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Abstract: This paper proposes an approach for prioritizing modules by their fault-proneness for acceptance
test. The approach combines results of a fault-prone discriminant model and inspection by developers. First,
the approach ranks modules by fault-proneness according to a discriminant model. Then, modules included
in the top a% are inspected with questions. To evaluate the effectiveness of the approach, we conducted a
case study with commercial software. In the case study, manual inspection is combined with fault-proneness
by a discriminant model, size of each module and random. The accuracies are compared by the values of
area under the curve of Alberg diagram with five v values. The result shows all accuracies are increased
by combining inspection in three trials. In the case study, the accuracy is largest by the combination of
fault-prone discriminant model and manual inspection.
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Fig. 1 The procedure of discriminant analysis combining visual verification scoring.
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Table 1 Perspective (1) of visual verification scoring.
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Table 2 Perspective (2) of visual verification scoring.
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Fig. 2 The procedure of visual verification scoring.
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Table 3 Outline of evaluation software.
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Table 4 Perspective (1) of visual verification scoring.
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Table 5 Perspective (2) of visual verification scoring.
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AAT3 DT Y FLIETIE, YRR E T vy AL L, ik
DEY 2 —)VIZH 272, BARIIZIE, Lo % 100 18
HL, WA 7 b2 7 RO ALY XY A4 A ¥
ZEESE, HREE L L.
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3.1.3 BE:HE

HAEEHMEE, NRETHT7 7Y 75— 3 > ORI

BT ARETENEmRL. RETEE TSV —va v

Dy EBHMLTWS. RV TNy TReTa 2 b

DFsESFE 2, UWTIORTHETR 4 (Bl (1), R 5

(Bl (2) % HHGHEOBIm L L7,

o EMliCh7zo T, RFENTVEYATLATHD,
LB O D B 7260, ISR DESRE R
S, IRMEE T ICEET S,

— ZhETIN=F7 27, OS, API/5A4 75 ) %%
Fr LB oOERE 82 TREMHEN T Ny 2 2~ ME
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L7cbDasEICL, 4%EI) ) DITEEDD S
bDEFHELT.

— SROWENBS B LS, V23— FOWH
%, BEBILOMEE, @Y %A T OFIMLE O E
RELRELL.

o B AT L ELTHIFKRE L TWb720, EHH®
BENZBWCHEE % %) vV — ARICEND R T
SPICERET 5.

F7o, B2 ORLERLEY - NMIET0/TLEDE
Va—)v& L7 7047, WRY T Py 2 T OREIZEW
TTAAT VLAY —AT—F2FRLALE, A70—
W LCTHBTZENTELTHTHY, Chzeilizbdd
DIZ—BEDOAHPEALR TV EE R T2,

3.2 ERER

AT 1 O Alberg diagram #[X 3 (347 1-1), 4 (&K
71-2) 1ZRY. M3 R¥EF—52FEVa—VEAL
L, PllF— %% FEY2—VEEB & L7284, K4 13%
BF—y % EV2a—VBEBELEEAETHL. TTOK
IZBWT, ROLI)ITHERERL TS, MVERITEB
S T o 74ER (a=0%) 2R L0, fivi
HEHRIEREE (TRTOHFPFELVES) 2R Tw
B, MIRETEOHETH B, KOBEHIT o H725%,
W T TSR o 28 50%, MV EHRIE o AY T5%, KV
(E a 23 100% D6 O REAEEHERT.

R 6 IIBRETAEMTEED AUC, BXU, AUCO
RAEI T 2EE (%) 2RT. AUC DRAEIE, T
TORMEY 2=V (np ) Z 1AL ny LETT
YO, ng + LPDEDE D 2 — VIR % W E
Ta— VDT T ENTEED AUCHTH 5. 4
DOFEATTIE, FMEY 2— VBN B DL X213 0.950, A D

(=
- 7] e TITT
— o0 : e
=T B I
g
7 ©
s S
<
5] <
> . —
z < — Hi
= <o 25%HB
E « | -—-= 50%E
- ° e T5RE
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Fig. 3 Trial 1-1 support vector machine, test data: module

group B.
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L EI130942 &£ 5.

