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Figure 1 (Color online) A process of software defect prediction
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T8 73 M AR 18] PR R DA AR AIE 5 S8R 2 TR R AH S, A8 SCHR H — Aol AR AR AR 56 07 V%
FECAR (feature clustering and feature ranking), S5 UR ] 374 B 6 e T B4 48 1 0 SRFAE AN T AR R
fiE. %7V B S 7 MR AR B B SGIME R AT BRI A0 AT, IX R ] LUK BT TT R K R IRHIESE TR
— R B TR ANBEEE, AR RE S AR A) AR O A v BIREAT HE R, JE e H 45 52 B
(RHRFAE, 129 B o] LA R o it HE TG RHRFAE. SCUERF AL, FECAR k& B FRA € P (symmetric
uncertainty, fAiFR SU) KiHHEARHEZ AR B, (5815 B85 (information gain, F#K 1G), R771H
(chi-square, filFR CS) 2L ReliefF (F##R% RF) SKiHSHARHES FARIAIAHCHE. Bl Eclipse F1 NASA 455K
BRI H J9iFiliat 5, 45 R R (1) ARk EEMRAIE 5 bR B AR OC I B2 2777 (BRI IG, RF B CS),
EAEET AP O RE G BT AH L, FECAR i 25 FEHFAE SR IS AT LAY Rche e BB TR0 P e (2) i
H IG 8 CS YEAFFEAR G FE & 7 VAR, AR SRS 0T LA Rt B BT i Hh A AE AR I TU R 36 (H
ffFH RF 13X —Fi ] LA 2500 B TC AR RFAE IR B 5 7V, R AIE SR 2 T 2 2 1 i Hh AR AIE TR TR
. (3) & FECAR J7VEMH IG VR NRHEAH SCHEFE B T7V%, AT ASR A5 65 10 1 o B U0 14 e, [ IS
B ZE LT AW S L )RR 3 7V

WOCRR N B ZHW T 5 2 58 S AR BB T (B 7838 Sof A B 7 AR, BEJS E
R ARV SOOI I RFAE 0 £ 07 02 S AR AT BB T TR R S . 56 8 15/ 4 FECAR J7 ik SO ALk
SEILART. 25 4 A SO SEUERE 7T, B AETRIINS G YRR bR SEIG T RIS A&, i e A
NI N PR T AR AT R .

2 RBERSHEXIME
2.1 BRERPETIUN

AR B T () R 2 A AR R A2 R TR ) — I U A R 131 sl TSR T DK
Fp RS R A S o 05 1 2 S o P2 R o A v L D T A DA SIEINASE R Py sl s i e D ), L AR
PR IE AT AL Qi 1 o

ZI R R 4 B

(1) FZHEAT 7 sea e, B R PR TR D23 5 20 A B 1R D s R AR T H By
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WP IR AT RS (a0 CVS, SVN B Git 55), BRIEERER RSt (B U1 Bugzilla, Mantis, Jira B¢ Trac 55)
BRH ST RN L I F - IR 45 R e A R R PR R AR S o 2 ) 37 55, P RS B ZREl R %
. BRSO R IO SRR R B TE BB, 7RI 1 b, JRATHEE A BRI R (L gk AT A
i, JoR B AR (AT Rl

(2) 3L AR BT A R BT 5 B SR A7 AE AR D PR Y B2 B g, il T L B T AR
Fr R EAT BA B I Ay S L Tl o T B30 4.

(3) KR RO KA AR AT 0 B R TOUAR B (91 G PSR B L RRIEIE R . BRI — 10 ER) IS, fE
W 52 B SR 7 VA ALt SRR OSSR 23 R A 7 VR AR A T AL 288 5 2] Tk

(4) DRI 5 B R e AR, 78 58 BSOS ER IR B FE B i, kT 0 o Fon N A 2R R 2 8 o
HUE, AT PASE O Z AR 1 02, R a2 AR e il 8 SRR Ml 14 (defect-proneness) B TG B Fé i
A% (non defect-proneness) FiHk.

B o A SR B FEIN 1) AT BIF 2 AR W LAOREU NS (1) — B 78 AR S B S 3 B
FEAESEAR G VE R E R B4 RUARORI L TAE R EAE T T A AR B (RS RN 5 A B, B ROy
TARD VAR RS 2, Bl0: McCabe PR 4% 1)) Halstead Bl fE & 16 5 CK &G 17 55, ik
ok, T2 AT CARSE T TR0 A P S A A, EE RO R T R T RO R I A R, AR AR
4G ol A i (18~201 - Je N GL 256 A i (21231 it P B[] P 0 i P A 1 (24250 s It H [ BAAH SR B2 A
J 126~28) SR RCSRTHEER T, (2) 73— W T AR B s O E AT 4 sk e TR AR R . &
A T3 WA B o 0o SR e FOUIIASE AR () Ay s B . DA FE N R I NASA HE SN
1, Shepperd % 291 4341 T AZEHE LB AFNCA (477315 B Promise AN NASA M), & Iix L
Kt B AEAE T 22 o0 i T i, 91 T 0 A U 0 R A — B, DA S — e SEBIEAE AR BRI AT,
HATYIE S IRA TR AR PR RS B0t SR RIE L 45 10 A7 AE 2 35 B RE ), DRI Ad AT TOA A 98 N SR FE I FH NASA
Kl Bent, 75 EEWIH0 AL B0 B0E S A I VRN A Bt S A FED B DA R SEUERT 5T AT DLEE I, H A
FFFFCN 5 B 3 ST I 4w s s 7 A R JER AT 1B0~321 | AR50 M i gt [33~381 DL R AN P-4l [ fgi 189,400 &5
VR ST R TR 518 R o TN 5 B v %) A 5 e A [ i e TR NI 7.

2.2 FHEEEFT R R AR ERPE TN 0 R A

FEFFRRAEFE I, A58 7 KE SRS EUT AR R T (RVRHIE), 25— i
FEAELERORME IR B Hall M1 R B 4R — MRS AE 14 B RFAE AN AR Z A5G, RN 4 P AFAIE 2
AR RIBRAEARAR, B2 2L T 4 S BUAS LA B T PR e TR ARPALE 6 356 2 iR R A A5 K i A ) —
M 2007 i, TR VR F RS R Bt S vh A TUARAFAE AN JE SRAFAIE, R PR Hh B oA YR AE 72k A
BRI TR, L o SO RF AL R AR AR (BB 7555 A BRI ) ASCTERARAIE. XS R 5 1Y
F R R A SR IR A A RESR PR A B, AT 2 BRR T PE BE. Bl Ui e 53X — Pk
HUE T ICRRFIE. R — MRS 7 HAl A B MRS A HE S, WAKZR LA TURRAE. 4
ANERAE AT B AN B VR B R I PRI R IE LR R, BRI PN AE 2 AL AE — B TUR R
A TURFHERAAE ST — L0 AR IEMSZ I (B30 Naive Bayes 7028 8B BURFAIE 2 18] 2% AF 4
S) PR, AT PR 2R (1 0 128 .

H AT CAT AOARFAE 8 3 77 90 0] CLTRT B2 92 T HE PP AR 16 45 77 VAN T 1 R38R B RRALE
WFETTVE. Heh e TP AR IR BT VR R A AL AZ I8 5 b Z R A S A s B AT R, FFAh
1 B A SR PR ARFAE KAL) S H SR B UMY 3 ST ik it i o0 B0 B AR A R A Bt — MR AIE 52K
PRIE IR S, FEAR S, SRR AL X 2 AN RIS SEf B RE . HovhSROT A SRR IE R R 46
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PER AR, DL B AR RF AR R0 2 i 4R F, OB T ReR thigdmy. (EX S5 VAL H RFIE T AR NI
REATURRHL. B T 1 BCR AR R SO I PN RRAE, BEIRANSAR AR SCVEAR iy, (EAEfH
P T HE P WL IE BT AR, P AMRFE AR 2 O £ R, (HIXPI MR IEZ IR AL B A TUARTE, Rk
RATTHETFIER] Hall WY FFE A BAMOTRFRRE74-. T3 T TR RORHEE ST (1
CFS U A1 FCBF [42]) B SR RENS 7] N 25 AR AL 5 S 2 18] B AR S USRI 2 [ TUAR . (HIX SR T7
R EHERIRHE TR B MR, RAEFER L R AR RN (1050 05k sl iL 50555, (378
FHERUALZ BB Ak b, IXRTTERITH I AL K.

