patches along with dedicated
examples regarding the behavior of the proposed patch. It also focused on communication
between bots and humans, thus expecting the bots to be one among the group of developers
in the future. This is fascinating because bots are not just seen as tools for automation, they
are envisaged as a part of the community. Software repair bots are envisioned as a standard
tool for helping developers to maintain large code bases (Urli, 2018).

Flexirepair (Koyuncu et al., 2020) is an open framework used for automated program
repair (APR). The bot is built based on a software maintenance concept called generic
(semantic) patch. These generic patches are unified representations of fix patterns. Armed
with a template-based program repair model, Flexirepair offers a means to measure
and assess new repair contributions with the proposed framework. Baudry et al. (2021)
leveraged machine learning capabilities in repair bots by developing R-HERO. R-HERO
uses continual learning to learn from CI builds and single line commits on how to repair the
bug fixes. The model is trained with commit messages and the commit changes. Whenever
there is a build failure, R-HERO checks the failed build and tries to fix them using the
learned model. In performance, the bot managed to repair just 13 out of 44,002 build fails.
This is because the learning model suffered from catastrophic forgetting. Even with enough
data, the learning models used in the above discussed program repair bots did not learn
to generalize to the new data. Often they suffer from overfitting or forgetting. Possible
solutions are to explore other types of learning models by training them with abstract
intermediate representations, for better generalization.

Open-source contributions from volunteers could risk a project if the commits do not
ensure necessary security measures. A commit which introduces a bug in the project has
to be prioritized for efficient use of the effort of reviewers. Just-in-time defect predictor
predicts the riskiness of a commit. JITBOT (Khanan et al., 2020) is a GitHub bot that
provides explanations for the risk factor of commits. JITBOT provides a risk metric and
why it is risky. It also provides the suggested solutions for them. When a pull request
is received, the JITBOT finds the commit with the highest risk factor and provides the
explanations as a comment and suggestion to mitigate the risk.

Apart from analysis, refactoring and repairing of the actual source code, bots also
contribute to the automation of software documentation in repositories. OpenAPIDocGen
(Peng et al., 2018a) generates automatic documentation for OSS projects. This was
developed using an API knowledge graph built from the source code, and the API elements
are linked via background knowledge like WikiData, GitHub issues, and Stack overflow
posts. In repositories, whenever the code is updated with changes, the documentation
comments are left out. To update the documentation according to the code changes,
upDoc (Stulova et al., 2020) has been developed. upDoc tries to fix the code-comment
inconsistency by comparing the code before and after update. Using Word mover’s
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distance and cosine similarity, the distance between the abstract syntax tree (AST) model
of the code and doc comments, the similarity is calculated.

Developer support. Apart from content related tasks in software repositories, bots are
also applied to assist novices in onboarding to new projects. To this end, Dominic et al.
(2020) introduced a conversational chatbot which supports newcomers in open-source
software (OSS) development in finding suitable projects and helpful resources, as well as
recommendation of mentors. The bot uses Rasa for NLU, the GitHub API for content
retrieval, and the StackExchange API for searching helpful community discussions.

Bot management in software repositories. Bots in software repositories aim at increasing the
efficiency of the development process by performing standard tasks or assisting developers
in finding relevant information. However, bots can also create unnecessary interruptions
to the developers and unwanted management overheads. Such issues were studied in detail
by Wessel ¢ Steinmacher (2020). They developed a metabot called Dashbot that effectively
summarizes the outputs of several bots in a single comment. It is also a conversational bot,
in the way that developers can ask questions and get responses from it. It also controls
when other bots return exceptions or execute wrong actions.

Another problem that can arise by the use of bots in software repositories is that there
might be a discrepancy in view on bots by software engineering researchers who develop
them and developers as end users. Beschastnikh, Lungu ¢ Zhuang (2017) addressed the
issue by introducing a platform called “Mediam” to bridge the gap between researchers
and developers. It is a platform for hosting analysis bots. Three vital roles are defined: Bot
creator, Bot maintainer, and the developer. A researcher is the creator. They create the bot
and host it in Mediam, where it is run and maintained by a bot maintainer. The developer
(user) gives Mediam access to their GitHub projects, and Mediam chooses the appropriate
analysis bot for the project. When the pull requests sent by the bots are merged, Mediam
increases the reputation for that bot.

Q&A Bots

There is a great need to provide improved techniques for information retrieval and
exploration in software engineering (Xu et al., 2017). Bots can also serve as interfaces to
existing knowledge bases, aiding the developers to access them effortlessly.

Accessing information from community platforms. One popular source of information for
software developers is Stack Overflow (https:/stackoverflow.com) as a community-driven
forum for software related questions and answers. Around % of the Q&A bots studied in
this section adopt Stackoverflow as the main information source. In total, around 10% of
all the bots considered in this SMS make use of Stack overflow in one way or another. In
this context, bot developers exploit Stack Overflow (SO) as a knowledge base and create
bots that help developers to find the appropriate answers to their questions (Xu et al.,
2017).

Murgia et al. (2016) implemented a Q&A bot accessing Stack Overflow to handle
unanswered questions with answers from existing duplicate questions. The bot emulates a
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human user on the SO site. The purpose of the bot is to find a similar duplicate question
for a given question, selects the one with answers, sorts them by votes and links it to the
posted answer. Ilic, Licina & Savic (2020) developed a chatbot trained on SO Q&As to help
users about programming questions. The bot was developed to help with Java questions,
so it was trained with the 10k most popular SO questions on Java Spring tags. The bot
is also integrated with messaging platforms for easier access. The bot is evaluated for the
confidence scores of Intents and entities for the NLU unit, whereas the overall performance
of the bot is not discussed. AnswerBot (Xu ef al., 2017) also does information extraction
from SO. Using a relevant question retrieval system, AnswerBot finds the relevant question
from a pool of SO questions for a given developer query. The answer sections are selected
based on a ranking mechanism, and the bot returns the summary of useful paragraphs. User
studies are conducted to check for relevance, usefulness and diversity of the query-response
pair.

As conversational systems, bots respond to developer questions from information
sources. MSRBot (Abdellatif, Badran ¢ Shihab, 2020) is an interactive conversational
assistant for answering developer questions that makes use of the large variety of
information that can be automatically extracted from software repositories. The system
was built around a knowledge base created from a collection of frequently asked questions
related to software repositories that were found in selected research papers. In the user
study, 90% found it to be effective. Results also show that, the speed of the bot maybe
impacted by how the user frames the question and the accuracy of NLU will improve the
overall accuracy of the bot. Iterative refinement strategies are used to boil down vague
questions to specific ones. Chatbot4QR (Zhang et al., 2020) is a conversational bot which
provides answers to developer questions from SO through refinement. The bot helps to
refine the question, so that a precise solution can be detected by the bot. The bot extracts
the top-n similar questions from SO and interacts with the user by prompting clarification
questions based on the tags present in the responses. The user’s feedback then adjusts
the query with weights, thus resulting in a refined list of top-k similar questions. Barsal
etal. (2021) presented a Neural QA model by applying deep learning methods on source
code directly. Neural QA model trained with encoder—decoder Recurrent neural network
(RNN) has been adopted for software engineering chatbots. The bot is trained with source
code and documentation to answer subroutine questions from the developers. Apart
from direct question-answers, developers are also interested in opinion Q&As. These
opinion Q&As provide solutions to subjective questions from developers. To furnish such
information to developers, virtual assistants need opinion Q&A datasets for the training
process. ChatEO (Chatterjee, Damevski ¢ Pollock, 2021) is a bot which identifies opinion
Q&As from developer chats, emails, and issue reports. Using deep learning methods, Q&A
identification is carried out, and it significantly outperformed the existing methods.

Besides being applied for information retrieval solutions, bots are also employed in
learning media. TutorBot (Subramanian, Ramachandra ¢ Dubash, 2019) helps software
developers to search for technical content from Stack Overflow, GitHub, and Massive
Open Online Courses (MOOCs) in a single place. The bot is built as a conversational Ul
(with voice support), which also attaches a recommendation engine for suggesting relevant
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topics as per collaborative filtering and content analysis. Evaluations revealed that TutorBot
is effective, provides faster results and saves time; multi-lingual support is required for
non-english learners. As the accuracy of the speech recognition systems are not so great,
people with speech disorder and stammering had problems using the bot.

API discovery. APIBot (Tian et al., 2017) helps developers to find solutions for API related
questions. It is built on top of Sirius, an open end-to-end personal assistant and enhanced
with domain knowledge on API documentation. The bot achieved 70.6% with Hit@5
metric in comparison to 2.2% for the baseline Sirius QA. MULAPI (Xu et al., 2019) is

a tool which helps developers by recommending suitable APIs. For a received feature
request, with the help of the historical related requests, the MULAPI tool recommends
API methods and their usage locations. This helps the developer to know which APIs to
use as well as where in the source code to use them. Developers can also interact with
MULAPI for more accurate API recommendation. CROKAGE (Silva et al., 2019) (Crowd
knowledge Answer generator) is a tool that provides code with explanations from Stack
Overflow, given a natural language query. CROKAGE leverages the API knowledge present
in SO. It uses Fasttext for fixing the lexical gap between query and SO question. Based on
the API recommendation systems, API relevance scores are calculated for the answers. The
candidate answers are ranked according to the weights and NLP techniques are applied for
top quality answers to compose the solution.

These contributions show that bots harness the available information from sources
such as SO, repositories, and API knowledge bases. Being a multifaceted discipline, the
performance of the bots also depend upon other factors such as the design of NLU modules,
speech recognition systems, and configuration of the knowledge base.

Software development environment

Bots deployed in developers’ local environment function as assistants supporting them
in their specific tasks from modeling to testing to requirements engineering. In contrast
to software repository bots that are more concerned with the collaborative nature of
the software project, these bots are like personal assistants that are run on development
environment and serve the developer.