AT 1LIZBWT, RETHIZL B AUC H7H5)E 7B
R AUC L IEEEL T, K& LB L) ERPEL L.
a = 25%DE, TRTOFTIZBWT, Alberg diagram
DL H ES) SEHEEHI Z AT D % o 7ol a L RED, T
Fl->TBY, TDHFE 6 IZBWT AUC 2SHBIE T IV H
k&Y B> 7z, 34T 1-1 O 0.1 A0 THIBIE 7V HL
ORBLAKEZ T > TWAEFHAD 5. a=100%!2
BWTIE, 37T 12 0 CHEFM 21T b e 2o 7284
T TWBEFEH HH, BBLRATRTORTTH
BIETFIWVEMAZ FOlo 72fR & o T 5,

2T 212 BT % Alberg diagram %X 5, 6 |27,
F6IRTLIIE, a=25%D%4 % BT HEMZ
79 2L TAUCHREL Brolz. AT 3128135 Alberg
diagram #[X 7, 8IIRT. TRTHallBWVWTHM
AHMBiZ4T) 2 & TAUC OV KE LR Y, BHEEHETROE
o OBHINHE> T AUC VR E L B B L) kRIS
nr.

BUEICHUTLEY 2 — VOEKER T IORT. £k
WEBIERESE T 2D 2 — VA o 7z, BT (1) D 40%
BT (2) D 26%DBRICHLTHET 2 — V3D o 7C.

F8IIHAT 1, 2, 3DHMGHICB VTR EL R0z
APMERT. TXRTO @ IZBWTHIT 1, 20MICKE %
HBRI A MOEE D72 347 313 a H¥50%LL T Tk
171, 2 LB L TIRKT 1 ABREEE /NS W & 72 - 72,

4., EE

WINOFITIZBWTH BRI 2479 2 &1L ), AUC
PREL LD E V) FREDPELN/2, §512, fault-prone E
TVa—VHBIE TV ERWLERIT 1L T, a=50%cBW
T, EVa2— VA, BE&HIZTAUC 08I WELE %

S
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— (=3
§
% ©
= S 7]
=
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5] <t
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z @ — HlE
;; 25%H #1
E « | -—-- 50%E %
- ° e T5%H
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g . ERERI 352
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Fig. 4 Trial 1-2 support vector machine, test data: module
group A.
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Fig. 5 Trial 2-1 module size order, test data: module group B. Fig. 6 Trial 2-2 module size order, test data: module group A.
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3 2 s 2
2 < 7 ©
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z 25% 18 5
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< ° 75%F 1 S
100%H 8¢
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Fig. 7 Trial 3-1 random, test data: module group B. Fig. 8 Trial 3-2 random, test data: module group A.

R 6 FATIIBITS AUC LIk RIEIST 2 EE (%)
Table 6 AUC and ratio (%) for best value for each trial.

TWEY 2 — i W71 (SVM) AT 2 (HEIIE) #1713 (775 LIH)
AUC ratio AUC ratio AUC ratio
Hillze L B 0.774  (81.5) 0.724  (76.2) 0.512 (53.9)
A 0.773  (82.1) 0.556  (59.0) 0.515 (54.7)
a=25% B 0.779  (82.0) 0.721  (75.9) 0.529 (55.7)
A 0.785  (83.4) 0.550  (58.4) 0.529 (56.2)
a = 50% B 0.795  (83.7) 0.750  (78.9) 0.574 (60.4)
A 0.796  (84.5) 0.619  (65.7) 0.577 (61.3)
a=T75% B 0.840  (88.4) 0.814  (85.7) 0.657 (69.2)
A 0.842  (89.4) 0.688  (73.1) 0.656 (69.7)
a = 100% B 0.819 (86.2) 0.812  (85.5) 0.779 (82.0)
A 0.838  (89.0) 0.771  (81.9) 0.760 (80.7)

D, V—=AI—=FX N7 ADHTT) ZHNRT 2, HREDFIZBVWTH AUC Om LR S, 3 TIHHIM
G FADFAT 3 & LaDs AUC OEDE S N7z, BT REDEWET I & HEFHG 2 A G bR A TH - T
FOVHART O HBIPEREDT S WY R — bR ¥ <2 v O WREFENHENTH S Z L ERE. AUC O KIS
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=7 B (D, Bl (2) LT —AXY T OB
Table 7 The number to correspond to perspective (1) and (2)

in the case study.

