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oA 2) A% oS =Y 5 Y= o] 2ZEY 0] At AT AvkE acle
SZE o] HEY SHX|} ojn] Al A7 FH 24 A% A& 22 52 o Z-EEHu11,14,15]
S ugoR A% o 8RS FRAG 1T olF  Eah o 29 5 ool HEYUHS ol galN At
By F5o AR EE daeEe 4% 49 75 = A55h7] Hebe o7 79 82 = ofe o] HE
A 53h= Ei(classification) WY} A +5 oS3} g5 olgsto] Ak oISshe o] dubAe|ti{7,12].
= 3] F(regression) HHlo] == ARGHTHI2]. & = TAE HES doly mFErE Ao FRFE nAl=
o], &5 95 S == Naive Bayes, Logistic Regression, AL opth achn Adle] QIS njH= QoS
Support Vector Machine 50| AHg-=u], 317 Wwlo= g wAE =Y Wgol AREo] UXE ek wt
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HE27]= A|AE9 R Eo] fault-prone(fp) =+ non
AXE WHls o] Be A
TP(true positive), FN(false negative), TN(true negative),
FP(false positive)Q] 47}X] 2 s 4 Qlth TP= =

fault-prone(nfp)

H 4 O|A| tjoJ&0] 7|dtet 2 F7[2] ds E7t oA

#inst, | prob, | Label [P | N | FP | TN | pf | pd
1t Jool ™ 1] a] 0] s 0.2
2 0.8 T 2 3 0 5 0.4
3 0.7 F 2 3 1 4 0.2 104
4 0.6 T 3 2 1 4 0.2 ] 0.6
5 0.55 T 4 1 1 4 0.2 1 0.8
6 0.5 F 4 1 2 3 0.4 1] 0.8
7 0.4 F 4 1 3 2 0.6 | 0.8
8 0.3 F 4 1 4 1 0.8 1038
9 0.2 F 4 1 5 0 1 0.8
10 0.1 T b) 0 5 0 1 1

sion?} recall?] Z3J}HFoE AAFSE 4= Qlth
AUC+= $-41 ROC %*d g oz A4 A&

=0 3 4= U9 ER77IE o]&3 AIA HolEe] 9
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2 3to] oAYHL PRk o R oPHRY
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TP+FN FP+TN )E Attt

9 4% olA|e] pde} pfe] A4t AT o]-gato]

)2} pf(false alarm,

oAl Ssta HARE pel -f-0]al, TN nfp2 |55} ROC tAo = el Aot 189 X2 pf, Y5
2 EE npel ASOIck Wl FPE R oG £ paoleh A SHE AL oIS 45 Bspete
AT A 2= nfpel AHLo]il, FNE nfpE =3 1% ROC T4 08 AUCE 0.720]|th B FA41& ALE
ks "e‘xﬂih fpel 74 O]‘:}

22} PELE oG5 74]*““ T U= e A== pre- o |
cision, recall 5°] It} precisione fp LEZ o =3t .
A 5 AAZ Rl vl&olH, recall2 HA| fp HE0] ® - 0——0"—0——0—0
Hoap ol=E WSS yendeh ® Hwol ghol = o
2 5% o5 2P d=Yo] Hrk AL Juizih. g S o =

A% % ATNNE o5 s ARE EA L F d :
measure, AUC(Area Under the roc Curve) 50| 9| A} g s e © i
L=k 138 3L fmeasureS AALSI= A O &) preci- = o l :

o
H 3 2 #HF o |
01]_%_ = I 1 I | I 1
AL Folpy AARD | nfpp = A7) 00 02 04 06 08 10
Fp TP FN False positive rate
Nfp FP N 2 4 ROC S (A: OflFl, B: A2, C: C{ZH)
Precision = L Rccall = L F —measure = 2 X Recall x Precision
(TP + FP)’ (TP + FN)’ Recall + Precision
8 3 o|l& 289 M5 AT =(precision, recall, f—-measure)
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55 gJEF S 2 PROMISE A 4o A AlFdl= Al
5ol = axEYojel ANATF £xEY

0O

o7 AZHE A2Re] FF B3 chard Ao] 54

< PROMISE #]A+A0f
Amolch. Ant A|2E &
_,7_}% 100~4007} 2]
T = 10~30%0°] T}
el chga 28 HAke] Te Ant A4del 2
T = By P

1) 0% 291 Z&: Ant A AHE G2 cim £
(http://www.spinellis.gr/sw/ckim/) & ©]-&3f 20717} @+
HE2S =435I TH26]. Ant A|AE0] A Z|&F Al
g ste] o] FojlA CK HWEZ<eL LOC
= 78 aflew Adgsiqinh
5 By 75 A% 0 A 25 A% 02
2yS NBEILES o]&3to] 5
52 R =75 olgstglon By
o] s S sl A HgolA log filterE ©]-&

