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Evoluation of the Reliability Prediction and Classification of Fault-Prone Software

Components Using the Prediction Model

OITHII(J.K. Lee) UHERKIAEE AR
O|D:’§(KH Lee) UHERKIAIEE MUHARA, §E
28(K.C. Park) HESATLDS BloIne 25
L2TEQN SE2 AAES ATEN0 K2 &S =0 Sol tHE AZEN AIARN DE0 &
MG T ATEQINO A5 2RO LA 20, HChet &40 8 012 RAE=0t= NS
= HIEE XIEol0F 8t Olele SHES RJI0 2, AXELZMN AL =2 AEE =
DEEY ATENE =2€ == QU & 2 ==20lM= 018 2E0A NS AZEH 0L I K
e ATEYN FEUEN ol &2 S46t 2EHEN 8 fault-prone BtEH= =845t 0
= 2YS 01260 ATE0] NIATS SHHILY,
LM 2 slo] 1L A LS 2= AT E o] s Hioks 1
A g,

O S algape] theksl Au| A @ teb a1EA o) W =l A el A A E O] AEFE 4
AB|2E AT W) Ak S5 WEA)] o TEHE S8 AR of] 7b ek 2 el
A Coksl og mmale] 283l o2 Azt aETEC iR AIHE ASRDS o] ©

A8 ATE Al of| =
(real time) 2.2 A glsl= =9 7)< (high-tech- A3 AykE AR el A oS5 diolEE o
23 3 =2 =] SES
nique)ol B 5 H. 89 £XEO] AAHTS Sk, VI o5
o]# 3t QFAalo] Wik A|AEl AT Egele] i AT R AR ARG

=2 o
— T

37} 7% Zlﬂ 19|

=

o
oflt

>

>.

)

%0,
rir
[
[
[m
o,
2
ol
e
r
(m
lo

)I-E

?E"J'—P



A | AR | HE
Basic defect cohesion 30 30 12
Multi-file defect cohesion 63 43
Both combine 12 6
o] A% dedE Adurd s g AP
Al A= multi-file o] 18-S X8k A
HEZ} gl s (basic defect)S Esh= W
EXv 58] B 2L olf= i dAEE A=

& 7150l F7HEWA Q1A 7e e Aso] Wolx
7] o)t}

Both combine 479 A3 A28 $E0®
AREEE AXAESY $7 W Eojof 3= A%
(defect) 2= 3|t (hdr) AEY P& (middle-
ware), ¢ - &9 WAIA (/o msg), Al1E(sig), E
dlo]d(rel), E=(mode), E=rS1(domain), Al2~F)
gho] B i 2(sylib) 2 W32 (TMN) ¥ HEHE
5ol ofel &3t

A2 A A A8 AT Ee] HEHWE
E<E 29 o TMN % AAL-1/2, Gateway
call control 7] & 127]) £50] M| Algd74 S

1
A 2 ATHAI S 75 BT 2e).

Ay

<E2> N EAE HEHE ME ¥
D) | AR B Z(R)
HIEDE F 94 99 111

ZEJO AEVE ;e <GE D> 2k

Fhs s dsb] flEie WA HEAES} A2
TEOE AR AXVES I WAsed o
= el ARSI AT BAI7E 917 wEol Tk

<E 3> ZHZHE v xZ 3l — Fault-Prone

Number of o _ _ _
7
fault-prone | ' = ° 13] | 23 | 3]
Basic .defect 15 48 | 13 0
Number of cohe51fon i
Multi—file defect]
components cohesion 37 43 28 3
Both combine 113 3 3 4
V= W7 Seh B E Bt ek
AY NS R % PHS 484w
= AXEYY 714+ skl func-

o oy
3=
:

tional block(fb)

20 [# g g g,
13 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21
ARHEAZ )
| = #3ud gsmds e agved dude |

Al=E S Z716e AlaEe] ZRHIRE) o]

%= 0S9F DBMS 50| f% 3%al 1 vl

FAZE HAEE AXHEL 2] 2 0S8}

DBMS, A| &5 /date], 4lof 75 ol B2 2

B
G
[m

A ALEE o5 2”2 15
34> A= P E AR TS
HE AXUES} vy HIWE 5 :
F B (two—category classification)el] &3+ ¥4
o7 Agto] HEY AXUES] tha) fault7} 2
H 7z =5