I BIAR 22 BF 70N 520K R AE 328 3377 12 18 ) 80 S i s 0000 17 /. 7 Menzies 5% B4 F1 Song 4% [3°)
B L 3 Y R B T i R A T A T T SRR R B T i, AT R T AR AR R N 0
JE T PPN [F ) 22 T 0oV A 2R R, BT ) 48 3R SRS RIS [ 4 3R . Gao 56 1331 5% — > KL
RSB B A R G, B T — MR SRR 1%, EIZINET B RE T A F AR L AR PP A
FAIETEEVF k. A RRIIEER 85% IR IF AN 2 Kk 2 B AR sk B T P g, LA I = 52
i FERE. Wang 55 B7) SR B AR RE 21 700K 2 RIS ST ikt AT i &, A58 1 18 ik
Il R FE J v, e 28 R DS D R AE e £ 75 32, LA e L 22 B T S il R A £ 05 7.
Khoshgoftaar 55 38 JRHIELL $EI7 105 FAPHT 22 S I IE R4 &, AR (ERMIER R EERE B, 4
I SRAETT VRGN 1 AL, W] DA — 54 A B U B Kim 45 (431 @3 20 IR ARAS L AR
P fE A B H &, I K 5 A B SO S (R RPALE R 2 1) S B T AR A2 e ) ol o PREAS 7Y, {HL
Shivaji 5 %6 &3 iR Tt I ARG B A 2 MRRE (SHERT RN RO & RESO T 6127
ANF] 41942 ASZIA), PIAFE B2 RO 4EROR A (7] R ARATT5 58 1 2 AN R KRR 5 053, 45 RAR W]
KERI I d 2 A Fa R 10% HURFAE.

5 BRI TAEAE, 29 743 Rt R 5152 BR RS RS B TUAR A AN JE ORAFAE, B30 H R T
R TRR T RHILIE 7 57E FECAR. 125 A A Rk SRR BRI HE e BL. i@ id 7y
BT AE 2 18] ) SRR HEAT BRI Hr, T LUK R TUAR R AR MRFE AR b - [R) — J b, AT T DA 2kt
Gl 8 (0 EE T HE R BRI B 75 92 T REE Y AR AR 2 18] B A TU AR G R I ) AL

3 ETEESHFHERESE FECAR
3.1 FECAR FG&imiR

N T ATRHAETUAR L AT AR SR 20 B, 270 B e R AR SC R VE AN AL AR DR AT 7€ S, BARH
FER TR MIRAE 3.2 1 3.3 /NS kAT /4.

EMX 1 (FFERECE FFC (feature-feature correlation)) X TAEEM/ANRHIE £, M f; (0 # 5), H
FFC 5& UEATZ IR SCHENE, FEBIEREL C(fi, f;) VHEH PN RRAE ) R DG I B

B C(f;, f;) BIBUETERIE [0,1], HBUEMOK, FoRRF L f; A f; [ARPRFAESCHR B iy . 5 BUE
N1, FRORRHE £ R f; SEAAEOR, RIS A IE BRI, A HUER 0, WRIRFHIE f 1 f; 2
TR 2

EX 2 (FHEAFME FCR (feature-class relevance)) H FCR & XHFHIE fi 5 35F5 2 (B IAH M,
HAEBIERE R(fi) T Y RFAE 5 SR R] B S P 0

B R(f;) FIBUETEH A2 [0, 1], FHUEBK, RORFHE fi 5 bR A A S .

WICHE H RHIEIL$E 77 % FECAR RGP NHr B RRAE SR BB BOFARFAE AR B B, Heh 58 —ANFr
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2 FECAR FEHIRIZE
Figure 2 Flow chart of FECAR framework

BB /3 MrRRIE 2 [ 1 R AT SRR A, IXRE AT DL B TUR K R AR ESE T R — 52 . bl
JETEEE 2 BB, W TR — AN R, AR RHIE S AR R AR e, A BUREEATHET, ik 48 2 L
T RFAE, ZH BEOAT DLAT RERE s 0 RHRE. 1 2 i — AR B SE, X FECAR J7 32 IBAT AL
BEATARRE. B O R B R FUAHHIE (B 12 MEFIE), B e PUTRED M I AN 3K, bl
JEHHATRAIE L, BB IE 1 ik I ANMSAE, MIREZE 2 e th—AMRRAE, 3k H AR FH S0 [53] PE
Fon. B2 FECAR JiikdLik i 3 AMRHE.

H% 1 FECAR 7k
Input:

JRHFHESE F, FCR &A% Rel, FFC R TIE SU, % H IRFEF R m, RIEE &
Output:

EHERHET 5 S

/* FHIESR KB B */

1: for i =1 ton do

2: for j =1tondo

3: 5B SU THRAHIE f; SHRHIE £; IR ORTAME.

4: end for

5: end for

6: MIEHAERE M, Forb M, 5 ROR C(fs, £5).

7: fori=1ton do

8 fHH) Rel THEAMES bR B AHCME, & & v, Kt v £8 R(f).

9: end for

10: MRARFERE M & v, K J5A RRESE R ) & AR
/* FHESE BB */

11: for i =1 to k do

12:  WiE ¢ TRIFFEIZ I R(f) e BMKHEITHET.
13: end for

14: S« 0

15: for i =1 to k do

16: KR O vl [LCDm | MRS NS S,

17: end for

18: return S

Rl FECAR J5 ¥ (IS N2 JE A FHIEAE, 558 10 FCR M FFC ¥ 8715, ik HIEE T80, DL
KRS AT T AR R AR B . R I IR E AR, R SU SREE B AMRRE 2 7] [ 9%
ek, 1 1G, CS B¢ RF KRJZ EARFIE 5 28br 2 (M AR S . Bk &yk 1 fos. $215K, K% FECAR
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JTE A AN B SEOLAH T REAT A 41,

3.1.1 HHERAMER

R W AR i 0t G (] AR AV K FL 23 AR I R SRR M 25 AR N TG 3R (AR AL
i, R TC AR R /N, U BB SKA R IT. 7F FECAR ™, B WTIHHERL A BEE R 4, {58 FFC
Kt EEHE TR M IAAE. FECAR ¥R A FRAESE > A R %R, B4R B R 2 8] S e i,
T AN [F) AR (] FRRRAE 22 (8] SR IBE M U LI, FECAR R 7 K-Medoids I FILRKIAT R AL 4. Hksk
Pi: K-Medoids J2RELVE A4 N JFUURRFIE SR ARG RFAE 2 18] DRI, DA 7 B A s AR 3R K
iR K NRBENRIE TR, SEEE B RIEHE— MURAHE (BDF0); AEX R
ANFFAE, AR 5RO B, K 30 L 45 S I 5t i 10 9 0 BT AR R (10 ;. i 5 A T BB A 11
L, BLARR A AR R, BAR IR 2 Bk,

B3k 2 K-Medoids BREE
DT K MFIEE NIRRT IR AL

—

2: repeat

30 REREMRHETRIR B SR i s AR, TR K M.
40 HEHTEARAACRRHIE.

5: until

6

 BAFRIACRRFIEA R LA

RS 2 B IR 1, A5 ZAE T LR FRAIG IR, W RIARHE RS A 2, R 5 3L
SIS SA P 18 B ) KNS B 1) L. S I DL, RS EL AR RS 7 R AT SR 2 TR BAT — 52 1
FARAE, Bt ARSI AR FF AL AN SR 2 18] (AR S PR . Rl FECAR A & s B M SR B 5%
(RF FCR HU{E ) HORT K ML 9% AR AL, DU PR GRS

FERE 2 WD 4 v, EH MR T RAR T RIOT- M, 85 1L 38T S T B R4
BRI R, 2RI, FECAR DURFALZ 8] (SRR PEAE 9 SRR AIPRHE, H A2 S R ALHR P ARFAE R K
Ve, DRI ANAEAE RO SR 1) B, i DA FRAT T R0 72 A JH Ay R S BB P R R DT RO AR e
fib. BB C = {fer, fear oo fen}, T fou FRTE C I @ DL, & Fe, THRMAFE fo A%
P HARFAE BOAR G 2 A, A B A 3R i R