AMe AN ?Lé“:«%l_ 159 452 pd, pf, AUC
= Ant A|AHO HEY HH
= By s
o|t}. Pd: 0.73~0.800.8 £2 452 Bl Wi, pf
0.25~0412 ¥& A=2 Hth fmeasurex= Ant 1.6

= AlQlstal = 04 =5 HEtlth AUCS| 79+
Ant 145 AQJ3tL 0.8 o] £2 AH5& HEloh

g

E 7 Ant A|LBIS 28 O 5 22

olr

pd pf f—measure AUC
Ant 1.3 0.80 0.41 0.42 0.83
Ant 1.4 0.73 0.55 0.39 0.66

ojth. &3, o5 AlAEE AT oIS koA RIHE]
ol w1 9 A== dlolg AloltH12]. Ant 1.5 0.79 0.28 0.39 0.80
oJ7)| M= Ant A|AENL o] L3 ATt o= mEo 7 Ant 1.6 0.78 0.25 0.61 0.83
# 5 PROMISE X&a0f ZetEl ofojE A
Type Dataset Name Source
NASA CM1, KC1, KC2, KC3, MC2, MW1, PC1, PC2, PC3, PC4 NASA MDP revised by Shepperd[23]
SOFTLAB AR1, AR3, AR4, AR5, AR6 SOFTLAB[24]
Ant, C 1, F t, I Log4j, L Poi, S Tom—
APACHE » VAL, HOTTest, vy, LOgR), Hucene, ot synapse, Som Metrics Repository by Marian Jureczko[25]

cat, Velocity, Xalan, Xerces

H 6 Ant A|LRIO] HEE FE

System # instances # defects % defects Description
Ant 1,3 124 20 16.0
L zl= dle Al AH] [e) 2] 9O giL- Z A~
Ant 1.4 178 40 99.5 /int; ;L]oe o Enﬂojlii O/?Eiche ko] A Pg W= o
Fa g E avar 7 .
Ant 1.5 293 32 10.9 N : o
Apache Ant (http://ant.apache, org/)
Ant 1.6 351 92 26.2
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H 8 Ant A|2BIQ WA 7EY AAFZEL: AUC

System Origin Cross Validation
Ant 1,3 0.83 0.79
Ant 1.4 0.66 0.62
Ant 1,5 0.80 0.76
Ant 1,6 0.83 0.81

H 9 Camel A|AHIS HEHE HE

H 10 Ant A|LEIO] o5 29 2| B9 A5 &1

AUC
Cross
L Camel 1,0 | Camel 1,2 | Camel 1.4
Validation

Ant 1.3 0.79 0.69 0.55 0.67
Ant 1.4 0.62 0.61 0.58 0.66
Ant 1.5 0.76 0.70 0.59 0.72
Ant 1.6 0.81 0.69 0.60 0.71

Ant A|AE]O & 125 &S Eclipse A|AES] AdH
A&l AMgSH= Aolth A oS EofllA= ol 1L
2} T2 AE A} of| Z(cross
oletT gl

o] 7| A= Camel /\]/\Eﬂg o]-&3j Ant A|2E]o] ATH
& 2y HEo 2tk & 9= PROMISE #7240
3291 Camel A0 WA H ook H3oll= 370
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30% Alojo|tt,

T 102 Ant A2EE 0185 FET oS 1Y
o4 e A% Aol Ao &
E]‘—E— o]Q_sﬁ zz%g /\-L‘:-_oﬂ u]sH ug Ag%
A g 5 ‘1:} AUC A7} 1;&3 Ant 1.4 113
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ghbor L E|, Transfer Naive Bayes 5©¢] tJEXH OS2 A}
|=aL QleH21,27].

* Nearest Neighbor ZE: £& d|o|E]} H5 do]
E] Alo]o] SAlEE G2 = A& =73}l k-Nearest
Neighbor(k-NN)HPH-S o] 835lo] AZ dlo|elof| 714 7}
7he Sh HloETHE ol ALgatey.

* Transfer Naive Bayes: H|°|E|7t A E AKXls)
7] 918l dlolg 582 A4 & &™ HlolE e 75

System # instances # defects % defects Description
Camel 1,0 339 13 3.8 Ep— =
C 12 ¢ o|x £3] 7/ @ A
Camel 1.2 608 216 35.5 Camel 2 ¥} 2eto] = el 718 °
3 Z Y ¢ = o] th(http://camel apache, org/).
Camel 1.4 872 145 16.6
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