Project management. A popular bot in this strand is Devy (Bradley, Fritz ¢ Holmes, 2018),
which is a conversational developer assistant(CDA). It helps the developer to execute version
control commands controlled by spoken language on the fly such that the developer does
not need to switch to the Command line interface (CLI). Devy executes low-level Git
command tasks based on the high-level natural language (NL) tasks from the developers.
Since Devy is aware of the current context, it infers the current information automatically.
To support developers’ awareness about the current state of a project, Sharma et al.
(2019b) developed the Project Insights and Visualization Toolkit (PIVoT) as a dashboard
that provides actionable insights and metrics about the software project such as technical
debts and assigned tickets. PIVoT serves a digital co-worker called smart advisor, a desktop
buddy that contains the project’s knowledge. The dashboard runs on an XR (augmented
reality) based environment that visualizes technical debt and the assigned lists as 3D
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metaphors. Bots used in project management do not have to function on the source-code
level, but could benefit by exploiting conversations. When bots are instructed to observe

specified activities, they are considered as an additional pair of eyes among the developer
community. In agile development processes, Matthies, Dobrigkeit ¢ Hesse (2019) developed
chatbots that take notes from the chat discussions and points them out in the forthcoming
meetings.

Testbots. Testbots are the ones which run automated tests and static code analysis. As
the bot designers and the bot users belong to separate groups, it is of importance to
know beforehand the expectations of the developers. In the works done by Chukaleski
¢ Daknache (2019) and Erlenhov et al. (2020), interviews are conducted with software
developers on how to design the testbots. Guidelines are listed based on the responses from
the interviews. Some of the key guidelines are, to use asynchronous programming methods
to invoke system endpoints, covering test dependencies by chaining dependant tests via
specific callback asynchronous functions, and to create small and modular tests.

Bots also exploited the area of domain modelling. Saini (2020) developed a domain
modelling bot as a framework to teach modeling skills to novice modelers using Model-
Based software engineering (MBSE). The bot extracts domain models from problem
descriptions in natural language using rule-based Natural language processing (NLP),
Machine learning (ML) models and generates recommendation. The bot is not a
conversational bot, rather a Graphical user interface. The extracted domain models
are not accurate enough to be used directly in software development. Thus, Saini et al.
(2020) extended the work by developing DoMoBOT (Domain Modelling Bot). DoMoBOT
is interactive, and it allows the developer to update the domain models once they have
been created. The modeler chats with the bot to obtain insights into the modeling decisions
taken by the bot.

In software development, requirements specify software behavior and tests validate
the fulfillment of these behaviors. Specbot (Pena, Cabot ¢ Gomez, 2018) automates the
translation of requirements into tests code. The requirements are written in a structured
fashion using Gherkin (https:/github.com/cucumber/cucumber) notation, the NLP unit
matches the requirements to intents and entities, which are then sent to Bot logic unit,
where they are matched with executable specifications, written in RSpec (Chelimsky et al.,
2010). The context management unit takes care of the conversation based on previous
utterances.

Mode of interaction

Based on the interactive nature of the bots, they are classified as chatbots, voice bots and
collaborative bots. Chatbots are purely text-based bots. They respond to a textual input
in the form of text output, or sometimes in graphical content. They are used either in
chit-chat for entertainment or to execute a specified task. Voice bots are ones which let you
access task-oriented bots via a speech interface. Another mode of interaction is the bots
used for collaboration. These bots are developed to work among several developers and
not for one-to-one conversation. The bots are deployed in communication channels and
are predominantly used by developers for discussion and collaboration.
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Collaborative bots

Collaborative bots are conversational chatbots which run on communication/chat
platforms such as Telegram, Slack, Twitter, or Discord. As the name suggests, these
bots foster collaboration among the developers. Apart from the bots which converse with
a single user, these bots are aimed to be a part of a discussion among a community. Being
reactive, they retrieve useful information during the discussion, whereas proactive bots
provide interesting tips based on the topic of discussion. As most of the collaborative bots
are reactive, they do not interfere in the discussion among the peers.

SOCIO (PerezSoler et al., 2017) is a conversational modelling bot used for collaborative
modelling among various levels of developers. SOCIO helps to create and design software
models through Natural language commands. It is deployed on Twitter and Telegram
channels. This facilitates bot developers and designers to model collaboratively through
social media channels. They improved the bot further (PerezSoler, Guerra ¢ de Lara, 2018)
by considering the decision-making processes for multiple possibilities to reach a soft
consensus among everyone. In the study by Ren er al. (2020), SOCIO has been evaluated
against an online GUI-based tool and SOCIO performed great in terms of efficiency
and satisfaction, and equivalent in effectiveness and quality. In contrast to traditional
modelling, PerezSoler, Guerra ¢» De Lara (2017) and PérezSoler et al. (2019) proposed
social conversation with model development through chatbots and conversation as a
platform (CAAP). Feasibility of the work is demonstrated with a case study that focused
on collaboration in natural language, multi-platform, mobility, and traceability.

Taskbot (Toxtli, Monroy Herndndez ¢ Cranshaw, 2018) is a communication bot
deployed in Microsoft Teams, where users can tag the bot and create tasks which will
be communicated with other users and keeps remainder. With an overall positive score,
some negative feedback included are unable to recognize people names without proper
syntax, highly frequent reminders, handling multiple threaded conversations, and human
ambiguity. Cerezo et al. (2019) developed a bot which recommends experts in a software
community in a Discord chat. The results unfortunately turned out negative, as the bot did
not consider the social aspect of carrying out a conversation. As no help instructions were
provided, the bot was found non-user-friendly. Bots also function as an interface to access
software visualizations. Bieliauskas & Schreiber (2017) developed Sofia and deployed it in
a communication platform for developers to interact with visualizations. The developer
can directly ask Sofia about a ticket, and the bot actively serves a customized visualization
based upon the request. Being on a communication platform, Sofia also monitors passively
when two or more developers are discussing a subject and provides a suitable visualization
for them.

A significant feature in collaborative bots is that they can passively listen to the
conversations and perform actions according to their functionality. GitterAns (Romero,
Parra & Haiduc, 2020) is a bot deployed on Gitter (https:/gitter.io) channel that provides
solutions to the problems faced by developers. The bot passively listens to their
conversations and when troubleshooting problems are discussed in the chat platform,
GitterAns identifies which turn of the conversation is related to the problem and provides a
solution appropriately. To enhance the productivity in a collaborative working environment
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(CWE), Corti et al. (2019) adopted a virtual assistant to assist developers by leveraging
Internet of Things (IOT) and instant chats. The bot listens to the chat messages of the
developers, interprets them and executes the respective actions. The core aspects of the
assistant are collaboration, communication, information management and content over
structure. Most collaborative bots are reactive, but being reactive in a communication
channel might not mean that the bot has to respond to the main line of discussion. There
are also bots, which attend to specific keywords in the overall topic of discussion. Sannikova
(2018) deployed a chatbot on Slack, and it is connected to a restaurant menu page. Even
though the main topic of discussion will be software development, the bot only responds
to the topic of food. The bot returns the day’s menu, When the developers query about
food. Being a reactive bot, it will not interfere with other discussion topics.

During collaboration on closely related tasks, it is often hard not to have conflicts with
the code developed by others in the team. Code conflicts are usually managed with best
practices, but using bots for eyeballing the conflicts eases up the work of developers. Sayme
(Paikari et al., 2019) takes care of code conflicts by notifying the developers proactively
and reactively. It constantly looks for conflicting files and notifies developers on such
conflicts. One can also ask Sayme about the status, and it provides results reactively. The
most notable thing about Sayme is that it detects code conflict even when the conflicts are
in different files but shares common code execution like function call and definition.

In summary, collaborative bots combine conversations and commands, thereby
making bots inclusive of the development community. They are sensitive to their social
aspects as they are established among a community of developers. Bots with reactive
characteristics only function when the developer demands it. This serves the benefit of
avoiding unnecessary notifications and noise.

Chatbots

Bots involving natural language conversation falls under Chatbots, previously called
Chatterbots. Chatbots are recently being employed in various domains from restaurants
to e-commerce to customer helpdesks. In this section, we discuss chatbots that are being
used in the software engineering domain. Based upon how they converse, chatbots are
either rule-based or generative. As the name signifies, rule-based are formed of rules or
intents. The number of intents is fixed, and the user’s input could be only classified into
one of these intents. On the contrary, generative models do not rely on fixed set of intents
but are learned via machine learning or deep learning (Sutskever, Vinyals &~ Le, 20145 Cho
et al., 2014). And the conversation responses are generated based on the model weights
and input sentences. Generative models are still in research phase, as the responses are
unpredictable, whereas rule-based models even with limited functionalities are found in
most of the current products due to its reliability.

Rule-based or Retrieval-based chatbots consists of three main components: Natural
language understanding (NLU), Dialogue management, Natural language generation
(NLG). NLU may sound sophisticated, but essentially NLU classifies the input to one of
the many listed intents and extracts entities. Dialogue management takes care of the path of
the conversation. NLG generates natural language responses through templates. When the
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chatbots are expected to just chit-chat, no knowledge bases are needed as the commonly
used chit-chat combinations are written in the Dialogue management itself. Some popularly
used NLU components are Google Dialogflow (https:/cloud.google.com/dialogflow),
Microsoft LUIS (https:/www.luis.ai/), IBM Watson (https:/www.ibm.com/watson), Rasa
(https:/rasa.com), Xatkit (https:/xatkit.com/). These components provide both NLU and
dialogue management services. Abdellatif et al. (2021) evaluated the NLU components that
are suitable for software engineering tasks. The comparison resulted in IBM Watson being
ranked as the best for intent classification and entity extraction, whereas Rasa ranked the
best for confidence scores.

To study about the activity of Chatbot topics in SO community, Abdellatif et al. (2020)
mined SO for questions and answers related to chatbot tags to answer three questions,
topics in the area, types of questions and difficult questions. The common topics were
integration, development, NLU, user interaction, and user input. The difficult to answer
questions were related to training the models. Training NLU model involves suitable
datasets, frameworks, type of model. In the view of developing virtual agents (VA) in SE,
the NLUs have to be trained with intents and examples from software engineering field.
Since the SE-dataset is domain-based and scarce, the work by Wood, Eberhart & McMillan
(2020) focused towards applying transfer learning on a global encoder —local encoder
model to the task of classifying dialogue act types. The global encoder is trained on a
generic dataset such as AMI business corpus and the local encoder is trained on a manually
annotated small software engineering dataset.

