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Historical Metrics Based Foult-prone Module Prediction
for Fine-grained Modules

Hipeakt Hata, ! Osamu Mizunof? and Tonru Kikunof!

Many studies reported that historical metrics collected from software repos-
itories are useful for fault-prone prediction models. There are many histor-
ical metrics proposed in literature, such as code-related, process-related, and
organization-related metrics. Since source code management system stored file-
level histories, it has not been easy to collect historical metrics of fine-grained
modules compared to file-level historical metrics. This paper conducts a com-
parative study of fault-prone module prediction on files and file-grained modules
based on our fine-grained version control system. We empirically evaluated our
prediction models with open source software projects. Based on effort-aware
models, fault-prone module prediction models on fine-grained modules perform
better than models on files.

1. [F U &I

B AT LN TEHY AT LEWSRY 7727 YVRY ML, EBEDOY 7 b
v 7PAREREEZERLCED, FEBICMBIRI ok, EDXI RN —vBHEhE
Wwotls, 7Yz MVEEOHART I PEEICEENTVEEEIONE, ZDKH 7%
BEDS, V7727 VRS MDD TF =724 = v JIREEERICITbh T 5%,

Fault-prone € 2 — L PHIOHRICEVLTDH, V7 +7 27V RY Yoo UEENREZ
BAFSIRIEICEIT 2 X R U 2 A0 O RESN, % OMETTHE T AVBEICH s
T2, R 4) TlE, EFEOWFFURME b L1, Microsoft #:NT CRANE & W EN 3
AT LR REEE L CTHEBEIC Windows Vista DFHFE & X A v 7 F ¥ A THEA L 7GR0 &
NTw3, ZOYAT L, BAREEA M) 7 22HOTY Y —2B0EL2FHIL, £
HLHAADETT A MDBREMTZIT). A4 VT TV RADEIETvLAICENT, Fu
7 =AW SBIEDRAAETDR 7 2= XTI A7 ONDY A=+ 2T 2T-BHEN SN
ZOHMAESTERIN TV S,

FRAEBRS A T AT, V=R 2 — FICWT 2 2 HITPLHEREL, 2550 217 - 72 K105
FEDHI R EDEFEEINT VB0, ZOY—Aa—FIZHLT, a—FIcBETs XY
A, 7R RHTEA MY 7R, BHFEHMRICRET 2 X MY 7 AR EDEEAIRETH 5.
INGDBEDHEHRIZ7 7 A VL NV TEMINL 2D, WETIHABEA Y 72
77 AN LV THD, Iz Fault-prone €Y 2 —VOFHL 7 7 A vz kD
KREVEZ 22— )LL)V ThHhH7-.

VAR, THZEE L 2 PHRSROFMESEES N0 3D, iz, FHKERZEH L
7, BAFEPMRTFOT AR T 2560 THEZEET2b0T, EFHEGHEEZ NS,
Kamei 51%, 774NV LRV ERy =Y LRV EW) Bp 2 €Y 2 — )UK TOD Fault-
prone €Y 2 — L PN O WCTEZHBE L 72iHlin &, RED/NZI VL7 74 L L )LD )T
DEOHERZEZIEZHELTV29, Zhld, $2EL 2— I L TIEL L Fault
DWEEZ FUTETDH, EV2—NVONEOREINVREVIZLE, ZOEY 2—)LD Fault
FRENDTEIIREL B2 LwIHHEKICZLE).

11 RBORAER A BERIE AR

Graduate School of Information Science and Technology, Osaka University
T2 R LA R R A LSS R A e

Graduate School of Science and Technology, Kyoto Institute of Technology

© 2011 Information Processing Society of Japan



0000000000000 0Fault-prone0 0000000000000 OO0OO0OO

ZOE)ICTHZHZET 2 &, BB EDMIBIEEZ L~V TD Fault-prone € 2 —)LF
HIZHFE LVOTIERWREZEZONDD, 774 )L EARRGHREREX b Y 7 20
INEIXWEETH D, FHEkD 7 7 v —F TOMFKEE Y 2 —L D Fault-prone € 2 — )Ll
BInEFTafrbhTwuin,