=
A3 BAEA B2 HAFAER B73 Aol

75



dSeseES M18d M4 20034 82

<X 4> Two—Category Classificationol 2|st

EETPN
Prediction results
Fault-free | Fault—-prone
Fault-free Cn Cirz
Actual results
Fault-prone Co1 Coo

olmf H&u= A 2 B, SA
&t 2k a2 (1)} 2ok
Accuracy(A) : [%] x100(%)
Correctness(C) : Cucjzczz] x100(%) @

Completeness(Comp) : Cﬂcjzczz] x100(%)

e

+ Accuracy(A) - A&
o] H &L ATEdo] Ay
o 59 S ofn| gtk
+ Correctness(C) - 4443
o] HlE&-& HEIE Hofie dh} o] o] AghS
7FAaL Q= fault-prone BE-S oJu|3it) o
2 739 Y B2 fault-prone ZES 53 4= )Tk
+ Completeness(CP) — ¢+d4d
St o]e] AgS 714l 9l+= fault-prone B
E2 o] gho] A2 9= A fault-free= 5%
Rl sl 23 oS

E9] fault-prone

=
°

3. Constructed Modelof 2|8t
Fault—Prone 0| &

M= TR ARl 2 Ege] HEe] et
a3 5437 918l < 4>eh o] 7 o

B AEote] mLEd o] XU E(EE BE;

715E=)0l| th3} fault-free 2} fault-prones FA}
=g

L E o] AxdE gt oS A3l 484
27N Alz=ellol] ot A A= <3F 5>9 Tk

<E 5> ALHYE 2ZEQ 0] HEHE Fault-Free,
Fault-Prone o & Z 1}

Prediction Prediction
results(system 1)|results(system 2)
Fault- | Fault- | Fault- | Fault-
free prone free prone
Actual | Fault-free 3 24 45 61
results | Fault-prone | 12 47 37 74

2 7Psgo] BeS olvlaiel,

4. 28 Ho|5| #&t 28 = +F

Agtdlely 32 R o)) 2 A
e AEste] Astor #aE = golHE 53}
H E2 A9 defect data tracking sys-
tem(ddts)®] FIEE A HHE o], Ago] HEH
AZLAE g3t A= <3E 559 7o) J_?_/\*]E]Oi

o] 4RE °|& OH 2] (1)<>ﬂ 47ﬁ J% A <E

<E 6>27e] Z2HEo| thEt At 2A

System 1 System 2
Accuracy(A) 58.14% 54.84%
Correctness(C) 66.20% 54.81%
Completeness(CP) 79.66% 66.67%

oj2f3t MER A WS o] 83to] AE =S
I

o] o

QOE

o\
o dur

o ¢

7

ricsE ©|-8-3t Eﬂ‘:(complexity)% ZA435= W
3137 McCabed AdA E#%=(psychological
complexity; cyclomatic number measurement)
HEZH2 BA[4], 259 cohesion MEZ A FH
£ ol gst= W (5], AXUES Ag 45 o] &35}



of SAsh= WH11[121[61,[7], Z=AE o]
TEE Ao] FZFY program volume, nesting
depth & ThYst 53 WEZXE o] &3t W4
[81,[9] 5ol 2l

o5 A9 e Al=Ele] A Fxd
Eof tial] Ad 2 % npdd vlES on|shH, of
=S5 we] AEE0)9] w2 170 o] faultE 7+
A%t fault-prone HEWE H]&S L3I}, o] glo
Ao AA o7} §l= fault-prone HFXHE b
A gHgol o Wol EAlekL des orlgth & A
3k o5 SHAAACP)S AUEef 2 sty 1
Ju|= fault-free A B B2 fault-prone X
EJL SR A58 7hs A o] Btk A ojrjgith

I el Y AZEYS] HAXUES] 7} 7))
15 oS5 2K predictor)?] A3 Avk= w7}
comment line(C_line), 7-3(ST_), function point
F(F), &8 - HA 7% Azl $5(SLOC) %t

comment line, function point ~F )7} 7V G4

=

<E 7> 7ls 28Y ~ZEQof HEHE o|ZX}
Arpha
Call processing
SLOC 0.619
C_line 0.882
F_ 0.996
CONST_ 0.538
ST_ 0.842
Administration
SLOC 0.738
C_line 0.927
F_ 0.971
G_VAL 0.619
ST_ -
Operation & Maintenance