To develop bots in SE, it is essential to design the bots to suit the needs of the developers.
Wizard of Oz (WOZ) experiments are conducted to understand the expectations of the
developers and design bots accordingly. One such WOZ experiment is conducted by
Wood et al. (2018) to study about different speech act types used by software developers
on bug repair. A supervised model is trained to classify them. Among all the speech act
types, developers asked clarification questions the most. Another WOZ experiment by
Melo et al. (2020) studied how chatbots will aid software developers in day to day tasks.
The results demonstrate that the use of chatbots will be certainly helpful in software
engineering and the role of chatbot as a guide is preferred over executing tasks for the
developers. Participants also liked the contextual information that the bots possess on what
the developer is currently working on.

Chatbots perform as conversational interfaces to existing databases, thereby allowing the
user to access the information handily. The bots are linked to such databases and NLUs are
designed accordingly. Matera ¢ Castaldo (2019), used chatbots for data exploration, where
the data is stored in a relational database. The bot replaces the SQL command line with a
conversational interface. By the use of conversational relationships, qualifiers and values,
the bot functions with rule-based system but with more relaxations and flexibility to the
database structure. Chatbots engage developers by being an interactive interface to static
documentation pages. OpenAPIBot (Ed-Douibi, Daniel ¢ Cabot, 2020) is a chatbot that
helps to provide information about the desired API. The bot offers interactive capabilities
to the API navigation in contrast to the simple descriptive API documentation. The bot
helps developers to understand REST APIs by asking questions using natural language. The
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implementation uses XATKIT and powered by Dialogflow for the NLU part. In software
crowdsourcing tasks, bots apply information retrieval to help users find appropriate
developers for the task. CrowDevBot (Ni et al., 2019) is a conversational bot used for
Crowdsourcing. The bot assists users in completing crowdsourcing tasks via conversation,
rather than tedious mouse clicks. To obtain domain information, the chatbot is linked to
a database called Software service knowledge base (SSKB), which contains information
about projects, required skills and experts.

Chatbots are applied in educational platforms to teach students certain skills. Boubekeur
& Mussbacher (2020) designed an interactive domain modeling assistant that assists
students with Domain modeling through gamification and live feedback. The functionality
of the bot is described with three modeling scenarios, mistakes made with software
engineering terms, placing attributes in wrong class and mistakes in player-role patterns.
Chatbots are used to facilitate non-technical users as well to use model-driven engineering.
iContractBot (Qasse, Mishra ¢» Hamdaqa, 2021) is a chatbot developed with XATKIT
framework for developing smart contracts. Based on Model driven development, the
bot converses with the developer and develops model from Natural language interactions.
PérezSoler et al. (2020) synthesized a chatbot using xatkit framework for model query. With
the help of domain-meta model and natural language configuration, the xatkit generates
an executable chatbot, which is then used to query models. The actions are written for
every intent as execution rules.

Chatbots that help developers are not restricted to code related tasks, they also take
part in productivity-based works. Amber (Kimani et al., 2019) is a proactive chatbot, that
takes care of task scheduling, task reminders, managing time spent outside of work in
social media platforms. It helps to review the scheduled tasks by the end of the day. It uses
Microsoft bot framework and conversational learner framework. Though the bot received
average ratings, the participants made changes to their routine to be more productive and
healthy.

The fact that chatbots being used as an interface for accessing database in many works
show that natural language interactions are actively researched over conventional methods
in information retrieval. The availability of various NLU and dialogue management
frameworks surely contributed to the studies in this topic. Even with the restricted
functionalities of retrieval-based NLU techniques, the results are positive overall. Thus,
improvement in NLP representations and ML models with resulting advancements in NLU
will push the boundaries of chatbots further.

Voice assisted bots
Voice assisted bots are activated using natural language voice commands from the
developer. Automatic speech recognition systems (ASR) are integrated with the existing
chatbot frameworks to extrapolate the usages to spoken language capabilities. As bots are
aimed to work along with the developers in a bot-ecosystem, these bots accelerate the
development in such directions by leveraging voice capabilities.

Devy (Bradley, Fritz ¢ Holmes, 2018) is a conversational developer assistant, which
executes version control commands. It works as a replacement to the traditional command
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line interfaces. Devy is built using Amazon Alexa framework, and it is deployed in Amazon
Echo device. Robin (Da Silva et al., 2020) is also a voice controlled bot for developers

to access repository-based information. Compared to Devy, Robin focuses on questions
useful for developers during collaboration. Robin has been implemented with Alexa and
Google Assistant. Smartadvisor (Sharma et al., 2019a) is a conversational interface(supports
both text and speech inputs) to aid developers with information. By connecting with a
data exhaust like IDE, version control and CI, the bot could provide information to the
developer via a guided conversation.

Speech interfaces are not just used for a direct transcription to the existing commands,
rather with the power of NLU, they could be directed to initiate actions. This opens up
many opportunities in Human—computer Interaction (HCI). IslandViz (Misiak et al.,
20185 Seipel et al., 2019) lets developers visualize complex software architectures in 3D
via Augmented Reality (AR). Speech-based commands are used to navigate and explore
specific parts of the visualization in Microsoft Hololens. With Speech and gesture control
inputs from the user and the corresponding visualization changes in the View, it provides
an engaging interface to the users for exploration. Rasa is used as the chatbot framework
and Microsoft in-built ASR is used for Speech-to-text (STT). Visualization of software
analytics using city metaphor in AR is also done by Baum et al. (2020). The users interact
with the visualization via gesture and voice controls. Although the voice control worked
well from a technical point of view, it was rejected by the users and the virtual on-screen
keyboard was also unsuitable.

Apart from exploring code files, code is also written using utterances. Convo (Van
Brummelen et al., 2020) is a voice-based conversational programming platform. Developers
issue natural language commands via speech utterances, and they are converted to respective
code. Convo contains voice-user-interface (VUI), NLU module, Dialogue Manager and a
Program editor (PE). The number one recommendation of the work was to improve the
speech recognition system, as the accuracy of the ASR directly affects the conversational
programming. Voice-Driven Modeling (VDM) has been envisioned by Black, Rapos ¢
Stephan (2019) to adapt voice-driven programming to Software modeling. The VDM
framework consists of ASR, NLP and context-specific modeling blocks. Being a position
paper, the framework is aimed to be useful for software modelers to improve their
modeling efficiency, to domain-experts with limited modeling knowledge, and to modelers
with disabilities.

Comparatively, few works have been done on bots with voice assistance. These bots
depend upon the performance of ASR systems, and speech recognition is a huge research
topic of its own. These recent works on such a multidisciplinary topic will open up new
research ideas and possibilities towards the use of voice activated conversational Al in

software engineering.

Design principles

Design aspects of bots are grouped under Bot persona and Human computer interaction
(HCI) concepts. These features focus on the social characteristics of the bots and how
they are being perceived by the developers. Bots evolved from being a simple tool which
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helps the developers, to being almost one of them. Bots manage developer activities
such as conversing with other developers, making changes, editing code and writing
documentation. When Bots play such an integral part in the development process, it is
significant to consider the social aspects of the bot for it truly to be accepted among the
developers.

HCI concepts

To function optimally, designing a bot is as significant as developing the bot. As they
function as a medium between developers and software programs, the design concepts
used in human—computer interaction (HCI) takes prominence. Imparting suitable design
principles for the bot and in the environment helps the bot to achieve efficiency for the
intended task.

The socio-technical aspects of bots are addressed in Lebeuf, Storey ¢ Zagalsky (2017). The
work lists all the social frictions that might occur in Teams interactions, Teams interaction
with Technology and individual interaction with technology. The work also listed all the
existing bots which tried to reduce these frictions. Pinheiro et al. (2019) surveyed developers
on the motivation and challenges using bots. Around 65% of the participants worked alone
while developing the bots. The survey indicates that, most of the developers created bots
for their personal needs and to assist them in the workplace. There were considerable
difficulties in bot implementation and finding tools for bot development as well. Washizaki
(2020) presented a vision called value co-creation of Software by Al and developers. When
applying Al to development process, aspects such as automation, accuracy, robustness and
explainability have to be considered. Cooperative activities and interactions are necessary
among developers, among Al, and among Al and developers towards value co-creation.

Digital nudging is a concept from behavioral science, where nudges and notifications
guide developers towards best practices. Brown (2019a) and Brown (2019b) applied these
digital nudges in tool recommendation to suggest static code analysis tools for Java projects.
By integrating Nudge theory in a bot, Brown and Parnin developed nudge-bot (Brown
& Parnin, 2019), which provides recommendations about better software practices to
university students via digital nudges in both active and passive fashion. Further work
(Brown ¢ Parnin, 2020) focused on developer recommendation choice architecture of the
bot such as actionability, feedback, and locality of the nudges. Results from the experiment
show that, developers prefer actionable recommendations to non-actionable pull request
comments.

Wessel (2020) proposed the concept of a meta-bot which manages all other GitHub
bots. The author suggests a study to understand how developers view bots, and provides
guidelines to create the metabot. Using Design fiction as the concept, the study has been
conducted among software developers to see if the vision of the meta-bot suits the need
of the developers. Wessel et al. (2020b) carried out another study among OSS maintainers
to check the comfortableness while using code review bots. Results show that the main
reason to use such bots are better feedback to developers and reducing maintainer’s effort.
Bots reduce the manual labor from maintainers to maintain a project. They also report on

improvement in code quality, increase in contributor’s confidence, decreased time to close
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a pull request. Liu, Smith ¢ Veeramachaneni (2020) studied the behavior of Bots in OSS
projects and how it affects the interaction between bots and humans. Design principles
are proposed for a trouble-free human-bot interaction. They are, to be robust and stable,
ensure transparency, provide simple responses, reduced interruptions, rich user interface,
personalized behavior and not to overuse bots. These principles should be used as guidelines
to evaluate the user experience of a bot’s interaction behavior. Consolidating the design
of repair bots, Van Tonder ¢ Le Goues (2019) proposed 6 principles on how repair bots
should be built. The principles are based on syntax generality, semantic validation, testings
and static code analysis. The work also pointed out the importance of integration of human
workflows in the automated system.

