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ABSTRACT
This extended abstract summarizes our article entitled “Teaching
Software Product Lines: A Snapshot of Current Practices and Chal-
lenges” published in the ACM Transactions on Computing Edu-
cation, vol. 18 in 2017 (http://doi.acm.org/10.1145/3088440). The
article reports on three initiatives we have conducted with scholars,
educators, industry practitioners, and students to understand the
connection between software product lines and education and to
derive recommendations for educators to continue improving the
state of practice of teaching SPLs.

CCS CONCEPTS
• General and reference → Surveys and overviews; • Social
and professional topics → Computing education; • Applied
computing → Education; • Software and its engineering →
Software product lines;
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1 SUMMARY
Teaching software product lines (SPLs) and variability is challeng-
ing; there are several reasons. First, software engineering itself is a
relatively young discipline: it is still an open problem to find good
teaching methods and the correct place in a rather large and evolv-
ing curriculum [8]. Second, SPL engineering encompasses a variety
of topics, including requirements analysis, design, implementation,
testing, modeling, and evolution. Another related challenge is to
prepare teaching material – based on existing books, tools, and
research issues have been reported in other software engineering
communities, e.g., global software engineering [2], model-driven
engineering [9], software language engineering [5]. To the best
of our knowledge, however, there is no published research work
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(except our own work) related to the teaching of SPLs. Besides,
many empirical studies and systematic reviews of both research
and industrial practices of SPLs have been performed [3, 4, 6, 7] (to
name but a few), but none of them addresses the teaching aspect.

Currently, it is unclear how SPLs are taught, what are the pos-
sible gaps and difficulties faced, what are the benefits, or what is
the material available. As a result there is an important educational
gap between all stakeholders of the SPL community – researchers,
educators, students, and industry practitioners. In our article [1]
we present and discuss the results of three initiatives we conducted
to assess the state of practice of teaching SPLs, i.e., an online survey
on teaching SPLs we performed with 35 scholars, another survey on
learning SPLs we conducted with 25 students, as well as two work-
shops held at the International Software Product Line Conference
in 2014 and 2015 with both researchers and industry practitioners.

We also discuss how to continue improving teaching SPLs, e.g.,
creating a virtual meeting place for the community (e.g., http:
//teaching.variability.io/) and developing a baseline curriculum.
Building upon our empirical results, we make concrete recommen-
dations for SPL educators and for the SPL community in general.
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