Fc,i - Z C(fc,iafc,j)' (1)

1< <n,j#i

e BAT R Fey BUEL A RS AEAE AR AR AL

3.1.2 $HEHEFMER

SERURHIE SR BLG, FECAR 4 G MEAR &1 IR RFAE 23 e 2 ) — AN, 1 AN [F) 7% 2 1) R ARRAIE 5%
BRPENEL /N, B JG BT 0 RN SEAT R I B, BRI AN G FE RN R AR, 177 HLIE 25 FEARFAE RIS
PR Z AN IAR DG, BARSKUL, X THE C = {fer, feos s fon} TATTHARTERFAEAR SSMERE RHAE A 151 B
BEATHERE, SRJG MR I AT (1900 ) AMRIE. S0, (O] RoRFE O BB, m FoR e 285 %
TEFERBL, M RoRIEMEIRFIERL. XN EIAT R U IEHE P AU PR AR 5, AN R k10
FRIERE H FECAR &%k i RFIET-4E.
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i RPN B, FECAR 28 R DL SR RS AL P ade Yy — A EL 2 R ORI /DS, Mo AN SR bn Al
RYERHFFE T4, T — 5K R RN 4 FECAR H A8 I AR AIE SR IRV J52 8 J7 VR RS AE AR O 1 2
JiiE.

3.2 FHEZ[EIXEKMHIEETE

FH TR P TR EE AR b, AR 2 B HAS BT 2R AR e, DRI vl SOR FH AR R PR R AN o M (T
PR SU) SR B 18] ) R
SU & i iR, Wi E A E X M Y 205 i 2 Sl B B X AN AR B () S BEME,
X ALY R e AT 8 AR BT 3 — A nl PLTH SR SUL RRHIERR 9 — N8 B, AS[R] S E AR
TERE 2 2 B HUE, PP LU SU REEEPIANRIE 2 (B i OB, R TR A XN
IG(X]Y)
H(X)+ HY)

SU BB TG [0, 1], HUERER, W58 P ANRFAE 2 18] B QR . Horh H(X) oA E X (R
fiE) 15, B p(z) Fom X BUE N « BB, W H(X) BitEAR N
H(X) == [p(x) x logy(p(x))]. 3)

zeX

IG(X|Y) FOME R, ERRAELELRE Y MBI, B8 X MR & D
LT, X AHEVERAD I, XA Y R s, BlEAT T2 T o BeE ks, it A A0y

SU(X,Y) =2 x 2)

IG(X|Y) = H(X) — H(X|Y), (4)

Hep H(X|Y) RS EZRE Y MEILT, &8 X . B py) ForZRE Y BUEN ¢ 1%k
M, p(aly) R 9B E Y BUER y, B8 X BUEA « MERERE, W H(X|Y) FiEAR N

HX[Y)==>py) Y _ [plxly)log,(p(z|y))]. (5)

yey reX
3.3 FHESEAREMEXMEEES X

FHEAHSCTE (FCR) AT T B2 AR AN AR (R AR DG, 5 FH AR SRR AH S0 1 B2 B J77 9 AT A fj B
N 3K 1 RERETEEBNHEAR, GG EEA (information gain). 52355 % (gain ratio).
WFRA P (symmetric uncertainty) 5§; 55 2 FRFETSLEIMEIR, 55 Relief, ReliefF 4§; 5 3 &
RETGIME BEMEAR, R (chi-square) . W3/ AIMIX 3 K7k i —Fh i R B & 5
15, AT IEERE: (R RTEM ReliefF. T HAKIRNEHIX 3 FRRFIEF CHE B R 714

F R A R AR f SRR SCT IR ¢ BB R, SCH IG(f) RoRRHE £ #fE B o, 3
K, FRFHIE £ 5 -PRIAH S ey

RIER LS E G IHE, 18RRI RIS UE SRR 73 A SHRHE £ IVBUE 2 S AH K. 25
(R AB R e P ANAH G, B i 8 T B0 %5 381 P AN 2 A A B S B ) B R A 2 TR R R B, SRl 2 5
WL A ReE. o B oK, FoR BB AL I AT AT Pl /. BARTHR A R R

s Nec OZ— Z2
X2_ZZ(JEW-EJ)7 (6)
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Horp r Fom — ML A FBUEEL, ne ORI ECE (FESRBE TN A HUEDS 2), O0:; A1 E; 5 73l
FESI Y § BB, RAE £ BUE A @ RSB EOA R, ROTEBOR, ORI R 20 A bR 3 Afi
HHRH AT REVEBOR.

ReliefF 4] & —Fhb TS0 FORHE AR MR TH ST 7. AR T AT Rk BE BT 1%, RelieF A& ELZ 1T
SRFAEAN SR 8] (AR S, TR M PR AL — A FEME R B, FER &R — MRHE X 2 SRR, 2R)a
R S5 RS HEAE AN AR K S T i R AL

I AT, AER X3 MASFRIRAL A O S B IE A R A K, T AR 5 26
B Z AR RTE. fE FECAR 1, ATEMEBNIX 3 FAS [F A BE & i, RO REAN % A A AIE 12 i 55 28
PR Z R IR SR PEREAT HERY, JF AR5 gk H S5oAH SR IRV RFALE A 222 M e B RS AE T 5. (Rl e 1 SR
TR, BRATTRE 73 AN [ B 5 QAR 5 1 B 8 5 9208 R g TUI P R 4 52 i

3.4 FECAR FZEHIREEZE 74

AN EEX FECAR [ 18] 58 24 B HEAT /04T, FECAR (105 18] 314 FE 5 B S RRAE JCVE (O TH 5, 45
TEFRPERITE B, RRAE SRR W AFEHR T 4 MR, R N R Bl 4R b i se B 80E, M RonH
P FIYERE, k RI8 FECAR FERMEE, IR HTIX 4 /N5 IO () 52 28 FE T

(1) TESFHERBEME. B SU BTFE AR AT A, RS R SU KRR 4 5 &L . il
TEEH N ANEBIREEEE B S ANMRE 2 17 SU M A E 22 2 O(N). SM3LH M ANMRHE, KX
TSP PR AE 2 (A QIR R M (M — 1) /2 R, BT ATH SRR S IE I (R s 1) 42 2% i
O(N x M?).

(2) TESFEEXM. X TE B M-R A E, THE—NRHER AR L IER, B O(N), &3tk
B M AFHE, tHE AT R B2 O(N x M).

X T ReliefF, B 56 E A AU 7 — A S0 R B 48, BB R O(N), 85 EH AN RHE
B B R B, BRI A R AR T O(N x M). BN ReliefF 75 %2 IRHUT LRI FE, T 19
B0 H AT SRR IR LG, RSB R I (8] 2 28 BE 2 O(M x N2). BuAbh, 75T 4B g A
ReliefF 32 75 SL01TE P A S [R] PR PR B, AT DA S XA 2 P A S8 ) (1 BE B9 0T 1HEL IR A7, 7E ReliefF
PATI, BRI S (8] i FR S B ). Rk TH SRR B A () AR O(M x N?). K, ReliefF
BARRI A E AR R O(M x N?).

(3) FHERZE. X OEHT, FHIE SR T B R E 2SS R i 105 O FH BB AR 1
RPN P IR R —AMRHE, 488 B BRI f e 0 B0 B AR R N K IMRERRHE R E 1 SR
A0, DGR R A4 B O(k); BRUNESEAR M AMREIE, BTLLX —B BRI 2B O(k x M). B3t
MESH « NIOER, EEHEN RO, 7 2R N AN REIE B A AR I OIBC I 2 F, I
B O(2?). a3t b MK, BAMRRIIE RN Mk, Bt DAE R ARRRFIEIX — 25 (R ) & 2%
5 Ok x (M/k)?) = O(M?2/k). 25 KB, #£ FECAR ', K-Medoids SIS Bkl LIS, ik
RRHIR R R SE SR O(M?/k + k x m).

(4) FRAFFEHERE. AT LAE A PR 7 S0 7 A IR IE R B e AT 5 bR A R kAT HE 5, I
[ Z4E 2 Ok x (M/k)log(M/k)) = O(M x log(M/k)).