For a generic NLU model on a retrieval-based chatbot, bots execute the same intent
every time when different expressions of the same query is posted. Users get annoyed of
this behavior, as bots are insensitive to the expertise of the users. Performobot (Beck et
al., 2020; Okanovic et al., 2020), which runs load testing in Software systems tackled this
issue by having intents at various levels. The bot lets expert, novice and intermediate users
to execute the same action via different intents. This design feature gives the flexibility to
access the bot according to the level of expertise.

Wessel et al. (2021) did a study on bot developers and maintainers to check the disruption
of the bots to the community. Noise is found as the recurrent and central challenge, which
affects both human communication and development workflow. Noise is viewed as a
bot behavior, such as the number of bots in a project (overpopulation), information
overload of the bots —which interferes with the collaboration model of humans on social
coding platforms. When contributions made by bots are without proper explanations,
transparency is an issue on why such fix has been made by the bot (Serban et al., 2021).

When developing bots for collaboration, it is important to consider the communication
style of the developers. Taskbot (Toxtli, MonroyHerndndez ¢» Cranshaw, 2018) had issues
with identifying people names without proper syntaxes, human ambiguity and handling
multiple threaded conversations with their corresponding tasks. SOCIO (PerezSoler, Guerra
¢ de Lara, 2018) is used in a collaborative environment for modelling, where achieving
a unified consensual decision among different expert groups is hard. SOCIO ensures
reaching a soft consensus between modelling experts and domain experts on the task of
domain-specific language modelling. Saadat, Colmenares ¢ Sukthankar (2021) developed
a bot classifier to identify bots in GitHub. They then conducted a study among humans-bot
teams and humans only teams to examine the nature of workflow. The human-bots team
had an active communication via issue comments throughout the development process,
compared to the humans only teams. “Bots force human members of the team to discuss
issues between different stages of the workflow”

HCI concepts from cognitive science such as behavioral sciences are used in the design
of bots. Studies on behavior of bots provide insights into how they are perceived by the
developers and maintainers. Based upon the application, appropriate design features have
to be considered, as discussed in the collaborative environment section. Noise (too many
notifications and untimely interruptions) and Transparency (explainability of the actions)
are recognized as notable issues.
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Bot persona

Bots emerged as a way to automate scripts, but with successful integration of Natural
language tools they are now used to execute tasks on the behalf of humans via commands
and conversations. For such interactions, it is essential for the bots to possess a persona.
Persona is the characteristics given to the bot for a smoother social interaction. This
comforts and even excites the humans to have a conversation with a bot. These personas
are designed according to the task at hand so that it emulates the behavior of a person
in that place. The bot’s persona has to be stable and consistent throughout the entire
conversation.

Bots are expected to emulate social roles like humans, when bots are to be integrated
into communities. This motivated Seering et al. (2019) to study about multiparty bots.
Various bot personas such as antagonist, archivist, authority figure, dependent, clown,
social organizer, storyteller are discussed. Kuttal et al. (2020) designed a conversational
agent (CA) for pair-programming task through WOZ study. Results convey that the CAs
are to be developed with social intelligence, to include embodiments (face and voice) and
trustable traits. Moreover, when Agents interrupt humans, humans don’t like it unless
there is a high-error probability in their computation. Developers have a welcoming and
forgiving attitude towards software bots when they have a positive name and character
(Monperrus et al., 2019).

Designing the persona did not purely rely on the sociological aspect of the bot. When
the personas are linked with the capabilities of the bot, the persona could also reflect the
skill of the bot. Erlenhov, Neto ¢ Leitner (2020) classified Devbots based on the personas
as chatbot persona (charlie), autonomous bot (alex), smart persona (sam). Currently,
lots of bots with charlie and alex personas are present but very few sam type bots. All
classes of bots are in some way prone to producing noise. Paikari ¢ Van der Hoek (2018)
compared the chatbots for developers based on type, guidance, direction, interaction
style and communication channel. The Task-oriented chatbots don’t engage in random
chatter to build relationships, as they are mainly built for executing specified tasks. None
of the chatbots with behavior evolution are designed specifically to support software
development. Even in collaboration, chatbots did not exhibit an engaged interaction style,
but just informational and automation chatbots existed. But depending upon personal
preference, the user expectations may vary. In the work done by Matera ¢ Castaldo (2019),
even the chatbot which is built for data exploration received feedback to have chit-chat
nature for a better persona.

Bots sometime take the role of a developer and try to act as one among the other
human developers. This leads to the discussions in the ethical point of view. There are
valid arguments on both sides whether bots should disclose the identity or should it be
disguised as a developer. Being in the disguise, bots have the trust of the fellow workers
and are considered as one among them. This might raise questions on accountability. As
being explicitly disclosed as bots, they are not taken seriously by the developers due to the
limitations of the bots. Murgia et al. (2016) conducted a study by letting a Q&A bot run in
the SO site for 90 days. In the first phase it was disguised as a human, and it performed
well. But in the second phase where it was explicitly mentioned as a bot, the bot received a
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lot of downvotes, poor comments and got banned in 25 days. From the qualitative study by
Wyrich et al. (2020) on a refactoring bot, the conclusion was that bots are accepted as bots,
even though they are considered critical compared to human developers. This concurred
with the Dagstuhl seminar discussion (Storey et al., 2020) “The bot should not hide its
identity from the users”.

Apart from the ethical viewpoints of the developers, how bots should be disguised, it
is vital to the user community to recognize whether the user is a bot or not. This ensures
better transparency in the bot-ecosystem. Based upon the actions executed by the identity,
it could be identified as bot or not. To identify bots, Dey et al. (2020) proposed BIMAN
(Bot identification by commit message, commit association and author’s name). Based
upon the characteristics of the commits, they are scanned for unusual behaviour which
are abnormal for human developers. They also considered the time and spike of the bot’s
activity for better identification. Golzadeh et al. (2020) did a similar work on identifying
bots from human contributors based on the comment patterns in pull requests. Based
on a combination of Levenshtein distance and Jaccard similarity of the comments, they
are clustered and bots are identified. It is based on the hypothesis that bots repeatedly
use a certain set of words. Further work on the bot identification by Golzadeh et al.
(2021a) used encoded representations with ML methods for classification. Based on the
structure of comments from pull request and issues the bots are identified by training an
ML model of vectorized words with Bag-of-words (BOW) and Term frequency Inverse
document frequency (tf-idf) techniques. Golzadeh et al. also published a ground-truth
dataset (Golzadeh et al., 2021b) of 5k GitHub accounts with bots tag to promote research
and evaluation of bot identification methods.

In summary, the persona of the bot has to be designed in accordance with the role
and functionality of the bot. Oftentimes, it is also restricted with the capabilities that the
bot possess. Social aspects of conversation are expected even from the task-oriented bots.
Should bots disclose their identity or is it ethical to be in disguise of a human, still remains
as an interesting discussion. Nevertheless, the tools, which are used to identify bots are
actively developed.

DISCUSSION

This article presented a consolidated study of bots used in software engineering. It is clear
from the above sections that active research is happening in this field. From running on
local machines to being deployed in cloud or server environments, bots have secured

a place in modern software development processes. In applications point of view, bots
are employed in managing software repositories, aiding software development process
and accessing information in Q&A systems. Based on our survey it appears that bots are
most established in the area of software repository management. This is not surprising,
given that software repository management becomes increasingly automatised trough
scripts and well-defined workflows that can be executed by bots. However, with the recent
advances in artificial intelligence in the area of knowledge acquisition and management,
it can be expected that in the future bots will be more utilised as digital companions that
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support developers in ad-hoc finding, accessing, and structuring information in technical
documentations and in community discussions.

The modes of interaction discussed the ways in which bots are controlled, such as
conversational chatbots, collaboration bots and voice activated bots. Developers used
chatbots as natural conversational interfaces to retrieve information, which enhanced the
overall user experience in accomplishing a task. Bots used in collaborative environments are
designed to execute tasks among the developer community. To consider a software program
as a part of a community is a great accomplishment and privilege. This level of cooperation
demands the bot developers and designers to consider different sociological aspects. Trust
becomes a major factor here, as the decisions taken by the bots have to be trusted by the
fellow members. Bots could handle this issue by furnishing sufficient explanations for the
decisions taken. Whether bots affect the workflow of software developers positively or
negatively depends on the capability of the bot. For a smooth collaborative scenario, bots
are expected to be smart. Bots need to understand the context and provide a satisfying
experience to developers (Wyrich et al., 2020). Even the contributors in open source
software repositories expect the bots to be smart (Wessel et al., 2018). For the bots to achieve
such smartness, developments in frameworks, algorithms, NLU, NLG are required. In the
current state, people do not seem to trust the solutions from bots in any case, perceiving
humans to be superior to bots in computer-mediated communication (Murgia et al., 2016).
Smartness for bots is a double edged sword, that it has conflicts with trustability. As bots
get smarter, it is equally important to make the models explainable. Bots with autonomous
and smart persona are hard to trust compared to chatbot-style bots (Erlenhov, Neto ¢
Leitner, 2020).

With the success of voice controlled digital assistants in households, research has also
explored how software engineering bots can be equipped with automatic speech recognition
such that developers can interact with them in a natural fashion, during their works. One
major challenge in this regard is to adapt automatic speech recognition models that
accurately understand the very specific language used by developers. Without sufficient
accuracy of such models, using voice controlled bots can be frustrating, especially for
those with non-native accents when commands have to be repeated and cognitive load
increases (Van Brummelen et al., 2020). Studies (Winkler et al., 2020) show that rather than
being entirely dependent on the voice input, a combination of voice and text based system
overcomes these challenges. With dynamic research of DL methods and language models in
speech recognition systems, it is assured in the near future to have increased accuracy and
domain adapted speech models. This gives rise to digital companions, to which developers
can converse about the tasks on their day-to-day basis.

