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Connection to the book chapter New idea
The Framework

« Software analysis relies on data-driven claims to inform decisions

* This paper’s framework helps ensure: Dissemination

. . Exposition of Exposition of
» Evidence really supports claims Evaluation Claim

* Results are actionable for practitioners
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Framework explaining why claims become unsound and poorly described



New idea

The Framework Scope of Claim Scope of Evaluation
Sins of reasoning:

* Ignorance: (a) empty

* Inappropriateness: (c) empty

* Inconsistency: (b) empty

Sins of eXpOSiti0n5 Relationship between the scopes of the claim and the evaluation
* Inscrutability: inadequate claim

* Irreproducibility: inadequate evaluation

Critique

Positive points

« Effective figures illustrate the framework visually
» Provides actionable guidance Consumer

» Encourages a cultural shift towards valuing sound g

claims and evaluation
(of Evaluation): O O (of Claim):
Irreproducibility Inscrutability

Sins of Reasoning
(Derive Claim):
Ignorance,
Inappropriateness,
Inconsistency

New Idea
Call for culture change
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Critique

Negative points

* Domain-specific examples

» Lacks guidance for prioritizing or weighting sins




Future work Reflections

Conducting a study of the distribution of sins across published papers:

» Classify papers by venue or field to see which sins are most common Rating: 4/5

« Investigate field-specific variations * Valuable for understanding claim—evidence relationships

+ Goal: raise awareness & improve publishing/review practices * Influences how | approach my own research and evaluations

Discussion Points

» Do these “sins” map cleanly to other fields (e.g., HCI, ML, SE)?

* Are some sins more serious or damaging than others? Than k you for Iistening and
» Could automated tools be developed to detect ambiguous claims or missing

evidence? participating!