Bl (1) i (2)
B M| Bl MK
a3 10 | ¢3 6
a 3] 43 6
ai 3] 43 3
a 1| g 2

% 1

£ 8 HFMMTICBILZAM IR N [AH]
Table 8 Cost for each trial.

a THEY 2 -EE W71 BUT2 WAT3

25% B 3.59 3.76 2.74
A 3.59 3.59 2.57

50% B 5.99 6.16 5.31
A 5.99 5.99 5.48

75% B 8.56 8.56 7.88
A 8.39 8.39 8.05

100% B 10.96  10.96  10.96
A 10.96  10.96  10.96

T5EED AUC & IZIZE CHEAoRRE 2D, HET
V& HHEEHG & A S bE iR BT =B M2 R,
AT 1T, HIREEZTTAR, BEED AUC K
fEVH L CH 82%RREECTH o 7208, FHDEY 22— VD H
WIZE D, H8A%IZ, TB%DEY 2 —VOHBIZEY,
8% & o7z, TTIZT ¥ I HHTHEOEVHBIET IV &
DHAEDLRICBWTHREDMN LD - /2.

F6 IR L7 25%B X DKM T AUC 0z L %
&, BAT 11, 122, 2-1 TUE, 50%25 3% DT, B
PicdKEL oz, RIT 222, 3-1, 3-2 TlX, 75%7 5
100%12 BT AUC OHEMPMHMORE L) b KEL{ 2o
7o AT 3 T, HPEEY T LS ATH L0, BEE
HOWNBELAEI 22— UDHIZ 12O (ahH2 512
o), AUC DMK EL B 5.

BETETE, a ZRETHILICLY, BRGNS
EV2-NVERETAHIEHNTE, BHHMEICLER 2 A
FERRESELZEDNTESL., —iRICIE, a2 RELTH
EXDRELR AUCHENESND Z eI N DY, #
D4y, BHEFFCLERI A MKREL LD, T—AAS
T4 T, a="17%% a=100%D Alberg diagram T
DFHREEDEZII L AL Lo a® BRETHI &
I2&bh, 7atR1, 2%HbELEHIILET 2D
HHFFMZ B I EDNTELIEERLTVS, F—AA
¥ 74 Tl, BEEHMEICET 23 A MBS (1) ICk5H
MEHMET 1 EY 22— dH7-D 0.16 [ABF] R, Bl (2) T
0.33 [\ IETH o 72, ZANREIZBIT 2 AEG0OH
WIFERIC & o T AR E T & BATHROM T IZB N T
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Ay ME®H B, ZANREFRIIBWTIE, Mihsh:
REGHERD L HECFOFETA M2 1HICE LD
ZENTED., TANMBREREIZBNTE, A7y a—n
DM SN2 EIBIEh OSBRI L, BB LTy
BICTF A P2 FERTHIA N ZRBEEELEDNTEL,
70, SFANBRERIZIZBWT, 2 EoMcEIcab
5072 0 B IBIE % fi R T & B 72
B, W, RN —Y g YUBOWEIC BT, &
TAAFENSLTELRIIBLRTORA) Y M D 5.

KBIERMTICELAHHIZX M (AR 2RT. 7 —
AAE T AT, WTRORITIIBWTb a % T5%&T 5
DIZLBE 7 BREHG 2 A M3I2IT S[AKE]) T, B~
OB S L nwEEZ BN,

AT THWZZ8IE (1) 23 ¢, qf, ¢ &) ITHli%
HEIETE 20D ¢f, ¢, ¢, d, ¢ ® LI IR
% AEMb L, M2 HH THRTE 25005 5.
AT TIRABLO D DEMDO I X P DITH) AL
Lo THEMTELIRANLIN)OKRED /2720, BRI
DIEE & L7, ko /NN— 9 v TORFIHE % k3
nE, HEMbIck 22 ) v Mo db0bHb. 2
T, SRORTTHEMI A FHETENE, BHHRTIE S
< fault-prone € ¥ = — VHBIE F IV OBEHEEI MR 5
CENTELENE G, ¢f, VK- IRy ILE
Z, TV 2ER L. AT 1 T, 300818 % HHET
iz SHIERL, FFE— bRZ &<y Y OEFVHEEIZH,
fault-prone € ¥ = — VA IR OSHE M & L TH5 272, &
11 O a OEEMOFTAT L FFRIC 5 BERFICZ LS &R
T1DOAUCHE B L& ZAREPET/IE L ot
A, BAT2 XL RERE o7 T2, MOBIAICE
WCh, BEHoFIEE BEfLL, EHirSREEEE B
THIRT 2 HECEY, BHEEHIIZ A F2/hSCTE 2
ENH L. MEFEOEK T A MERO /2012, HEEH
YHELT S LIS BOEELBEED 1 DOTHS.