The design principles of the bot take into account the persona that is given to a bot
which contributes to the objective one tries to achieve with the use of the bots. In most of
the implementations, the bot development process is given attention but not in designing
a persona. Eventhough bots are regarded as one among the community, they should be
identified as such and not in the disguise of humans. As in these initial stages of research, it
is reasonable that explicit mention of bots might influence the participants to have biased
opinions. But with sufficient awareness of the capabilities and decision making process of
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the bot, this bias could be eradicated. One of the main reason why bots are used in software
engineering field is that, in software engineering there are monotonous tasks which are
mundane for developers to execute them. As technology progressed, such undemanding
tasks are left to scripts and algorithms to be automated. Consequently, the reasons why
people use bots are: Problem notifications, getting rid of undemanding but disturbing
tasks, and information integration (Erlenhov, Neto ¢ Leitner, 2020). Negative effects can
occur as well when too many tasks get out of the hand of the developers. For example,
users who tried out Taskbot (Toxtli, MonroyHerndndez & Cranshaw, 2018) felt that the
remainders from the bot were annoying and too frequent (both spatial and temporal).
These are considered as noise, as they do not contribute effectively to the development.
These factors enforce the bot developers to consider the social aspects of the bots while
designing them. One could design them reactively with limited autonomy, as it would not
pose any problems related to flooding of notifications. However, in the work by Cerezo et
al. (2019), the feedback was that Bots should be proactive rather than being reactive. This
suggests, that much more research in the design of software engineering bots and how they
effectively collaborate with developers is needed.

Considering the current available bots in software engineering, they are often not that
smart and cannot execute all the queries that the users wish. Hence, for the developers
interacting with bots, it is essential to know the capabilities of the bot, which commands and
actions are possible and how they could be triggered. Feedback from the data exploration
chatbot (Matera ¢ Castaldo, 2019) mentioned that the bot should provide hints or help at
first and it has to support complex queries. Users who used Performobot (Okanovic et al.,
2020) also mentioned that the bot should provide information about available commands,
hints and available keywords. The bot lacks explanations and is unsuitable for complex load
performance analysis for experts. Supporting complex queries might have to do with better
NLU and sophisticated frameworks, but exhibiting the features and limitations to the user
is certainly an obtainable task. Being an interdisciplinary topic, the performance of the
bots depend upon other intertwined research areas such as sociology, human—computer
interaction, natural language understanding, speech recognition systems and artificial
intelligence. As there are exploration and analysis in all these fields, it will only accelerate
the progress of bots in software engineering.

RESEARCH GAPS

Research on bots in software engineering began by automating tasks through scripts
mainly on software development level, but with time the field has become much more
interdisciplinary. A fully-fledged development process consists of designing the bot
(persona, behavior, mode of interaction), and implementing their abilities (training of
machine learning models, development and deployment). The research that has happened
in these sectors were discussed above. However, it became evident that there are still some
aspects that requests further research.

Here, we list some of these research gaps that we identified from writing this paper along
with potential research directions and challenges that follow them.
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1. This study turned out that the design of interfaces and interaction design plays an
important role for the acceptance of bots in software engineering with respect to
transparency and controllability of bot’s actions. While most of the literature reports
on the technical development of bots, this calls for research from the field of human
factors and cognitive science to develop the next generation of software engineering
bots that are perceived as added values and smoothly integrate into the workflows
of software developers. Even bots that work autonomously need to be equipped with
interfaces to be observable and predictable by users. Current interactive bots use mostly
textual chat interfaces. As already mentioned above, speech controlled interface is a
potential domain to be explored. With rapid progress in speech recognition systems
and spoken language understanding, bots which are limited with textual inputs could
be supplemented with recognizing spoken utterances so that they do not necessarily
have to be controlled via key-press and mouse inputs on desktop screens. This would
allow users to speak to a bot while doing something else, like coding, without the
need to switch from the development environment to another system. From an HCI
perspective this would also constitute a positive step in terms of social aspects of bots as
digital companions. It is a great sign that there is live research in designing the persona
of the bot. Since, bots are supposed to work alongside human developers it cannot be
regarded anymore just as a tool. To ensure non-erratic and pleasant behavior, bots
are modelled with personas. Also bots have to consider the social conditions of fellow
developers when executing any actions. Armed with speech controls, bots could even
be run on virtual and augmented reality screens.

2. From implementation perspective, there is still a problem of adopting automatic
speech recognition for the software engineering domain. Generic ASR models trained
for day-to-day use cases often fail in recognising specific language used in the software
engineering domain. Since well curated audio datasets for the software engineering are
difficult to acquire, one alternative is to use existing speech recognition models and
fine-tune them to be able to understand the language of software developers.

3. Current chatbot frameworks for dialogue management focus mostly on the rule-based
models as opposed to learning based ones. This is mainly due to the feasibility and
precision of the bots. In the current stages, the intents and entities classification are
already powered by ML models. With the expectations of smart bots in every sector
including software engineering, it is valuable to leverage the flexibility of machine
learning based models in addition to the reliability of retrieval-based models in
dialogue management and natural language generation.

4. Bots getting autonomous and smarter will be a reflection of the research and
improvements in Natural language models, Machine learning and Al, even Artificial
general intelligence (AGI). However, as there is progress in technology there is a
significant amount of fear related to safety, responsibility and trust. These concerns
are handled in the context of explainable Al, contributing towards transparency,
verification and robustness. This is currently a necessary field of research for steering
the future of bots in the ethical course. Considering the characteristics of the bot
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personas, empirical studies in the intersection of sociology, psychology and computer
science are needed to understand the expectations of the user community about bots.

CONCLUSIONS

The systematic mapping study laid out the answers to what, why and how are bots used in
software engineering. In the explored areas, lots of active research happened in managing
software repositories and insufficient works have been done in voice controlled bots.
Design aspects are important part of bot development and are often disregarded. These
insights will help the researchers and developers to understand the current status of bots
and encourage to push the boundaries of bots further.

Future work

e This work always can be improved with the addition of new articles and the bots can be
categorized based on other dimensions.

e Grey literature review could also be tried out, since there are lots of interesting articles
outside of academia.

e Review of bots in practitioner’s view through empirical studies and other domain such
as sociology and human factors could offer a new perspective to the current work.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND DECLARATIONS

Funding

The authors received no funding for this work.

Competing Interests
Stefan Wagner is an Academic Editor for Peer].

Author Contributions

e Sivasurya Santhanam conceived and designed the experiments, performed the
experiments, analyzed the data, performed the computation work, prepared figures
and/or tables, and approved the final draft.

e Tobias Hecking analyzed the data, performed the computation work, authored or
reviewed drafts of the paper, and approved the final draft.

e Andreas Schreiber analyzed the data, authored or reviewed drafts of the paper, and
approved the final draft.

e Stefan Wagner conceived and designed the experiments, performed the experiments,
authored or reviewed drafts of the paper, and approved the final draft.

Data Availability
The following information was supplied regarding data availability:
The classification diagrams and the plots are available in the Supplemental Files.

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOl 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 31/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866#supplemental-information
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

Supplemental Information
Supplemental information for this article can be found online at http:/dx.doi.org/10.7717/
peerj-cs.866#supplemental-information.

REFERENCES

Abdellatif A, Badran K, Costa D, Shihab E. 2021. A comparison of natural language
understanding platforms for chatbots in software engineering. IEEE Transactions on
Software Engineering Epub ahead of print May 7 2021 DOI 10.1109/TSE.2021.3078384.

Abdellatif A, Badran K, Shihab E. 2016. A repository of research articles on software
bots. Data-Driven Analysis of Software (DAS) Lab, Concordia University.

Abdellatif A, Badran K, Shihab E. 2020. MSRBot: using bots to answer questions
from software repositories. Empirical Software Engineering 25(3):1834-1863
DOI 10.1007/s10664-019-09788-5.

Abdellatif A, Costa D, Badran K, Abdalkareem R, Shihab E. 2020. Challenges in chatbot
development: A study of stack overflow posts. In: Proceedings of the 17th international
conference on mining software repositories. 174—185.

Alizadeh V. 2020. A user-aware intelligent refactoring for discrete and continuous
software integration. Doctoral thesis, University of Michigan-Dearborn.

Alizadeh V, Ouali MA, Kessentini M, Chater M. 2019b. RefBot: intelligent software
refactoring bot. In: 2019 34th IEEE/ACM international conference on automated
software engineering (ASE). Piscataway: IEEE, 823-834.

Bansal A, Eberhart Z, Wu L, McMillan C. 2021. A neural question answering system for
basic questions about subroutines. ArXiv preprint. arXiv:2101.03999.

Baudry B, Chen Z, Etemadi K, Fu H, Ginelli D, Kommrusch S, Martinez M, Monperrus
M, Ron J, Ye H, Yu Z. 2021. A software repair bot based on continual learning. IEEE
Software 38(4):28—35 DOI 10.1109/ms.2021.3070743.

Baum D, Bechert S, Eisenecker U, Meichsner I, Miiller R. 2020. Identifying usability
issues of software analytics applications in immersive augmented reality. In: 2020
Working Conference on Software Visualization (VISSOFT). 100—-104.

Beck S, Merz L, Zorn C, Beck F, Merino L, Okanovié D, Van Hoorn A. 2020. “Per-

1>

formoBot, please help me!” —chatbot-supported performance evaluation. In: 10th
Symposium on Software Performance 2019.

Beschastnikh I, Lungu MF, Zhuang Y. 2017. Accelerating software engineering research
adoption with analysis bots. In: 2017 IEEE/ACM 39th International conference on
software engineering: new ideas and emerging technologies results track (ICSE-NIER).
Buenos Aires, Argentina: IEEE, 35-38 DOI 10.1109/ICSE-NIER.2017.17.

Bieliauskas S, Schreiber A. 2017. A conversational user interface for software visu-
alization. In: 2017 IEEE working conference on software visualization (VISSOFT).
Piscataway: IEEE, 139-143 DOI 10.1109/VISSOFT.2017.21.