W RE, LR N B K TRHMERE M, M PEEERTRENEE YT N, AT
LLKs: M F1 k BAEEEL W FECAR KT SEBIECRE N A A E 2 O(N x logN)(LME B i f-R 77 E
FERAHICME) A1 O(N?)(LA ReliefF JE & AHICHE).
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4 SCIERER

AHTXS FECAR J7 ik A B g AT SRR 7T, I TH 2 SSUERT 78 75 22 R 3 S sedir i) /L (1) #H
XA ERHEFE P R IEE S 772, FECAR /2 15 e 8 52 i SR E TN AR AL MR R (2) ARXS TAXU/ERHE
HEFF IR #7775, FECAR 215 e FRARIE HIMRHIE TR I TUARFE? (3) FRAIES R IR AR DG PE FE
HEMIE RN FECAR 2 EAFTERN? FIEABRHEILR P 1A ILE, FECAR J7V202 f Aeis BA 5T
M RE?

4.1 FENXTR

WG HE 7ok B L hR BRI H R 4R R 3 AT SRR 7. ik HE R T H B35 Eclipse I H Il NASA
WiH. Hr Eclipse T H FIEHESETT LLA Promise JFEH F#, NASA T H P HIEHEEE kel [FEER] LA
Promise JHF3RHL, 1 NASA I H B HABE IR A MDP HdEf 3k H Eclipse HR&EMS
3 MAS (75372 Eclipse 2.0, Eclipse 2.1 Al Eclipse 3.0), PABKA: & A0 5 BISFEECAH TN B Fr, 851
FREELFEACHDAT £ PRBE S A% FE AR SRR S BEARR A, DAACEE THEVE M I RRE S . e e s
L, AKX BEclipse FEEMAT 7 — Lo Wik E, G35 (1) BERFTA JELE B MR, (2) BRREUE
SEAAE FIRFE, POAX SRR EARRIR AT 20 K15 . (3) JRA HHR M ZAn KR B A R AT a1
BREEAEL, B0 R, FRA T BREAEOR T 0 BIBLERBRIC A SRS, AU A0 9 Jo sk fa s .
NASA T H H4 £ B2 e A E AL ITE . McCabe IR E 247 [15] | Halstead Rl & 16 45
HHET NASA TiH 2366 13 MRS, Hb mel 1 pe2 XN B EAFAE ™ B 12N 7] 8, 1
jml BHEESE RHMEEUR D, LR ZER T 10 ML, RN FECAR TR HERFIE BN, 75
BN RFEREAT B EUE, FULIRATER T MDL 7732 491 %} Eclipse F1 NASA I H A {11 2 8L J& 1t 12E 47
TR, 1 RS TR SCSUER Ak I T BRI S S B

4.2 FENIERR

WIAEB) AUC (area under ROC curve) B R VTAl AN [F] 6 e Tt A5 44 (1 Feiii 4 . o ROC i
LRAL VPG 70 KA I, SR8 518 T AFIRI 0 K BIME. /£ ROC HiZkth, BIALFRE IR tpr (true positive
rate) {H, ALARE IR fpr (false positive rate) {E, X &E—AN7rFEBME, 77 SR ERA XN tpr [EA fpr
1B (RIS REARFR 2R B — AR ). BT AR AR OB R OR H I 270 2K 4 0 L) ROC i Zk. T AUC
BRI 2 ROC 4 N BITHAR, FEUE BT T 1, AR XS B 1) 4 K s 1 Re k. H T AUC B
AR Z 78 N 53 F T P00 5 B T DU AR R ) : g (93, 35,38, 39,461,

N T A FRRFE R B VAR R TR N S A RITURGE R, IR 17— Mo i B 1 b
TURZE (redundancy rate). 45— MHIEE S, 581 RR(S) THEZFHMEER TURE, HirH AKX N
_ 2

1+ e—AxsumC(S)
Hort sumC(S) BB EAFELR S HRFAEZ 18] ORI 22 M, A 2 18] B SRR PR OR, sumC/(S) 8K
% 18 BB 2K AT REG ARFAE < [A)FR) 555G K, 1 55 R IBEPEAN 2308 UARFAE 2 A 45 BT AR, sumC(S) R
FRRTHEANBE o BRI, B TRAESCIHNE R BUETE R 2 [0,1], FATH o B4 0.5. sumC(S)
HEAXWT:

RR(S) 1, (7)

IS| IS

sumC(S) = ZZ(U}” x C(fi, 7)), (8)

i=1 j=1
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Table 1 Statistical information of datasets

Dataset Level #Features #Entities #Defective entities
Eclipse 2.0 File 155 6729 975 (14.49%)
Eclipse 2.1 File 155 7888 854 (10.83%)
Eclipse 3.0 File 155 10593 1568 (14.80%)

cml Method 37 505 48 (9.50%)
kel Class 86 145 60 (41.37%)
ke3 Method 39 458 43 (9.39%)
ked Method 14 125 61 (48.80%)
mc2 Method 39 161 52 (32.30%)
mwl Method 37 403 31 (7.69%)
pcl Method 37 1107 76 (6.87%)
pc3 Method 37 1563 160 (10.24%)
pcd Method 37 1458 178 (12.21%)
pch Method 39 17186 516 (3.00%)

Horbw; ; R AR

L C(fi, fj) 2 aNi#j,
wij = , 9)
0, otherwise.
HF sumC(S) MHUEIEEM 0 BIIETETS, FAVE FESUE I sigmoid pREL
e 0

R —4e 2] 0 2] 1 2 08], BLITE LA FIRHIE TAR M TR L. ABTUR T sigmoid BREOGS N 1 il 26 7F
Wﬁﬁu 3 P, IRAEE 3 WAL ZERECE S A IR ETHB, B HEA AR FEPARBL v fE (RN
RR(S)) 2B, I IFAFITICREERIRIEE. 9 7 I7 X & A T3 U R F AT B, JATVEH
RR(S) R A (10) B ETHB, NHIAMER 17— A8 REEH] 2 E (B sumC(S)) BHEHL
R T RAFIEZ R SCHRIE 9255, sumC(S) BIHUELE BRRFESCA 5%, N 7 AEAS R AE e £ 07 124 R AIE
TRIURERA @ Lk, AT X EE N RS So M RIEIE (R 1/(So|). PItHmZA&
R R 5 53 Y IRFAE T AR TR R T R (7) P,

4.3 BEMLE

5 Lessmann 25 46 ({0, KA Friedman 560K ELEAS [EFIEE BT LSRR E R, 1%
T B2 — M IC S B RA  J7V, E H BR R & BT E R R AR [R], d i PR s A R S AR
FIERIHER, BT DL S v 2 ) AT A R T 2

BOEAE N MRS R kAN TTER SR ROR. S AR, Friedman £ 38 1% M8 77 A2
RXPIERATHEA, RN IF R ITEH R 5 —, AR a2 50 =, RUCEHE. I R TR A ], e
TR 42 U B 2 A~ 35948 . Friedman T’ﬂﬁﬁﬁ’]ﬁ‘ﬁ N/

12N k+1
2 Z )?

= 11
fYF k+1 — I ( )
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Smoothing phase

Rising phase

3 X (10) xtRAEhZERSAR

Figure 3 The curve of formula (10)

H R= L3, v RoRITVE §EFTAEARE I THE4, b o] R0 § fERHREE @ RINHES.
Friedman W3R H BN kb — 1 R 040, A5 EEOR, SRR RO B AT Re ik, g2

R OL, WA TTVERISCR A 2 5. WER RIS AT 5 [AAFAE B3 Ve 22 e, U mT DA 5 4A s

Ti iR — B R Ty A AR T VAN A 18 S0 Nemenyi K36 K LU AN JTVE I 22 7. R P

MR R 2 R I FHME CD, W Nemenyi #3380\ AR ARAL, BIIX AN 715 B A B 2

S mFE CD i EA RN

k(k+ 1)

CDa = (qu 6N

(12)
Hrdr g, Bt 2AAFMERLL V2 FT1S.
4.4 SEIEIT

4.4.1 FHEREFEFE

FECAR 7E VLTI 45625 18 T R AE 2 18] B SR B 1 AR I 5 b [B) A AR D 1, B A6 RIGR A R Bk
HH A R I TURFFAE A TG RHFAE, T 12 IR S il @, RSO EL T 3 RARRMEREE R 7%, 1
N FECAR KL %: (1) FullSet, (2) IG, CS A1 RF, (3) CFS, FCBF A1 Consist.