AfETlE, SBICERE L MR EEEEE Y £ F YUY 20T, Java DAY v FlcHs
LEAFEREA N 7 2AZ WL L, Fault-prone %2 XY v FOFPHIZITH . ok X FAEDIKA
ZXHR9) TIT>TWwad, AL, INET 2 X MY 7R EFHFERDOFHIEICOWT, XD
Al i T 9. PERT 2BFRBIEA bV 7 21, XV FIciT %, BHETEICET S
APV IR, AEHGEBIE70 R RAICET A2 X MY 7R, FFBEICETEIA I 7 RAKET
H%. Eclipse IZBT 2 4 5DA4A =7V V=AY 7727707 MINLT, 774
AL ERREES 2 —)L (XY v F) LD Fault-prone €2 2 — LV FllZ2{7- 7=,
TEEZFZRL N> S, XYy FLVTOTFHDTBET 74 0L )L E HRT I ORER
RS ECE (v

DI, 2 BicRIFSBIER MY 7 A2 L, 3MicREBGEZFINT 2. 4 8iCIHAEN R
FEEOMR2HE L, RBZICSHITAREZE LD S,

2. AREEEXNVUTR

BHFBIEX Y 7 2 & L TIRE,

2.1 O—RBEEE

Nagappan 51, Y —A2— FOEBETEIZBHEL 72X MY 7 A TAREGTFHZIT>Tw»
220 R A R 2 AL LT, Churned LOC (BHID/N— 3 v h 6 DN - BIEFTH

&), Deleted LOC (RAID/N—3 a v 6 OHIRITE O AR, Total LOC (M5 N—
T avofr) ExIHIIL, ChurnedLOC/Total LOC % DeletedLOC /Total LOC
iz FHEEE L-FHE T L2 L, Windows Server 2003 TD7 — AR T4 D5
GRMEZRELT0S, BHETBUCEELZZ X bV 7 210%, DIELERWZRA Y 72 EL
T% < @ﬁﬂ:%f*”}gﬁ ég “T‘I‘ Z)5),10),11),14),18),20),21),25),30).

2.2 7OtXEE

AT, BY 2 — )VOEHEBER Fault DBIEREZ: EOBFE 7 A2 MR E T2 X
P 7 A% 70 ABHOBHFEBIEA V) 7 AL L TE LD 5,

PO, Graves & DJFENZEIT 55, Graves SIFFHIX FY 72 LT, &
W, @ED Fault 8, €Y 2 —VOFEENRZA E25H L <Pl T L 2/EE L T

FHAINTVWE X FY 7 AR EITHET 5.

ooooooooooooobboooboon 2011

D, BESATLENRE LT — AR T 405, THS6DA Y 7 ZAHGER DML
ALY I7RAEHRTARGTHIC L OVANTHL Z E2WEL TS

73*%@5&5) 7),8),10),13),18),20),22)-24) 28) 3B Fault 5&6) 7),14),23), 30)’ Y 2 — VO
JIREP)7)8):10),18),23).25).28) | 70 2 4 % X DIFFETHIHE NS A MY 7 R o T05, %72,
FEABIEDZH S S)100:13),16),200.28) - paylt 2NEA I N 2 EH B EY 2 — )L L[
RFCEHES N (AN Ay 7Y v ) 131920 e » sl s s X b Y 7 2
Th 5.

2.3 FAREMEE

Graves 5 1%, BHFEL 7-ilik, PAFEEE: EOBIFMRICBIE L 722 b Y 7 A HEHAIL T
VBT, SEE, REF—IRRNRE LEPET, BIFSHEBICEREL 724+ Y 2 2A0H RS
ZHMEIN TS,

Nagappan &%, 'V 7 b7 = 7 OMG&EIIBHFE T 2 k%2 KR4 %, £\ 9 Conway Dk
IS 2 JZEERNC TS 5 70, BAFEES, BUB L =BHFE R, #ib o =i, +—7+—
>y 7 OMMBREE, MEROBERE, BEOREE, HBORERSG, LvoMliA MY
7 A% LT 5%?, Windows Vista 2R & L 7@ S, ZHTEA LY 2 X
PEMERX Y 7 R EHRTHHMA Y 7 2AEETUBENE NS 2 WELT
W35,