Black D, Rapos EJ, Stephan M. 2019. Voice-driven modeling: software modeling using

automated speech recognition. In: 2019 ACM/IEEE 22nd international conference on

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 32/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866#supplemental-information
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866#supplemental-information
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TSE.2021.3078384
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10664-019-09788-5
http://arXiv.org/abs/2101.03999
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ms.2021.3070743
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ICSE-NIER.2017.17
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/VISSOFT.2017.21
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

model driven engineering languages and systems companion (MODELS-C). Munich,
Germany. Piscataway: IEEE, 252-258 DOI 10.1109/MODELS-C.2019.00040.

Boubekeur Y, Mussbacher G. 2020. Towards a better understanding of interactions with
a domain modeling assistant. In: Proceedings of the 23rd ACM/IEEE international
conference on model driven engineering languages and systems: companion proceedings.
Virtual Event Canada: ACM, 1-10 DOI 10.1145/3417990.3418742.

Bradley NG, Fritz T, Holmes R. 2018. Context-aware conversational developer assistants.
In: Proceedings of the 40th international conference on software engineering. Gothen-
burg. New York: ACM, 993-1003 DOI 10.1145/3180155.3180238.

Brown C. 2019a. Digital nudges for encouraging developer actions. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM
41st international conference on software engineering: companion proceedings (ICSE-
Companion). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 202-205
DOI 10.1109/ICSE-Companion.2019.00082.

Brown C, Parnin C. 2019. Sorry to bother you: designing bots for effective rec-
ommendations. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM Ist international workshop on bots in soft-
ware engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 54-58
DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00021.

Brown C, Parnin C. 2020. Sorry to bother you again: developer recommendation choice
architectures for designing effective bots. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/ACM 42nd
international conference on software engineering workshops. Piscataway: IEEE, 56—60.

Brown DC. 2019b. Digital nudges for encouraging developer behaviors. Doctoral thesis,
North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC, USA.

Carr SA, Logozzo F, Payer M. 2017. Automatic contract insertion with CCBot. IEEE
Transactions on Software Engineering 43(8):701-714 DOI 10.1109/TSE.2016.2625248.

Carvalho A, Luz W, Marcilio D, Bonifacio R, Pinto G, Dias Canedo E. 2020. C-
3PR: a bot for fixing static analysis violations via pull requests. In: 2020 IEEE
27th international conference on software analysis, evolution and reengineering
(SANER). London, ON, Canada. North Carolina State University: IEEE, 161-171
DOI 10.1109/SANER48275.2020.9054842.

Cerezo ], Kubelka J, Robbes R, Bergel A. 2019. Building an expert recommender
chatbot. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM 1Ist international workshop on bots in software engineering
(BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. London, ON, Canada. North Carolina State
University: IEEE, 59—63 DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00022.

Chatterjee P, Damevski K, Pollock L. 2021. Automatic extraction of opinion-based Q&A
from online developer chats. In: 2021 IEEE/ACM 43rd international conference on
software engineering (ICSE). Madrid, Spain. Montreal, QC, Canada. New York. North
Carolina State University: IEEE, 1260-1272 DOT 10.1109/ICSE43902.2021.00115.

Chelimsky D, Astels D, Helmkamp B, North D, Dennis Z, Hellesoy A. 2010. The RSpec
book: behaviour driven development with rspec, cucumber, and friends. 1st edition.
Raleigh: Pragmatic Bookshelf.

Cho K, Van Merrienboer B, Gulcehre C, Bahdanau D, Bougares F, Schwenk H, Bengio
Y. 2014. Learning phrase representations using RNN encoder—decoder for statistical
machine translation. In: Proceedings of the 2014 conference on empirical methods in

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 33/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/MODELS-C.2019.00040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3417990.3418742
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3180155.3180238
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ICSE-Companion.2019.00082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TSE.2016.2625248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SANER48275.2020.9054842
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ICSE43902.2021.00115
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

natural language processing (EMNLP). Doha, Qatar: Association for Computational
Linguistics, 1724-1734 DOI 10.3115/v1/D14-1179.

Chukaleski M, Daknache S. 2019. The effect of test case design in software testing bots.
Bachelor thesis, University of Gothenburg.

Corti G, Ambrosini L, Guidi R, Rizzo N. 2019. *Thing: improve anything to anything
collaboration. In: Arai K, Bhatia R, eds. Future of information and communication
conference. Cham: Springer, 453—465 DOI 10.1007/978-3-030-12385-7_34.

Da Silva B, Hebert C, Rawka A, Sereesathien S. 2020. Robin: a voice controlled virtual
teammate for software developers and teams. In: 2020 IEEE international conference
on software maintenance and evolution (ICSME). Adelaide, Australia. Piscataway:
IEEE, 789-791 DOI 10.1109/ICSME46990.2020.00092.

Dey T, Mousavi S, Ponce E, Fry T, Vasilescu B, Filippova A, Mockus A. 2020. Detecting
and characterizing bots that commit code. In: Proceedings of the 17th international
conference on mining software repositories. 209-219 DOI 10.1145/3379597.3387478.

Dey T, Vasilescu B, Mockus A. 2020. An exploratory study of bot commits. In: Proceed-
ings of the IEEE/ACM 42nd international conference on software engineering workshops.
Piscataway: IEEE, 61-65.

Dominic J, Houser J, Steinmacher I, Ritter C, Rodeghero P. 2020. Conversational bot
for newcomers onboarding to open source projects. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/ACM
42nd international conference on software engineering workshops. Seoul Republic of
Korea. New York: ACM, 46-50 DOI 10.1145/3387940.3391534.

Ed-Douibi H, Daniel G, Cabot J. 2020. OpenAPI bot: a chatbot to help you understand
REST APIs. In: International conference on web engineering. Cham: Springer,

538-542 DOI 10.1007/978-3-030-50578-3_40.

Erlenhov L, Gomes de Oliveira Neto F, Scandariato R, Leitner P. 2019. Current and
future bots in software development. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM Ist international workshop
on bots in software engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE,
7—-11 DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00009.

Erlenhov L, Neto FGdO, Chukaleski M, Daknache S. 2020. Challenges and guidelines
on designing test cases for test bots. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/ACM 42nd inter-
national conference on software engineering workshops. Piscataway: IEEE, 41-45
DOI10.1145/3387940.3391535.

Erlenhov L, Neto FGdO, Leitner P. 2020. An empirical study of bots in software
development —characteristics and challenges from a practitioner’s perspective. In:
Proceedings of the 28th ACM joint meeting on european software engineering conference
and symposium on the foundations of software engineering. New York: ACM, 445-455.

Farooq U, Grudin J. 2016. Human-computer integration. Interactions 23(6):26—32
DOI 10.1145/3001896.

Folstad A, Brandtz PB. 2017. Chatbots and the new world of HCI. Interactions
24(4):38-42.

Golzadeh M, Decan A, Constantinou E, Mens T. 2021a. Identifying bot activity in github
pull request and issue comments. ArXiv preprint. arXiv:2103.06042.

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 34/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.3115/v1/D14-1179
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-12385-7_34
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ICSME46990.2020.00092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3379597.3387478
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3387940.3391534
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-50578-3_40
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3387940.3391535
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3001896
http://arXiv.org/abs/2103.06042
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

Golzadeh M, Decan A, Legay D, Mens T. 2021b. A ground-truth dataset and classifica-
tion model for detecting bots in github issue and PR comments. Journal of Systems
and Software 175:110911 DOI 10.1016/1.jss.2021.110911.

Golzadeh M, Legay D, Decan A, Mens T. 2020. Bot or not? detecting bots in GitHub pull
request activity based on comment similarity. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/ACM 42nd
international conference on software engineering workshops. Piscataway: IEEE, 31-35.

Ilic A, Licina A, Savic D. 2020. Chatbot development using java tools and libraries.

In: 2020 24th international conference on information technology (IT). Zabljak,
Montenegro. Piscataway: I[EEE, 1-4 DOI 10.1109/1T48810.2020.9070294.

Khanan C, Luewichana W, Pruktharathikoon K, Jiarpakdee J, Tantithamthavorn C,
Choetkiertikul M, Ragkhitwetsagul C, Sunetnanta T. 2020. JITBot: an explainable
just-in-time defect prediction bot. In: Proceedings of the 35th IEEE/ACM international
conference on automated software engineering. Virtual Event Australia. New York:
ACM, 1336-1339 DOI 10.1145/3324884.3415295.

Kimani E, Rowan K, McDuff D, Czerwinski M, Mark G. 2019. A conversational
agent in support of productivity and wellbeing at work. In: 2019 8th international
conference on affective computing and intelligent interaction (ACII). Cambridge,
United Kingdom. Piscataway: IEEE, 1-7 DOI 10.1109/ACI1.2019.8925488.

Kinsman T, Wessel M, Gerosa MA, Treude C. 2021. How do software developers use
github actions to automate their workflows? ArXiv preprint. arXiv:2103.12224.

Koyuncu A, Bissyandé TF, Klein J, Traon YL. 2020. FlexiRepair: transparent program
repair with generic patches. ArXiv preprint. arXiv:2011.13280.

Kumar R, Bansal C, Maddila C, Sharma N, Martelock S, Bhargava R. 2019. Building
sankie: an Al platform for DevOps. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM Ist international workshop on
bots in software engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 48-53
DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00020.

Kuttal SK, Myers J, Gurka S, Magar D, Piorkowski D, Bellamy R. 2020. Towards
designing conversational agents for pair programming: accounting for creativity
strategies and conversational styles. In: 2020 IEEE symposium on visual languages
and human-centric computing (VL/HCC). Dunedin, New Zealand. Piscataway: IEEE,
1-11 DOI 10.1109/VL/HCC50065.2020.9127276.

Lebeuf C, Storey M.-A, Zagalsky A. 2017. How software developers mitigate collabora-
tion friction with chatbots. ArXiv preprint. arXiv:1702.07011.

Lebeuf C, Zagalsky A, Foucault M, Storey M-A. 2019. Defining and classifying software
bots: A faceted taxonomy. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM Ist international workshop on bots
in software engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 1-6
DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00008.

Liu D, Smith M]J, Veeramachaneni K. 2020. Understanding user-bot interactions for
small-scale automation in open-source development. In: Extended abstracts of the
2020 CHI conference on human factors in computing systems. Honolulu, HI, USA. New
York: ACM, 1-8 DOT 10.1145/3334480.3382998.