(1) FullSet J7iEAMBURFEE#E, BIAE A AR RHAIE AR KA J R P TRINAS Y . 5% 07 ik AT X L, AT B
WA FECAR HURFAE 1662 75 T LLER = 5 B TR0 14 .

(2) 1G, CS Hl RF iX 3 PPy ik )@ T2 T HE P MR e L 8 732, EHEP I 20 00 5 i 115 B a5
RITEAN ReliefF S5 ICPERE 77, 1 FECAR JexRRERAT RIS, SR B A5 B3 6, K7
ReliefF X &A% A FURFAEREATHEFR, BATTRAEH 3 RO FRAFAEA S S B 714 FECAR 43 BIFR N
CIG, CCS fl CRF. il CIG Al 1G, CCS F1 CS, CRF Ml RF #H47 % bL, FeAiT ] LARE 72 R AE 58 50t
BT AR T B R TU AR BE RS20 LA %o R B Ot A5 284 2 B ) 52

(3) CFS #, FCBF 12 Al Consist 47 435l /& 3 M SLINRHMEILSE 7%, b CFS RHEE R 7%
[ B} 25 RS T REAE 5 28R 1) PRI AH DG P DA SCREIEAR L[] P DG BC P, CFS §FH Best-First 1 22 5% R 34k
FHIRPEACRIBEAE A HRFAE 7256, FCBF IR =5 18 T RA A 5 85 AR S P RURRAGE 8] () SRR, 1207 4
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1 J \ )
!
Training set Test set

4 THREXEIE

Figure 4 10-fold cross validation

PG — ANRRAE, PRISEAN 77 B0t AT AR SC MR 7 . AR Yu 48 42 R, 5 FCBF AP AAHSCIE B
HEEA [ M/logM |, Hh M RJFMEMRHEE. Consist 17 H T4 — M/ MHIET4E, 1T
BE1 3 FERCRAME FH A4 10 73 FERCR — B Consist 8 FH Best-First R MEHGHTH R, BATE Lk
J7i%5 FECAR #EAT HUEE, W70 T A THE A el i TR 5 ik e 22 57

4.4.2 AEMFEEFEGZENSEEE

FECAR K $ L AT R MRS B MR 2 PR RO RAE TAR R, ARHE Gao 55 331 (AR, e
MIFIARAIESE IR [log, M MRFE; RN LRSS AT, BA PR AR B o R A BE Y Tlog, M/2].
X M RoRFIRFHAEE. 5T IG, CS B RF S8 T HEFr IRF IR £ 05 7%, N TS CIG, CCS B
CRF F A X, BRATTE H [] 45 o AR

4.4.3 PHEER

V& SCR P 43 S8 7 1R M SR R B T . Bayes J77AH ) Naive Bayes (NB) AR SEM 1527
[y C4.5. 5IHAt Bayes JVEAF )42, NB FIFARBCRAAEZ (8] S AL, BIAE ORI E HITEOL T, RHE
AVRFAE Z [BJAH ELARSE. CA.5 2R G P SR e R rh AR 0 AR 1 P15 JEL 1 i 38 98 20 21T RURRALE, (RIS
FHBUR 7ok 7 1 FU A T . NB 202848 A1 C4.5 73 2548 2 SR Tl 4 ek i FH B )iz 16 702
B [84,35,39,46] - SR SRR AT A, FRAEH Weka BAFELEEIL NB FI C4.5 403588, JERA NI S5
WHE.

4.4.4 SCIERIE

10 #7538 XSG AE (10-fold cross validation) #& A% 73 2R T7 5 RE— Pl 7. B EE SE 0y
10 By, BT 9 AE N INGREGRE, R 1 R RIS (W 4 R). PR RBRES
10 K (B CRABEAS S # A T — ), R AUX 10 Y4745 R~ HA1E.

TERF—%erh, B Je AN A RAIE I £ 07 ARG I 2R A 1 8 SR BRI AFAE T-4R, SR G IR I8 R I 146
[ Ef o I 2R 5 A A R 2R AT PR A 3 (B DR B ARRAE T SR RRAIE ), LR B4 5 (1 VI 2R
e S SR FIOIASE AR | o A 2 S Y 3 At B ISP Re 4 . RiAd R an &l 5 fos.

N T G A AR S R ) A R RS, AE SIS TR AT — P E L 10 TR IR 10 K, FEHR
AT HH 25 R rh R SEBIBE LT L. 18 S0 FIRIGIETTVERR N 10x10 4728 AR IE.

4.5 LR

AR B H I 0 B SRR 78 Th R 45 2R DA I 25 s B8 e vt . o — S ge 45 2R, AT E ST
Friedman 5 REGIEEAIZ AR SR EEZE R, 5K Nemenyi #2565 K FLEA [F] 7572 18] (2%
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Feature

selection method Classifier

Training

Selected
— —

— features
/ Training set . _— Training set’ \
— \\ //

Feature
Dataset .
selection
Predicting

B 5 S—HRTERE

Figure 5 Execution process of each fold

RES. NTH—LRIHATTERTZ 7, IS T WA AR Win/Draw /Loss 5 8., Bk
Yi: 7V A vs 77 B () Win/Draw/Loss 5 B 4% 3 /MA: Win, Draw, Loss. 78 0& RV A T
ETMETITE B KRS, T HAHRRK IO &AM A AT IR 7317

4.5.1 ERPETUNAREIAERE

AR TANAERFAE HE P A AE I B 5 7%, FECAR 2 75 AE RS 32 i R a TR R i P g 38 2 1 3 &
BRGE T 3T NB M C4.5 73 2ds, (AR RIRHIEIE R 7725 T PERE. X NB Fl C4.5 43 2% 1)
MEERBEAT T Friedman #2536, 21K p H 952 1.76E—07 Al 4.72E—6, X H &M LRI EA
Gtz R

T DR RO A AT L, RATEEAT T Nemenyi £256 (# B E ME/KF1RE A 0.05).
FHA 10 FEFAEIERE 7V 13 N4, # M85 (12) ATPATHE ) Nemenyi #6056 11 FHE 2 3.757.
BEAn SR AN T HE 4 25 Sl 3,757, WX AN 5k W 2R xR 2 f 3 (1945 Btk T Nemenyi
K9 fE, At as Rl 6 Fron. HAR AR RN T A IR, B =M 8RR — DN ITERE S HES. 9
ABFRPRIC AR AR L 5 A RR, &7 B IR HE G AR IR A T, = A s R TH 26 Br R R Nemenyi £
IO S, X KR 3.757; iRk A IMHERAE T B IR FHE LB M, WS 77 A B
FZET I B BN SR, FATEZX FECAR FRAEIE R 7 A A 75 ik RO AT X b, DR e
CIG, CCS Ml CRF JiEHIIG FHME L BAME TR E T = SRR, Doy @ e 1S Hah oy ik 47 X ).

WL 2 1 3 (28 2~7 B EEE, nT LRI

(1) #iEFE NB 1B A28, MXHF R AEHE T R AR L B 0715, RRAE TR K] LA 382 i i A
SREE TN ERE. BIAEXS T IG, RF Al CS, #EATRHMERZE)S, CIG, CRF #1 CCS IITRMIERE /> )52 i T
1.78%, 2.56% 1 0.77%. 3 4 H) Win/Draw/Loss 7> HT&RH, £ K %E L, FECAR kLT
PERAEFE R 777, (B 6(a) T Nemenyi fia 1% B CIG M1 IG, CRF Al RF LA CCS #1 CS
(P TR0 A4 e AN AE S B PR 22