a X HBEEM O ERIF SIS B VTR TE 5. o DFE
ZHHFHE O & 2 2 b PSR OFIFI ATz, FHATIC
PoE LTBBED R, HBEHIiO & T - T H HlT
BT RECH L. WRY T b7, TaY s oIk
MEMETLZZEICEY), V7 b7 7avzs D
I BRETHIENTEDL., T—AAYT 4TI, «a
B 2BRFEETH > TH AUC D) AR 57z,

RETFETHOVBHEF VL, ¥—AA¥ 71 TH
W7z — A a2 — FEIIT ORE R EZ V7215 7L %13
LoHL LT, 7077 408ETHZL2Aifts Lawnd
NDEEIRCTEL, V—AT—=FA M) 7 RAFYV—RAa—F
D INA VI ERIC e o 2B CIVET X, BN D 52
Wi EETH D, r—AAY T4 T, FANBEZHEL
720k L72A%, BEHIZIE, R TOHMKT A bRk
BT ANDPHET LT LEROTREDICSEAT A2
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EDTE D [27). TS OHRHBRY OFFHl PR F T %
FHT 52 LT, T ANREOERIET L ZDHDOT A T
DERNETR) Y — ZAEL T2 HETE L, L TcE52
EHIFEEI NS,
REFLETIE, Blo 1 EBfFOI— FL Yo — DIl
IF v I AMRHEOAREED )L, WRY —Aa—
FIZHEEZY 9250, »o, FETH % B HEHE TR T
E2b0, LLTwa, T/, BlE23H8Y—Xa—F
IHFISRD SN B ICOWT, B ERS LEabt
b LTWE, F—AAY T4 TlE, R 7ud s
FRT7 T = a VICBWIEFAER SN #EEORE
GERPS, MBIHEORETHILENTE, INHIZH
TOHMEEMRET LI EDTEZ, L LEH S, mEs
DYATIF v 7 kB HERTEZWAS L TEEL, 4%
DEELRFED 1 DOTH 5.

5. BAEIRTRE

V—A3—=FX M) 7 A% H T fault-prone € 2 — )b
VYT ARSI b)), VA= FA M) 7R
DHEIZOWTONFERE L [14], [17], [18], [28], [29], [30],
[31], ELLTY—=RT—=FX M) 7 AEF07HBIRT
W% AT - 728838 [4), [5], [6], [7], [8] 5 5. SCHk [4] Tldik
SEAZFIH, SCHk[5), SCHk [6] TIEICHK [14] TR S N7z
B/ EEEY 2 —VIEE, X7 TR X741 v 7
1) 34T & IV 728030, SRk [8] T HiAT Bayes 73 8i#¢ &
HAnTnwg, INHOMEIE, V—Aa—FX M) 7 A%
e L7 T A= DA H—DHFIETIVICEH 252
EEFIRE LTV A TR L 3585 5.

V—=AA—=FAN) 7 ALZOMD R ) 7 A% HFE
TIVIZE -z, fault-prone €Y 2 — )V EFHIT AT L L
T, BHPEELZFAHL CURED 2 -V EFHED 2 —
NVTHA 70X Ty 7 HEBEZ M [32], V—Aa—F
DEEHIRDOABGHIE OF BOEHRE OFH [11], SUilE
HHh, RIFBEEOEH [10], BREH S AT 208 7051537
7 — 5 OB [33], 3 BREOBIIENT ORER OB [34], HE
REH Y AT LA HER7T A A M) 7 A0 [9], #%
A MY 7 206t [12], BEjEA (Automated Software
Inspection) ¥V — V12 X % fault-prone € ¥ o — L Ol
Ry —2a— FORLBELIH [35], Bdb. ZhbH
FWFRd Y —2T—FX M) 7 AL FNDIDOERE
BERHLCWLETIRETELLEL TV D28, [F—oH 5]
ETFNICENSENT A= E L THERZLETREL. F
72, SNHDOVWTNHREFEOHFET N EST B La®
T&5%.

W DHHE T I % H.AE DT fault-prone £ 2 —
NVEFNTLTEELT, OVAT 1y ZERGHE T 7

G HEM L2V — Ve MlAEbE 72T (36], v
AT A v 7 g E BV — Vit s G b F
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37, BY AT 4 v 7RSI EREARE A E DT
Fk[38]), UV AT A v RGN & HEAREMAEGDE
72T 39, BV AT A v Z MR LB ) R 7 BTV E
HABEDETFL 40, BRERARL =2 —-F VY PT—2 %
HLAE DR 72F: [41], OSR (Optimized Set Reduction)
AR DRELTE 42 DB, IS OFHEITHBIE
(EFN) ZHAEDEDL LV HTIREFELIBELT
WBH, RETFED L) ICATFIZ L 2R 2 AEDET:
FETE R, 72, REFETIIHHET VEZRED D
DITRE L7z, FHEMICEINS DET IV ERET
EOHBNETNVE LTHHT S ENTES.