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 35/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jss.2021.110911
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/IT48810.2020.9070294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3324884.3415295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ACII.2019.8925488
http://arXiv.org/abs/2103.12224
http://arXiv.org/abs/2011.13280
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/VL/HCC50065.2020.9127276
http://arXiv.org/abs/1702.07011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3334480.3382998
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

Matera M, Castaldo N. 2019. A conceptual modeling approach for the rapid devel-
opment of chatbots for conversational data exploration. PhD thesis, Polytechnic
University of Milan, Milan, Italy.

Matthies C, Dobrigkeit F, Hesse G. 2019. An additional set of (automated) eyes: chatbots
for agile retrospectives. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM 1Ist international workshop on bots in
software engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 34-37
DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00017.

Melo G, Law E, Alencar P, Cowan D. 2020. Exploring context-aware conversational
agents in software development. ArXiv preprint. arXiv:2006.02370.

Mirhosseini S, Parnin C. 2017. Can automated pull requests encourage software devel-
opers to upgrade out-of-date dependencies? In: 2017 32nd IEEE/ACM international
conference on automated software engineering (ASE). Urbana, IL. Piscataway: IEEE,
84-94 DOI 10.1109/ASE.2017.8115621.

Misiak M, Seider D, Zur S, Fuhrmann A, Schreiber A. 2018. Immersive exploration
of osgi-based software systems in virtual reality. In: 2018 IEEE Conference on
virtual reality and 3D user interfaces (VR). Reutlingen. Piscataway: IEEE, 1-2
DOI 10.1109/VR.2018.8446057.

Monperrus M. 2019. Explainable software bot contributions: case study of auto-
mated bug fixes. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM 1Ist international workshop on bots in soft-
ware engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 12-15
DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00010.

Monperrus M, Urli S, Durieux T, Martinez M, Baudry B, Seinturier L. 2019.
Repairnator patches programs automatically. Ubiquity 2019(July):1-12
DOI10.1145/33495809.

Murgia A, Janssens D, Demeyer S, Vasilescu B. 2016. Among the machines: human-
bot interaction on social Q&A websites. In: Proceedings of the 2016 CHI conference
extended abstracts on human factors in computing Systems - CHI EA ’16. San Jose,
California, USA. New York: ACM Press, 1272—1279 DOI 10.1145/2851581.2892311.

Murphy GC. 2019. Beyond integrated development environments: adding context to
software development. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM 41st international conference on software
engineering: new ideas and emerging results (ICSE-NIER). Piscataway: IEEE, 73-76.

Nakagawa T, Higo Y, Kusumoto S. 2020. CLIONE: clone modification support for pull
request based development. In: 2020 27th Asia-Pacific software engineering conference
(APSEC). Singapore. Piscataway: IEEE, 455-459 DOI 10.1109/APSEC51365.2020.00055.

Ni Z, Shen B, Chen Y, Meng Z, Cao J. 2019. CrowDevBot: a task-oriented con-
versational bot for software crowdsourcing platform (S). In: The 31st interna-
tional conference on software engineering and knowledge engineering. 410—-414
DOI 10.18293/SEKE2019-068.

Okanovié D, Beck S, Merz L, Zorn C, Merino L, van Hoorn A, Beck F. 2020. Can a
chatbot support software engineers with load testing? approach and experiences. In:
Proceedings of the ACM/SPEC international conference on performance engineering.
Edmonton AB Canada. New York: ACM, 120-129 DOI 10.1145/3358960.3375792.

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 36/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00017
http://arXiv.org/abs/2006.02370
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ASE.2017.8115621
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/VR.2018.8446057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3349589
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2851581.2892311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/APSEC51365.2020.00055
http://dx.doi.org/10.18293/SEKE2019-068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3358960.3375792
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

Page MJ, Moher D, Bossuyt PM, Boutron I, Hoffmann TC, Mulrow CD, Shamseer L,
Tetzlaff JM, Akl EA, Brennan SE, Chou R, Glanville J, Grimshaw JM, Hrébjartsson
A, Lalu MM, Li T, Loder EW, Mayo-Wilson E, McDonald S, McGuinness LA,
Stewart LA, Thomas J, Tricco AC, Welch VA, Whiting P, McKenzie JE. 2021.
PRISMA 2020 explanation and elaboration: updated guidance and exemplars for
reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 372:n160 DOI 10.1136/bmj.n160.

Paikari E, ChoiJ, Kim S, Baek S, Kim M, Lee S, Han C, Kim Y, Ahn K, Cheong C,

Van der hoek A. 2019. A chatbot for conflict detection and resolution. In: 2019
IEEE/ACM Ist international workshop on bots in software engineering (BotSE).
Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 29-33 DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00016.

Paikari E, van der Hoek A. 2018. A framework for understanding chatbots and their
future. In: Proceedings of the 11th international workshop on cooperative and human
aspects of software engineering. Gothenburg Sweden. New York: ACM, 13-16
DOI 10.1145/3195836.3195859.

Pena CM, Cabot ], Gomez S. 2018. Al on Software engineering processes. Master’s
thesis, Universitat Politécnica de Catalunya.

Peng Z, Yoo J, Xia M, Kim S, Ma X. 2018b. Exploring how software developers work
with mention bot in GitHub. In: Proceedings of the sixth international symposium of
Chinese CHI on - ChineseCHI ’18. Montreal, QC, Canada. New York: ACM Press,
152-155 DOI 10.1145/3202667.3202694.

Peng X, Zhao Y, Liu M, Zhang F, Liu Y, Wang X, Xing Z. 2018a. Automatic generation
of API documentations for open-source projects. In: 2018 IEEE third international
workshop on dynamic software documentation (DySDoc3). Madrid. Piscataway: IEEE,
7-8 DOI 10.1109/DySDo¢3.2018.00010.

PérezSoler S, Daniel G, Cabot J, Guerra E, de Lara J. 2020. Towards automating the
synthesis of chatbots for conversational model query. In: Nurcan S, Reinhartz-
Berger I, Soffer P, Zdravkovic J, eds. Enterprise, business-process and information
systems modeling. Vol. 387. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 257-265
DOI 10.1007/978-3-030-49418-6_17.

PérezSoler S, Gonzalez]Jiménez M, Guerra E, De Lara J. 2019. Towards conversational
syntax for domain-specific languages using chatbots. The Journal of Object Technol-
ogy 18(2): DOI 10.5381/j0t.2019.18.2.a5.

PerezSoler S, Guerra E, De LaraJ. 2017. Assisted modelling over social networks with
SOCIO. In: MODELS (Satellite Events). 561-565.

PerezSoler S, Guerra E, De Lara J. 2018. Collaborative modeling and group deci-
sion making using chatbots in social Networks. IEEE Software 35(6):48-54
DOI 10.1109/MS.2018.290101511.

PerezSoler S, Guerra E, De Lara J, Jurado F. 2017. The rise of the (modelling) bots: to-
wards assisted modelling via social networks. In: 2017 32nd IEEE/ACM international
conference on automated software engineering (ASE). Urbana, IL: IEEE, 723-728
DOI 10.1109/ASE.2017.8115683.

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 37/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n160
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3195836.3195859
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3202667.3202694
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/DySDoc3.2018.00010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-49418-6_17
http://dx.doi.org/10.5381/jot.2019.18.2.a5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/MS.2018.290101511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ASE.2017.8115683
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

Petersen K, Feldt R, Mujtaba S, Mattsson M. 2008. Systematic mapping studies in
software engineering. In: 12th international conference on evaluation and assessment
in software engineering (EASE). DOI 10.14236/ewic/EASE2008.8.

Pinheiro AM, Rabello CS, Furtado LB, Pinto G, De Souza CR. 2019. Expecting the
unexpected: distilling bot development, challenges, and motivations. In: 2019
IEEE/ACM 12th international workshop on cooperative and human aspects of
software engineering (CHASE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 51-52
DOI 10.1109/CHASE.2019.00021.

Qasse I, Mishra S, Hamdaga M. 2021. iContractBot: Aa chatbot for smart contracts’
specification and code generation. ArXiv preprint. arXiv:2103.09314.

Rebai S, Ben Sghaier O, Alizadeh V, Kessentini M, Chater M. 2019. Interactive refactor-
ing documentation Bot. In: 2019 19th international working conference on source code
analysis and manipulation (SCAM). Cleveland, OH, USA. New York: IEEE, 152-162
DOI 10.1109/SCAM.2019.00026.

Ren R, Castro JW, Santos A, Pérez-Soler S, Acuna ST, de Lara J. 2020. Collaborative
modelling: chatbots or on-line tools? an experimental study. In: Proceedings of
the evaluation and assessment in software engineering. Trondheim Norway: ACM,
260-269 DOI 10.1145/3383219.3383246.

Romero R, Parra E, Haiduc S. 2020. Experiences building an answer bot for gitter. In:
Proceedings of the IEEE/ACM 42nd international conference on software engineering
workshops. Piscataway: IEEE, 66-70.

Saadat S, Colmenares N, Sukthankar G. 2021. Do bots modify the workflow of GitHub
teams? ArXiv preprint. arXiv:2103.09319.

Saini R. 2020. Artificial intelligence empowered domain modelling bot. In: Proceedings
of the 23rd ACM/IEEE international conference on model driven engineering languages
and systems: companion proceedings. Virtual Event Canada. New York: ACM, 1-6
DOI 10.1145/3417990.3419486.

Saini R, Mussbacher G, Guo JLC, Kienzle J. 2020. DoMoBOT: a bot for automated and
interactive domain modelling. In: Proceedings of the 23rd ACM/IEEE international
conference on model driven engineering languages and systems: companion proceedings.
Virtual Event Canada. New York: ACM, 1-10 DOI 10.1145/3417990.3421385.

Sannikova S. 2018. Chatbot implementation with Microsoft bot framework. Bachelor
thesis, Metropolia University of Applied Sciences, Helsinki, Finland.

Seering J, Luria M, Kaufman G, Hammer J. 2019. Beyond dyadic interactions: consider-
ing chatbots as community members. In: Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on
human factors in computing systems - CHI ’19. Glasgow, Scotland. New York: ACM
Press, 1-13 DOI 10.1145/3290605.3300680.