(2) Akt C4.5 VE N5 2REE, AT RACREHE T R I B 5 %, Rk S 28 R v DA 80 &
WA T PE AE. B CIG, CRF Ml CCS A% T IG, RF F1 CS FITRIMIPERE 2 MlH = T 6.67%, 5.37%
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* 2 T Naive Bayes 728, TEHHEERF AN AUC &
Table 2 The AUC of different feature selection methods based on Naive Bayes classifier
Dataset AUC
FullSet 1G RF CS CIG CRF CCS CFS FCBF Consist
Eclipse 2.0 0.795 0.788 0.716 0.774 0.808 0.750 0.801 0.810 0.708 0.803
Eclipse 2.1 0.746 0.758 0.660 0.760 0.770 0.726 0.769 0.745 0.723 0.762
Eclipse 3.0 0.762 0.762 0.698 0.756 0.775 0.717 0.769 0.756 0.758 0.769
cml 0.756 0.772 0.750 0.776 0.779 0.764 0.759 0.763 0.705 0.598
kel 0.796 0.808 0.813 0.793 0.816 0.825 0.808 0.820 0.776 0.813
ke3 0.808 0.800 0.799 0.813 0.822 0.802 0.805 0.797 0.798 0.795
ke 0.757 0.764 0.746 0.765 0.781 0.765 0.775 0.751 0.724 0.770
mc2 0.719 0.661 0.663 0.682 0.713 0.697 0.710 0.657 0.605 0.679
mwl 0.744 0.785 0.733 0.774 0.794 0.770 0.791 0.780 0.765 0.789
pcl 0.757 0.768 0.724 0.749 0.784 0.717 0.759 0.790 0.754 0.743
pc3 0.773 0.791 0.751 0.787 0.799 0.772 0.795 0.788 0.746 0.743
pc4 0.842 0.835 0.807 0.837 0.826 0.807 0.797 0.816 0.780 0.839
pch 0.939 0.943 0.930 0.925 0.948 0.924 0.936 0.883 0.779 0.935
Average 0.784 0.787 0.753 0.784 0.801 0.772 0.790 0.781 0.740 0.772
&3 ET C4.5 7%, TEFHEEESER AUC &
Table 3 The AUC of different feature selection methods based on C4.5 classifier
Dataset AUC

FullSet 1G RF CS CIG CRF CCS CFS FCBF Consist

Eclipse 2.0 0.671 0.745 0.773 0.740 0.769 0.771 0.770 0.707 0.715 0.723
Eclipse 2.1 0.590 0.700 0.566 0.705 0.738 0.736 0.733 0.718 0.736 0.668
Eclipse 3.0 0.637 0.732 0.679 0.722 0.762 0.705 0.756 0.704 0.750 0.705
cml 0.528 0.540 0.524 0.538 0.589 0.584 0.578 0.548 0.531 0.525
kel 0.702 0.727 0.711 0.704 0.750 0.724 0.722 0.715 0.742 0.701
ke3 0.578 0.599 0.627 0.614 0.699 0.625 0.652 0.606 0.624 0.611
kc4 0.775 0.733 0.761 0.729 0.802 0.776 0.829 0.754 0.740 0.765
mc2 0.636 0.594 0.583 0.593 0.621 0.564 0.608 0.582 0.581 0.589
mwl 0.569 0.614 0.577 0.593 0.655 0.575 0.569 0.570 0.530 0.602
pcl 0.650 0.725 0.513 0.687 0.752 0.585 0.674 0.677 0.592 0.672
pc3 0.635 0.536 0.535 0.544 0.620 0.586 0.599 0.590 0.517 0.615
pc4 0.760 0.854 0.564 0.857 0.873 0.618 0.860 0.866 0.859 0.771
pch 0.774 0.890 0.867 0.894 0.907 0.870 0.894 0.853 0.856 0.821
Average 0.654 0.692 0.637 0.686 0.734 0.671 0.711 0.684 0.675 0.675

1 3.64%. % 4 HH) Win/Draw/Loss 4P 8H: 78 13 MRS R0k 4E L, FECAR 7iZAL
FAEREHE R 155, B 6(b) F ) Nemenyi K552 B: B 7 CIG 1 1G, CRF f1 RF PLK CCS M
CS [FTM M REAAFAE B 2 5
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FCBF | (@ —_— FullSet | (b) —_—
RF —_— RF —_—
CRF — Consist —
CFS —_— FCBF —_—
Consist 4 — CFS —
cs . — cs —
FullSet —_— CRF —
1G —_— 1G —_—
ccs —_— ccs —_—
CIG | 4——— CIG | +———
2 4 6 8 10 12 2 4 6 8 10 12

6 X EMFIEEETT AR Nemenyi I45R
Figure 6 Nemenyi test for different feature subset selection methods based on (a) NB classifier, and (b) C4.5 classifier

# 4 FECAR FETHFHYFEIEE AR Win/Draw/Loss 24
Table 4 Win/Draw/Loss analysis between FECAR and ranking-based feature selection methods

Win/Draw /Loss record of

Classifier
CIG vs IG CRF vs RF CCS vs CS
NB 12/0/1 10/1/2 10/0/3
C4.5 13/0/0 9/0/4 11/0/2

£ 5 b TR SCIHET T HOERE 9 B (A ELFE FullSet) FRAEIE £ /7 VA 1E BN i 48 b 28k
SRR IR A AR RO Ee ). RN IG, RE A CS 3 Fho7 vk B R O A [H), BT BLIX B
3 PO VERIE RS KT A — %, B 1G 7). 2T A — R, 0k CIG, CRF A1 CCS X 3 LR
A RRT A — %1, B CIG 4.

MR 5, vTUUE e BT HEF R IR R 7 1G, REF A CS 3 H 4R L 241 A2 13.8%.
N T AESEES HAA AT L, A 1%E FECAR £R BE BRFIE 255 RH I Tk PP AR AR 0 16077 V2 O B (R P A 4
SEAHE. AW 3 WA, FECAR MERAME FHIE B IE B E A LR K DNF R, A TBE— %
RN AN S BB AT R I p, S236 R ATTZ) € FECAR WA M5 3 /0 35 B3k —AMERAE. R,
FECAR #5218 H HRFAIE L A w6 v T T HE 7 R IE IR B 5 7% (B 13.85%), (R Z )R H 40

BT B, BATNAEE BRSSO N, ARk B PR IE 5 bR [a] R AH ¢
PERE B 7% (B 1G, RF 8% CS), 53 THP MFHEIE B T EM L, FECAR @it % fRAFE R KT LU
SRR re R B TN () M R

4.5.2 BFHETENREE

FES T RMRFEHE 7 BRI 357772, FECAR & 15 AT ARRAR PTG AR AE TSR R TURTE? v 1R
2 ) ICARFHE, X T RUCRHEHE T 1977 %, FECAR TEMURHEE SRR 2 T —ANRHIE SR B
b, X ELRE LB FECAR AT B AR 3 3 HE 7 HURF AR £ 7 iR Tl Al 7R O TC AR R B, LEAL IG A
CIG, RF #l CRF LLK CS Al CCS FriffE T4 AOTUARZ. RO FRATH S il B pr s 5 ik 5B A 7T
RAG BRI i R B TR AR R T PR R, BT LAFRATTIE s 23 TR ALE -4 B0 TU AR B MZARAIE 14 b 3 ST Y
R TN AR TR Y T 11 e 22 T 5% AR
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*® 5 NEFHEESET AL S BFHEEL 5]

Table 5 Proportion of selected features by different feature selection methods

Proportion of selected features

Dataset
IG (RF, CS) CIG (CRF, CCS) CFS FCBF Consist
Eclipse 2.0 5.16 5.16 22.00 2.26 10.19
Eclipse 2.1 5.16 4.52 9.61 2.45 16.26
Eclipse 3.0 5.16 5.35 17.94 3.23 17.10
cml 16.22 16.49 20.54 3.78 15.68
kel 8.14 8.14 9.65 1.16 11.05
ke3 15.38 15.38 14.62 3.85 32.82
kecd 28.57 28.57 30.71 7.86 31.43
mc2 15.38 15.38 20.77 5.38 22.05
mwl 16.22 16.49 18.11 3.51 20.00
pcl 16.22 16.22 15.68 4.86 42.16
pc3 16.22 16.22 21.62 2.70 46.22
pc4d 16.22 16.76 6.22 5.41 53.78
pch 15.38 15.38 8.46 2.56 34.62
Average 13.80 13.85 16.61 3.77 27.18
R 6 TRFHERZFSEZMEFMFHEFENTRE
Table 6 Redundancy rate of feature subsets by different feature selection methods
Dataset Redundancy rate
1G RF CS CIG CRF CCS
Eclipse 2.0 0.581 0.122 0.533 0.526 0.116 0.360
Eclipse 2.1 0.457 0.008 0.416 0.354 0.108 0.364
Eclipse 3.0 0.565 0.117 0.557 0.467 0.086 0.373
cml 0.109 0 0.135 0.094 0.011 0.115
kel 0.549 0.093 0.621 0.610 0.187 0.564
ke3 0.410 0.022 0.144 0.396 0.054 0.218
kcd 0.212 0.045 0.225 0.210 0.166 0.227
mc2 0.181 0 0.179 0.167 0.001 0.118
mwl 0.149 0 0.162 0.180 0 0.132
pcl 0.049 0.006 0.019 0.024 0.009 0.055
pc3 0.041 0 0.020 0.086 0.001 0.050
pcd 0.099 0 0.222 0.067 0.020 0.096
pch 0.274 0.022 0.369 0.241 0.044 0.264
Average 0.283 0.034 0.277 0.263 0.062 0.226