—fEIc, ZELEEDET SN DA ICB W THEIAZK
ELTIHRONDIEMA L DS & Y AEEE O @Bl
DEEL 2 505, HHAZKE L TELWLERTYIIET 2
DILFEERDZAAMNED ML — N+ T2 ZE L7230l E
LT, SCHK [43] TIEPREARZ FV T X ) M4 % U
T52IAMEDOML— N7 2E#ELTBY, ik [44]
TITTHHAUS 2 2 b LRI T 2 b OB O R/MEZE AT -
TWwa, HHaA MO ML= FF 7OHFETIE, X
k9] % [45] 5BV, HE2HEOMRIC L D K& RiEL TR
FEEDETTINEZHECLICLTNSE, TAMOE
FeNER 2 B3 2 R SR TSRk [46), [47), [48] E45H 1, X
ik [47) T, WY 7 by = 7 BRI E L TR
FIZE B A M) 7 AR W EMIC KL o TT A MEELE
FPELTBY, SCHL[46]) TIE, Y7 by = 7 2T 5
I YR—A Y MO AEH, SCHK [49] T, fault 8
HEROMIMEIC X > TT A MERIAR 2 E L T 5.

6. F&&b

TR D% AT B\ TR O B W B RS 12
BWIELLOAREEERETAZEZHME L, HEET
JVIZ & B fault-prone E ¥ 2 — )V OH 5 A & HHE G %
HMAaBDbYE, MEEZFETAEY 2 - VOIEE LT RET
HFEERRE L. BRI, HBE T IV 515723 5
2112 & > T fault-prone €Y 2 — VO FEHENARKE W &
HHENZEY 2= VD SIEIC B a%DE Y 2 — )b 25
S & L CHBEMN 2 5 L, FBIE & B ARG OR
% W T fault-prone €Y 2 — VO A EEMEDO K & WIEIZE
Va—Vve 7y A BEEHMEIC W TV 2
JERHBEY T I TICHEET A L), HONLOHNH
FHfioin 2 ik L TB &, HEGHEE LI - TEF
iz 535, B, IXTOEV2a—VEiffRe L
HEEHl CHEEMES 2 Lo 580 (1) LEEOKE %
EV 2= VENREL, TY a2 - VOB —E
* B L, RIS 2 BTl L9 &3 58T (2)
Thb.

REFEOFHIZHN & LT, EICh > TR G
DHLEMY 7 by 2T OIRERFERENRELT, 7—
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AR T4 HFER LTz, r—ARY T 1 TlE, fault-prone
EVa—VHMETN, V—AI—FX I )T A, T
LA BlETVE LT, BHEEHEZ A G DEGE LT
B 72, ZEAERMGEEDC X0 HIBIE 7OV BAR T o H B RS
ERETHED o %, 25%, 50%, 75%, 100% & 2t &+,
Alberg diagram & AUC 12 & D iR L7z, W oHBIE
FILEDHAEDLRIZBVTY, BHIMZAAEG DY
HIEIZE, HHIEFVEADO L E XD L AUC VK&
BV FERPES Nz, T72, HBEFVHEAETY
TIZHIBIRE EEASE V> fault-prone € ¥ o — VB E 7V T
HoTh, HEHEHNE OHASDLEIZL Y HBIRE S F
D, 320h7T)OHFTIRSKE R AUCHIES N

T/, AUCHIROKREL B DIdHR— bRy &<
YUTHY, REFEOHRMEZ RET.

F—ARY T4 TiE, BHEHMEON G L b ET 2 — b
DEG o ZHRT L AUC DD KE (o Twniz, RRE
FHETE, a DEZFIISHRD TBLLERR VD, 7
Y > 7 FOIRPIIE U CHHEFMON R 2 8 S5 2
XY, RCHDbETT Y /T ORBEEZED D Z &
NTE5.

#E ARWIFRO—IIE, SCREHFA R IT 2084
EDDOMIERTRE] ORIICESH T ITbI. A
D—EIE, SCEHRFA RS E (R B | SER S
23300009) B LU (#F B AEE 5 20700033) 12X 58
W%l 7z.
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