Seipel P, Stock A, Santhanam S, Baranowski A, Hochgeschwender N, Schreiber
A. 2019. Adopting conversational interfaces for exploring osgi-based software
architectures in augmented reality. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM 1Ist international workshop
on bots in software engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada: IEEE, 20-21
DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00013.

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 38/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.14236/ewic/EASE2008.8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/CHASE.2019.00021
http://arXiv.org/abs/2103.09314
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SCAM.2019.00026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3383219.3383246
http://arXiv.org/abs/2103.09319
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3417990.3419486
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3417990.3421385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300680
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00013
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

Serban D, Golsteijn B, Holdorp R, Serebrenik A. 2021. SAW-BOT: proposing fixes for
static analysis warnings with github suggestions. In: Workshop on bots in software
engineering. Piscataway: IEEE.

Sharma VS, Mehra R, Kaulgud V, Podder S. 2019a. A smart advisor for software
delivery - a bot framework for awareness, alerts and advice. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM
Ist international workshop on bots in software engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC,
Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 22-23 DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00014.

Sharma VS, Mehra R, Podder S, Burden AP. 2019b. A journey towards providing intel-
ligence and actionable insights to development teams in software delivery. In: 2019
34th IEEE/ACM international conference on automated software engineering (ASE).
San Diego, CA, USA. Piscataway: IEEE, 1214-1215 DOI 10.1109/ASE.2019.00142.

Shihab E, Wagner S, Aurélio Gerosa M. 2021. Summary of the 2nd international
workshop on bots in software engineering (BotSE 2020). ACM SIGSOFT Software
Engineering Notes 46(1):20-22 DOI 10.1145/3437479.3437484.

Silva RFG, Roy CK, Rahman MM, Schneider KA, Paixao K, Maia M dA. 2019. Recom-
mending comprehensive solutions for programming tasks by mining crowd knowl-
edge. In: In 2019 IEEE/ACM 27th international conference on program comprehension
(ICPC). Piscataway: IEEE.

Storey M-A, Serebrenik A, Rosé CP, Zimmermann T, Herbsleb JD. 2020. BOTse: Bots
in Software Engineering (Dagstuhl Seminar 19471). Dagstuhl Reports (Vol.9 No.11).
Schloss Dagstuhl-Leibniz-Zentrum fiir Informatik..

Storey M-A, Zagalsky A. 2016. Disrupting developer productivity one bot at a time. In:
Proceedings of the 2016 24th ACM SIGSOFT international symposium on foundations
of software engineering. New York: ACM, 928-931.

Stulova N, Blasi A, Gorla A, Nierstrasz O. 2020. Towards detecting inconsistent com-
ments in java source code automatically. In: 2020 IEEE 20th international working
conference on source code analysis and manipulation (SCAM). Adelaide, Australia:
IEEE, 65-69 DOI 10.1109/SCAM51674.2020.00012.

Subramanian V, Ramachandra N, Dubash N. 2019. TutorBot: contextual learning
guide for software engineers. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM 1Ist international workshop on bots
in software engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 16-17
DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00011.

Sutskever I, Vinyals O, Le QV. 2014. Sequence to sequence learning with neural
networks. In: Proceedings of the 27th International Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems. 3104-3112.

Tian Y, Thung F, Sharma A, Lo D. 2017. APIBot: question answering bot for API
documentation. In: 2017 32nd IEEE/ACM international conference on auto-
mated software engineering (ASE). Urbana, IL. Piscataway: IEEE, 153—158
DOI 10.1109/ASE.2017.8115628.

Toxtli C, Monroy Hernéndez A, Cranshaw J. 2018. Understanding chatbot-mediated
task management. In: Proceedings of the 2018 CHI conference on human factors in
computing systems - CHI ’18. Montreal QC, Canada. New York: ACM Press, 1-6
DOI10.1145/3173574.3173632.

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 39/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ASE.2019.00142
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3437479.3437484
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/SCAM51674.2020.00012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ASE.2017.8115628
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3173574.3173632
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

Urli S. 2018. How to design a program repair bot? insights from the repairnator project.
In: 2018 IEEE/ACM 40th international conference on software engineering: software
engineering in practice Track (ICSE-SEIP). Piscataway: IEEE, 95-104.

Van Brummelen J, Weng K, Lin P, Yeo C. 2020. Convo: what does conversational
programming need? an exploration of machine learning interface design. ArXiv
preprint. arXiv:2003.01318.

Van Tonder R, Le Goues C. 2019. Towards s/engineer/bot: principles for program
repair bots. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM Ist international workshop on bots in soft-
ware engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 43—47
DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00019.

Washizaki H. 2020. Towards software value co-creation with Al In: 2020 IEEE 44th
annual computers, software, and applications conference (COMPSAC). Madrid, Spain.
Piscataway: IEEE, 1117-1118 DOI 10.1109/COMPSAC48688.2020.0-112.

Wessel M. 2020. Enhancing developers’ support on pull requests activities with software
Bots. In: Proceedings of the 28th ACM joint meeting on european software engineering
conference and symposium on the foundations of software engineering. Virtual Event
New York: ACM, 1674-1677 DOI 10.1145/3368089.3418539.

Wessel M, De Souza BM, Steinmacher I, Wiese IS, Polato I, Chaves AP, Gerosa
MA. 2018. The power of bots: characterizing and understanding bots in OSS
projects. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 2(CSCW):1-19
DOI10.1145/3274451.

Wessel M, Serebrenik A, Wiese I, Steinmacher I, Gerosa MA. 2020a. Effects of adopting
code review bots on pull requests to OSS projects. In: 2020 IEEE international
conference on software maintenance and evolution (ICSME). Adelaide, Australia.
Piscataway: IEEE, 1-11 DOI 10.1109/ICSME46990.2020.00011.

Wessel M, Serebrenik A, Wiese I, Steinmacher I, Gerosa MA. 2020b. What to expect
from code review bots on github?: A survey with OSS maintainers. In: Proceedings of
the 34th Brazilian symposium on software engineering. Natal Brazil: ACM, 457-462
DOI10.1145/3422392.3422459.

Wessel M, Steinmacher 1. 2020. The inconvenient side of software bots on pull requests.
In: Proceedings of the IEEE/ACM 42nd international conference on software engineering
workshops. Piscataway: IEEE, 51-55.

Wessel M, Steinmacher I, Wiese I, Gerosa MA. 2019. Should I stale or should I close? an
analysis of a bot that closes abandoned issues and pull requests. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM
Ist international workshop on bots in software engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC,
Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 38-42 DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00018.

Wessel M, Wiese I, Steinmacher I, Gerosa MA. 2021. Don’t disturb me: challenges of
interacting with softwarebots on open source software projects. ArXiv preprint.
arXiv:2103.13950.

Winkler R, Hobert S, Salovaara A, Sollner M, Leimeister JM. 2020. Sara, the lecturer:
improving learning in online education with a scaffolding-based conversational
Agent. In: Proceedings of the 2020 CHI conference on human factors in computing
systems. Honolulu. New York: ACM, 1-14 DOI 10.1145/3313831.337678]1.

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 40/41


https://peerj.com
http://arXiv.org/abs/2003.01318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/COMPSAC48688.2020.0-112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3368089.3418539
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3274451
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ICSME46990.2020.00011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3422392.3422459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00018
http://arXiv.org/abs/2103.13950
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376781
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

PeerJ Computer Science

Wood A, Eberhart Z, McMillan C. 2020. Dialogue act classification for virtual agents
for software engineers during debugging. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/ACM 42nd
international conference on software engineering workshops. Seoul Republic of Korea.
New York: ACM, 462-469 DOI 10.1145/3387940.3391487.

Wood A, Rodeghero P, Armaly A, McMillan C. 2018. Detecting speech act types in
developer question/answer conversations during bug repair. In: Proceedings of
the 2018 26th ACM joint meeting on european software engineering conference and
symposium on the foundations of software engineering. New York: ACM, 491-502.

Wyrich M, Bogner J. 2019. Towards an autonomous bot for automatic source
code refactoring. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM Ist international workshop on bots in soft-
ware engineering (BotSE). Montreal, QC, Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 24-28
DOI 10.1109/BotSE.2019.00015.

Wyrich M, Ghit R, Haller T, Miiller C. 2021. Bots don’t mind waiting, do they? com-
paring the interaction with automatically and manually created pull requests. ArXiv
preprint. arXiv:2103.03591.

Wyrich M, Hebig R, Wagner S, Scandariato R. 2020. Perception and acceptance of an
autonomous refactoring bot. In: Proceedings of the 12th international conference on
agents and artificial intelligence. 303—310 DOI 10.5220/00091688030303 10.

Xu C, Min B, Sun X, Hu J, Li B, Duan Y. 2019. MULAPI: a tool for API method and
usage location recommendation. In: 2019 IEEE/ACM 41st international conference
on software engineering: companion proceedings (ICSE-Companion). Montreal, QC,
Canada. Piscataway: IEEE, 119-122 DOI 10.1109/ICSE-Companion.2019.00053.

Xu B, Xing Z, Xia X, Lo D. 2017. AnswerBot: automated generation of answer summary
to developers’ technical questions. In: 2017 32nd IEEE/ACM international conference
on automated software engineering (ASE). Urbana, IL. Piscataway: IEEE, 706-716
DOI 10.1109/ASE.2017.8115681.

Zhang N, Huang Q, Xia X, Zou Y, Lo D, Xing Z. 2020. Chatbot4QR: interactive query re-
finement for technical question retrieval. IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering
Epub ahead of print Aug 12 2020 DOI 10.1109/TSE.2020.3016006.

Santhanam et al. (2022), PeerJ Comput. Sci., DOI 10.7717/peerj-cs.866 41/41


https://peerj.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3387940.3391487
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/BotSE.2019.00015
http://arXiv.org/abs/2103.03591
http://dx.doi.org/10.5220/0009168803030310
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ICSE-Companion.2019.00053
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/ASE.2017.8115681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TSE.2020.3016006
http://dx.doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.866