* 6 M1 7 FECAR MW THEF RIRHIEIEH T R7E 13 AN Eulafe ik th AR TR ITU R
R FIRGE S Friedman RIS R0 p MH72E 249E-09, KR EAN A BFERENEES. £ 7
BE— B REANR] T 12 6 H (RO RFALE TSR K TC A AT Win/Draw /Loss 7347
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xR 7 WARFFELFFHEFENTRERN Win/Draw/Loss 747

Table 7 Win/Draw/Loss analysis on redundancy rate of feature subsets of different methods

1G vs CIG RF vs CRF CS vs CCS
3/0/10 11/0/2 4/0/9
CIG
0.80 CCS G
CRF
RF CS
0.75
o
2 070
3
g
£ 065
i
S
[=W
0.60
—a— NB
0.55 —— C45
0 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30

Redundancy rate

7 (MEMRFE) FHIEFRTREMNERE AUC EHXR

Figure 7 (Color online) Relationship between redundancy rate of feature subset and AUC of model performance

M 7 FTLAEH, CIG J7323% H FIRFE TR TR FBAE 2 HUE 0L N KT 1G B ET
B HTE 6 PRPFOITIER TUARLSME, CIG FEEFRFHMET 1G J5ik. Xt ¢CS JriEfn ¢S 7
%, TSR FEIFE 250, YR 1G 8 CS MENRHIEAR SMERE & U770, FECAR i H [ HFAET
M TUAR R BAR T TP AR B 7325, BRIt — 20 2% FEARAE S 28] LA R P43k HE (O RRAE 4R
IR, HIREFE ARG T: 1G F CS IX P A B 5 7 VE YRR IR REAE 2085 3 A 5 285 43 A (R AR BA AR
T R RFAE 5 b (B AR S, HeH 5 07 2SRRI 2 () QIR 11 58 B 7% SU MLl DRIk, i SRAFAE 1
A1 2 528FR1 1G L CS HEK, WHFIE 1 5 2 Z B FISehtE (B SU M) thafem. Rikgmit 16
B CS IEFEFIZAR BN S IRFE, T8 7R 1% H RHIE TR & A B 2 MU RFFIE.

H5 1G F1 CS M, M RF 1ERFFAEA DS R VER, TURFAMEEA RN RIE R I8 4
%, ATt B aiE 6, /-ATRI RF & H OFEFEATTRFIEF, FMEZKT 16
A CS Frife H HHE TR TUAR. Bk, £ 13 M4 L, RF fEHF 5 DEIESE Bk 4y
IEFERTIAFRE 0. FiR RIS Kononenko U8 fUHF 7L 4518 — 2, i1 RF R LA Ricih A B AH
ST AU AR (BRTUAFE ) BOAFAE. RIUL, RF 3% H SR T4 A BRI TU R . 1l FECAR K
RECMHEAR S RE R 2 T [F— /Mg, B R ZEMNGA R 2D —ANRHE, B4 S8 T & 1)
FHETRMTUR R IE A,

BT BT, ATV UM 1G B CS VR NRHEAR S B B 7 VAR, RRAE ST DUA 2o P I
Fride H FIARFAE AR TUAR 26 A RE 1X —Fin DUA UG HE TU AR BRI B 5 7 V50, R AE SRR R
SPE R PTIE H RRIE TR TR .

K 7 &R 7T IG, RF, CS fil CIG, CRF, CCS iX 6 FHRFEIER VAT 13 MRS LAk ks

1314



REBY FEERY H46E M

% 8 AR FECAR J:A[EH Win/Draw/Loss 5347
Table 8 Win/Draw/Loss analysis among different FECAR methods

Win/Draw/Loss record of

Classifier
CIG vs CRF CIG vs CCS CRF vs CCS
NB 12/0/1 13/0/0 3/0/10
C4.5 12/0/1 11/0/2 5/0/8

LR AP 2 TR RS 2 T IR AL T S A TR A A RCR A1 A G 2. ANIRL 7 oy, JRATTAT BLUA B
BEE TCA R A IR i, SRPE TR R (O FU L BT 4R Tt U RFE R —E R A, SbE Tk Re T
g IR DRI, USRI v mid AT AT 2 S M R o TN e

BAEH 1 ADMWHFC R, BATABL: ARRE R RIURFRAE TR IG M CS J5ik, ik
RICARFRFE TR RE T3, HIX T OUERAEHEFF 1977 1%, T8 I RRAE 58 S8 T LASRE v ks ToUI0 A 7
FIFTERE. FEEE: (1) (T RIRAEIEF A, #5158 1IG M CS, Mk H FRFIE 78R 0 AR
FAgwe, HIL S AR —IUREE, TAEBIFIERE, W] DAE A5 T2 8] SRR MR AR ARAE L A
TSN T 3 WAL T AR 5 B R, &R T oRFETRINIERE. (2) DR T HEF HIRHIER £ 535, ik
¥ RF, BARTT LUK U AR SRR RFAE 748, (HIAR A TUAR R 2 IE S FAR AR SR MEAR A RAE e
b2 38 BURFAE 74 Pl F T SR BE T (045 2 R /D, S Rk B I R e . T RS AR SRS I AT LR =y
RF Fridk AR AE TR0 TURF, £ — B RE L R 1 Ll il B, AT T DAAT 28 v R 20 it 424 e

4.5.3 FHEEFEFIERMRELLE

FEAE 5 S 0] B MR D 1k B B 7 VA R X FECAR 2 54776 FS M7 A A R 1E 6 3 07 1k EL 3%
FECAR 7RG R LA EIFMERE? & 8 f58) Win/Draw/Loss %I CIG, CRF Al CCS iX 3 5
LI BB TR BEHEAT T AT, BRI (1) 3T NB 02K8%, CIG 7 13 MRS EH LT
CCS, 7£ 12 MdE4E F BT CRF. Hr CIG “FILL CRF F1 CCS 2055 3.76% A1 1.38%. & 6(a)
H11) Nemenyi f 50 K CIG ZEEZMT CRF, 1fi CIG fl CCS MHE% Z 52 3, FrLAiE a1 2 7
ARG REEZR. CRF 1£ FECAR 1) 3 MUNERRUR 2. RF MOS8 07728 T3 T 59 il e
TR 777, 8IS T4 A3 A1 K A BN RAAIE 1) B M AR . DRA TG SR ARRAE A AE 2 ) 31 5491 ]
BT, JERE S R AT AL TR, ATIETS RE /R NAHOCHE B2 775 FECAR ®URRZE. (2) 2T
C4.5 433588, CIG [FIFER BRI 1775, HIMEE CRF Il CCS 405 9.39% Al 3.23%. 3T Lk
S3HT, AT LA H R R AR AE A DS ME R B 5 1%, FECAR FURCRIEAAH . HAp i 16 fE Aot
FE 2775 UAETS FECAR (B CIG) B S f fCR. FIERATE R T CIG, #—P ik FECAR Al
"W P PRV R I A28 49 77 V25 %o e o Yo 0 428 e P 52 1

£ 9 J& CIG R A2 JURRAEIE £ 7 VETE GREA TN 14 B8 111 Win/Draw/Loss 4347, HLELE M1 77
2445 FullSet, CFS, FCBF F1 Consist.

FOERE NB AENEEE: (1) WK 2 HRIL, CIG P Fullset & 2.17%. 1#id Win/Draw/Loss
ST (AR 9) £, CIG 1£ 11 MRS EACREAR T FullSet. XEMMHH CIG MURFIEEEE AT L4
= NB 73 KA s HPERE. (2) W3R 2 Al BUKBL, 5 CFS, FCBF M Consist AHEH, CIG ~F¥7]
DU 2.56%, 8.24% 1 3.76%. & 9 H1f] Win/Draw/Loss 20Tt E W] CIG £ R ZHEH T ER TiX
3 Mk B 6(a) 110 Nemenyi 56 [FIAE LI CIG X CFS, FCBF Al Consist HIL# A B E M.