F7, a—FPRRFEERO Ry F7—21CBT 2 X MY 7 ADFEMD, EEDOHR TR
RENTWBIE22) b5z 2y b7 =2 0HDA NY 7 2TH B, hEpupiL,
WEHEA B U 27 ZZFHIL, VY — ABOREEETFHIS D DL RS- P 2T
TWw3,

2.4 fBIOXKYUYZR

PRI L 2B E REAANOHE LT T w2219 Bird 51, B, 7=
TV 7 (ENDERLE S TSGR TRAH) , * v SR, #ih, KbE HAEZH
FEOMPRIGIE E L THEL, BDEGEY Y — 2% okEE L OMBEZFHE L T 22
Windows Vista TD7 —ARAY 74 Tl IS IHBEBR SN 2L Tw3, —
ﬁ,%%VX%AT®%ﬁ#%,Mmhmu%ﬁ%%ﬁy7Fﬁl?@%ﬁu%ﬁ?%kﬁ
HLTWV3,

2.5 RERDEHEANY I EDLEE

BIFEEIEA + U 27 X LHERDBEMIE X + V) 7 2 L DHEFRE L IThIT» 519020 »g
NDSHR S ZTEMRIBPLEITHE Vo J@EERICEED X P Y 7 AR DX ) &

© 2011 Information Processing Society of Japan



gpo00oooooooOoo0O0CFrault-proneD 000 DOOOODOODOOOOOODOODOO

R 1 GHNYT ZHFREX F ) 7 2

Table 1 Collected historical metrics.
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Table 2 Target project data.

7aYz b Gk Ieh AR (22 y M)
xpd 2007-11-10  2011-05-11 1,017
wti 2007-11-10  2010-07-22 1,133
emfc 2007-04-03  2011-05-05 1,587
ecf 2004-12-03  2011-05-13 9,742
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Table 3 Target module data.

774N Ay F
VA:PET/ AN ke e H Fault )  Fault #£L | Fault )  Fault fEL
xpd Galileo_.RC1 2009-05-18 115 1,132 295 8248
wti v20090510 2009-05-10 140 466 317 5175
emfc R0_8.0 2008-08-26 177 162 424 2,079
ecf Root_Release_3_0 2009-06-02 200 1,515 619 10,502
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*1 http://git.eclipse.org/c/m2t/org.eclipse.xpand.git/
*2 http://www.eclipse.org/webtools/incubator/
*3 http://git.eclipse.org/c/emfcompare/org.eclipse.enf.compare.git/
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R4 BB 20% TO Recall it (%)
Table 4 Recall value (%) on 20% cumulative LOC.

Va"DES/ AN T77ANMLUL XYy FLRL #5y (AY Y FLR)L - 774 )LL)

xpd 15.7 51.9 36.2
wti 40.0 67.5 27.5
emfc 20.3 60.4 40.1
ecf 40.0 67.0 27.0
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Fig.1 LOC-based cumulative lift chart for file-level v.s. method-level.
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Table 5 Variable importance rank measured by a Random Forest.

xpd wti emfc ecf
ALY TR M7 Hh e fis F. M. F. M. F. M. F. M.
LOC 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 1
MaxInterval 3 5 2 2 2 10 3 3 3
AvgPeriod 3.5 9 7 3 5 2 4 2 2
AddLOC 4 3 5 4 4 3 2 6 6
Period 4.5 4 6 6 3 7 5 4 4
MinlInterval 5.5 6 3 9 6 4 7 5 5
LogCoupNum 7 8 11 7 7 6 6 7 7
DelLOC 8.5 2 4 5 8 11 12 9 10
ComNum 8.5 11 10 8 9 1 9 8 8
BugIntroTiming 10 10 9 10 10 9 10 10 9
FixComNum 11 13 12 11 11 12 8 11 11
AuthorNum 12 7 8 12 13 8 13 13 12
AddPerLOC 13.5 12 13 13 12 14 14 14 14
FaultNum 13.5 14 15 14 14 13 11 12 13
DelPerLOC 15 15 14 15 15 15 15 15 15
F.:7740L)L, M.: XV v FLXX)L
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