SLOC 0.746
C_line 0.856
F_ 0.896
G_VAL 0.318
ST_ -

g Ao AT
AR 57 HEVEE <& 7> A9 A7
Z+o] global W5 (G_VAL)7} E3H=] 3l

o7 AR o 49| 2TEYO|Z A o]
R AZE TR SOl e

She] AJZglell A &
A A1) 2% BAREER 3
koL WS slol S AEste] thekdt g ok
T REEOIE shte] FU¥ 0S 7
FATHES Allestal Al2=El} 9T 2EH o] R
71s& At 8ste] Aejsies 3 Alo]

o]l o] tH< 3 8> ).

rln
N
olf

%!
o
2,

=2

N
ro
N

<E 8> AIAE Y HE Y 2TEQO| 22 FE

System 1 System 2

Software Main frame Main frame
platform
Size 131%F SLOC 252%F SLOC

' (136 modules) (123 modules)
Language CHILL C/C++, java
Fault data System integration & [System integration &

test test

. Z&H 0l
A1

A7 U M o5

1. 29 mi2fn|y &8 2 A4dE
<G 9> mEl s 4 Al <& 8>

77



=4 M18ad M4= 2003E 8

L=
Agsh
=
=

E]

=ygEe

system 2 | tisl] AJ3ellA AEE a7gd|o]
EfE AT EY
gl Aol A AEE AgtdolHE Al

glo] A=

At 24 Aolt, Al
2~

(Software Reliability Growth

Model: SRGM)?! A58 R 9l(exponential model)

3} 54

P

(S-shaped model)ol] 283+ A=

SZEg o] o] AEstargdes A aa) R gl
AE(b), sextelle AL [h(t) ol thek 42 2 A
Zx]o) T8k H)al= <3E 9>¢) 7

<¥ 9> 2T EQ0f ZEH0lE FHA|

A8 ASHolHE FAISH, 95 199
Eig=e
= 19L& x|d(delayed)
S-2k Bdle] ogk x| g h(H=E ARHt=
week)dl| w2 of| 2] HAYEo| gt YA & ofn|git.
Aol A HAEEHAY AER 2T siAdsh A
A A g A 3] 9 RS (Analysis of
variance: ANOVA), 29 stelug &) gk 4
A= <F 10>3 2k

FAAI N & 4= 3= A o] A HloE

—_

=
) h _ i = .
ael e b | |2 | B A8% A9E 7 RS est statistio)
A% | 172.664 | 0.0848809 45 150 dlolE] ghp-value)©] F&1(a=0.05, 21=]7-7F
S-#448 | 187.635 | 0.203143 2.5 95%)% vloju} 7 AA (null hypothesis)e] A
2] el adeg A& 2 sAE 23 dolE
(1% 2), (2% 3)& HA=9 23S 43k Al = H¥(linear) EA9 Agalx gow, Mg
I} B s Aol Y Fe® 7P 23 (non-linear) 5435 mET) o]} o] H|AY A
of gt A==, 27 Bdle] FAAE YeRH Fo] & zh= A HlolHE TAH A HES VTR
200 e
P - -
150 y
S-2+8 S-248
wp, o o e | e
R A2 o]l
501/ .
;
10 20 30 40 50 20 40 60 80 100
(a) ()
(T8 2) FH ZeA J|F (a) FHEAEFYER & (b) oz LS
20 0 T =
20
150 d
7 15
— 549 S-713
e A" w0~ e Aol
——————— Azole]
50
10 20 30 40 50 20 40 60 80 100

78

(b)
HEEFYR H (o) oll2] 2YE



E 10> 24U majo|e] £ ol gl EAF 2N

1) Z&tsll A tlolE] 7| =(linear regression function: f1(x) = 13.6667 — 0.481938x)

[Parameter Table]

Estimate SE TStat PValue

RSquared

AdjustedRSquared

EstimatedVariance

1 8.88046 2.24232 3.96038 10.000467256|0.0598497

0.0262729

35.8555

X -0.168632 | 0.126307 | -1.33509 0.1926

2) A&tet7d O|o|E| Z|=(linear regression function: fa(x) = 7.81766 — 0.0610501x)

[Parameter Table]
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