R C4.5 BN A (1) MR 3 ORI, CIG “FHILL FullSet & 12.23%. @i Win/Draw/Loss
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Table 9 Win/Draw/Loss analysis between CIG and other classical feature selection methods

Win/Draw/Loss record of

Classifier
CIG vs FullSet CIG vs CFS CIG vs FCBF CIG vs Consist
NB 11/0/2 10/0/3 13/0/0 12/0/1
C4.5 11/0/2 13/0/0 13/0/0 13/0/0

o (W3 9) /W, CIG 78 11 MEHESE ERFCREN T FullSet. BRit Ah, L& 6(b) ) Nemenyi
K36 R B, CIG R ZERT FullSet. XEWIMHH CIG MUFAEREEE AT LA RUR S CA.5 73RBS i B IE
mPERE. (2) \FE 3 HRI: 5 CFS, FCBF 1 Consist #1tt, CIG “FHAT LIRS 7.30%, 8.74% F
8.74%. Wi Win/Draw/Loss 7041 (W3 9) &R CIG fFERZHIE N T T1X 3 FiU7ik. B 6(b)
] Nemenyi #6536 [FFE &I CIG XF CFS, FCBF Ml Consist FIfL# BA W E& M.

B J5 FRATT 3 BT AN TR 7 34 H R RREAE LU Ag, MR 5 W el LA, CF'S F1 Consist 1 Hi 4L HE A5z
BT FECAR & H REELA, 20 50 16.61% 1 27.18%. JR4E FCBF ik H A EL Iy 3.77%, B
/NF FECAR i H (FHFAE L5, (H3@ L% 2 F1 3, AT LG Y FOBF (R B3 % T FECAR.

BT BR A, AT FE Bt A MR IEAR G 14 & 5 772 FECAR (R CIG) mTEAE 2K
P BB TR (R TR Re. T HL, SR CIG MURFAEIE 6 J5 TR0 4 B8 4 A 22 M (R RRAE 8 45 7
vk, #lin CFS, FCBF A1 Consist.

4.6 BYHERWEARIH

AT T B AT ARSI SO A RO R — LR R 2. NS 0 o D R B AT BE RS I B S G
SEFIERER PRI 2R 8 S S ARAD BT Weka B4, TRIG AT DL KRR BE (1A ARAIE 23 S 88 A
R HEE BT S BLR IE AR, Bt A, FRA T 8 ek — S fif B S %o SR S B IE A M HEAT T 36, A
A B R T R B IHIET SR B AR R T BA — M. R SGEM T AR SRE T 7T A R
(1] Eclipse I H ZHH 4 F1 NASA I H H#5 4 [34,35,57,39,40,46,49] " [R] h m] DULRAERF 7L 4518 B — & 4R
RN, [FI IEPE 1 7 SR 3E 7 2t SR S TR 75 Hp 28 5 A 1) g 3 (84,35, 39,461 - S 3 ik
F B KB RPN FE bR 2 A PR SR H s 4 B A nl |, RIEE 8 T AUC
E—HEPPMTE bR, BRI A, BATESE T — R FEdr RR, o7 LA SO0PAl I H I REAE T 4R (1 U0

N T BB IAE PR TR B R, BATIFE T P-measure YEMTTRFRIEAT T EERE DT, HBAKTT
HAXIESE R [50], R 10 /& FECAR FIHAB LS MARFIE AL R4 F-measure SEIG 45 $. K rp
5502, 3 BRI 4, 5 51 A IESE NB 1E N4 KRB RUERE Ca.5 1ENRER, 18 13 MUEE FINTFH
F-measure XN ] Win/Draw/Loss 73 #7. 25 REMH: FT F-measure FJSLEREE R 55T AUC ()5
I 2 AR AL

FrEFE NB AE N8 (1) W 10 BIZE 2 A1 3 #da] LUK B, CIG “F#J L FullSet & 3.80%. i
it Win/Dr aw/Loss 24T, CIG £ 13 ML FIBUREMR T FullSet. X R CIG MUFAFES
ATLASR A NB 20 883 I EREE TMPERE. (2) MK HIERT LR EL, 5 CFS, FCBF il Consist AHLL, CIG *F
Hyar LR B 0.90%, 0.90% FT 1.50%. [FIR Win/Draw/Loss AT & CIG 76 K2 HE M T ER T
3 M. BRILZ AL, AT NB 43 K288 W45 SR 34T T Friedman 5%, 5211 p {672 0.0234 (/)
T 0.05), 1X KB FFh 7 1L TS5 R B G- E
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Table 10 F-measure analysis between FECAR and other classical feature selection methods

Naive Bayes C4.5
F-measure Win/Draw/Loss F-measure Win/Draw /Loss

CIG 0.835 - 0.852 -

CRF 0.830 8/0/5 0.848 5/0/8

cCs 0.834 7/0/6 0.849 9/0/4
FullSet 0.797 13/0/0 0.843 9/0/4

CFS 0.826 11/0/2 0.840 10/0/3
FCBF 0.826 7/0/6 0.833 13/0/0
Consist 0.820 11/0/2 0.841 9/0/4

FIEFE C4.5 MENPREE: (1) NFE 10 KI5 4 A1 5 A AT LUR B, CIG “FH4EE FullSet 1 0.90%.
1L Win/D raw/Loss 4387, CIG 7£ 9 M LR E T FullSet. IXRIAMEH CIG MURFIFER:
AT AR S C4.5 43 Sas sk T B (2) RG] LUK IR, #1 CFS, FCBF A Consist AHE, CIG
SEEIET LA 1.20%, 1.90% F1 1.10%. [FIFF Win/Draw/Loss 2Tt CIG 76 K2 H0E 0 N 24 T
X 3 BT W CA5 AR IITIN A R FIFEHEAT T Friedman £2%5, 15311 p B2 0.0339 (/M T 0.05),
XIS FO RTINS R B G E R

5 BESRE

VSRR R A B b T B B P R e SRR AE AN T U AR RFALE, S — R HT Bl RAIE 1L 3777 FECAR.
B EE T A AR Z ARSI, 4 AT RFALEAT SRR, B R 28 TR 5 2R bn 2 T AR S g, R A
R RFAE AN e BIHEAT HE P, JFa 1 8 BUR RURAE. 2R H S BrI H BB BTz vE A Rk
BEAT TIRAIE. (HIZJ7 00 — 2 S TARERY R, 645 (1) ERERED B, BARESOR KA
ML 1 AR B R HPRFAEAE BT a6 o, (B4 75 5 HoAth ol s TG T7 iR BEAT LUAL, SRIGIETR ST
R HE I SRS 2 TS B IARICSIGE L . (2) W SCHE SRR T, HRAE Gao 55 B3 IR, K e &0k th ks
MEHOR BN Tlog, M /2]. BEIREALE REHW] FECAR 7T LA B SR A TN R M B, (FZARHAEBO A
—E R RAUAE, PRIt — 43 b i th B R AE B0 TR e R e B — g AR X
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A cluster-analysis-based feature-selection method for software
defect prediction

Wangshu LIUY2, Xiang CHEN'3, Qing GU'2*, Shulong LIU"? & Daoxu CHEN®2
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Abstract By mining historical software repositories, software defect prediction can construct defect-prediction
models to predict potentially faulty modules in projects under testing. However, redundant and irrelevant fea-
tures in the gathered datasets may influence the effectiveness of existing methods. A novel cluster-analysis-based
feature-selection method (FECAR) is proposed. In particular, the original features are first clustered, based on
a specific feature correlation (i.e., FFC) measure. Then, for each cluster, features are ranked based on a specific
feature and class relevance (i.e., FCR) measure and a given number of features are chosen. In empirical studies,
we chose symmetric uncertainty as the FFC measure, and information gain, chi-square, or ReliefF as the FCR
measures. Based on some real-world projects, such as Eclipse and NASA, we focus on the prediction performance
after using FECAR, and analyze the redundancy rate and selection proportion of the selected feature subset. The

final results show the effectiveness of FECAR.
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