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Domain Adaptation Approach for Cross-project Software Defect Prediction

CHEN Shu, YE Jun-Min, LIU Tong

(School of Computer, Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079, China)

Abstract: Software defect prediction aims at the very early step of software quality control, helps software engineers focus their
attention on defect-prone parts during verification process. Cross-project defect predictions are proposed in which prediction models are
trained by using sufficient training data from already existed software projects and predict defect in some other projects, however, their
performances are always poor. The main reason is that, the divergence of the data distribution among different software projects causes a
dramatic impact on the prediction accuracy. This study proposed an approach of cross-project defect prediction by applying a supervised
domain adaptation based on instance weighting. The sufficient instances drawn from some source project are weighted by assigning
target-dependent weights to the loss function of the prediction model when minimizing the expected loss over the distribution of source
data, so that the distribution properties of the data from target project can be matched to the source project. Experiments including dataset
selection, data preprocessing and results are described over different experiment strategies on ten open-source software projects. Over
fitting problems are also studied through different levels including dataset, prediction model and domain adaptation process. The results
show that the proposed approach is close to the performance of within-project defect prediction, better than similar approach and
significantly better that of the baseline.

Key words: software defect prediction; software defect metrics; machine learning; transfer learning; domain adaptation

« FEGTH KR S TR (2015BAK33B00)
Foundation item: National Key Technology Research and Development Program of China (2015BAK33B00)
WeRR IR ) 2017-12-17; & X401 2018-01-29, 2018-03-26, 2018-04-12; % H It} []: 2018-08-09

© TEBREEEEIEDT  htp/ www. jos. org. cn



MRBE S —Fb H T ARIRGE BR 6 55 TR B SRR AR T TN 7 ik 267

BT BRI S AL 2% 2% > BOA I A Bl B $50 (software  defect prediction) 2 H #i 8 h 63 A FT # s, L
AT B I o BT AR A B 48 R T R H R BE T H S AR R A S 14 B e, b U ) s B s TN
A, I8 T ML 2% 25 > SR AR % B E B I 2R 00 AR T 40 43 2K 2% (classifier) 2 0] 19 45 T (regressor) 2%, 4R Ji5 Tl A

(within-project defect prediction, i Fx WPDP)1, B a3t 00 45 59 16 1) 2 B4 R A7 e 4 T 00 70 50308 140 SR A B
/] — I H o AR T 7E S B R 45 8 — AN B I H AR T KR (N ) T B TR) 2 SRAE R RS AC U AR A X 5 R
S BRI B 57 B ET e it o AN T 32 A7 0 B 4 1 () ) B AR AR 1.

BF W b ] S B T ST B WK B TR (cross-project defect prediction, & Bk CPDP)IOY & 7r & HIR A
Tt H e gy T O R YOI AR TR ) T I kAT R B T AR S T VR A AR R R 2 R R AT AT
B2 ST IS 2 SRR LB SR 2 5 R A5 245k 1 18] 49 A1 IO RE AR 2= R)fT/E CPDP #8384
AT E (R 72 RN TR R RS S5 AR [l A1 SR A 1) s L AE 26 40 A1 i AS AR 7], S B0k LA
BN B 00 A (LA 5Bk R 00 ] S0 R 0000 412 ) w1 0 P e 86 0 000 A 280 V2 e 38037 ) 0 I 5 (LA TR PR H A
T B e B ) P R 0 e AR TRV BRI A5 A7 A T B S, 0 SR AR [ JF B8 S A (g KURG . A
BLT A4 2R 45 40 258 A Sl SR BB A% AF DA A5 RN RO A% 328 T 7 2 S S AN (R MR 28 A B AR 45 2 () () T 3R IR b 7
$2 v CPDP A5 T E A, W 75 Kok 11 AN R 100 110 500 A A MR 236 R 35 T, AN i s A [0 1) A A 2 ) LA
AR 1 3 A o 2 — 1 i 2R 5 1 4808 e 7 725 1) CPDP Tl i #2 an 1) 1 i os.
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Fig.1 Atypical process of CPDP with domain adaptation
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TG 1 4 50 A1, 43 0 TR ASE 2R A 2 T R 2R 10 4 1)
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WA A A A TR IER A 5k RBEI 28 57 A4 5 0 20 ) 1R AP Sk o 000 42 Ay PR 3. Nam
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V8 o 24k, B DSOD" Y1 2 PRI TR K %575 13 ] T DY rp 22 BORARAC BB DM b 308 4T ok 9 000 (k) 375 3.
HWEWBEWE 2 Frs

PRI HE 4 SRR EEE/E S

o EREHEDY
VIS R AR D"

Fig.2 Basic CPDP setting in which source data and a small part of target data are available for training
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0" ={ 6,b YV N B S A x, D)2 R AR 55 Bl 14D i 6 M o5 o S
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K 0" i AE VI R BE RE A SE B Ak B/ — 3t 2k bR B (least: square loss function) ) J5 sk At it 4 T
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S, o 2ty 25, MO, 1R AEL. 25 B0 ks R0 B 250 25 B0 10 B R RELSE, p2% ElasticNet 48 10906 2 2 50, L T4 Ly
L, JE 325 2 T 450 2 R R0 4 T AT
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PS il PSRBT 49 B SO 9 L 090 S R 5 43 A 6 e, L T e R 4
6" =arg,., min Zzex’yﬂ P'(X, yY)L(X,Y,6)
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arg,.omin " p'(YILOS, Y, ,0)/ p*(%,Y)
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B bR A B SR B A TR\ 36280 B R U s 1 b 6 (7)o
6" ~arg,.omin Y. P0G YLOS, 5,0 1 P26, ¥ + 2, L (X, ¥}, 6)
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23R (8) Ty YIS 8 0 A 1 B A T 2 U K RSO A I B, 5 3
1A 434 00 00 e S 67 5 S50 50 A R 60 5000 A 2 60 20 A R AL BT w76 A S0 A (0,
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e SUPR 2T F S0 A, P22 FL AR I E SO e A T 3(b) o M5 5 3 i 4 2 SR A T L
P2 2 00 540 2 5 P8 3(C) o 1 S5 490 T 48 7% 24 050 SO0 B S 7 20 % 3 1 b3 S0 RS [ SR G D 1
S AL TR, B T B 50 0 S R A 7 0000, T/ B b A 1 R B S R A, e
AU BE e A A 10K R A0S Bic U7 vk Rl N ElasticNet 2 %5 0] U5 75 2 5 28 10 H A R EE LR
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Fig.3 Anillustration of instance weighting from target (circle) to source (cross)
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JE DRI Al R B9 1025 FE BRI p(x,y) 77 ZE i B R AR B, AN 52 e A B 6 AN T AT .5 25 L7 25 Ak 35 DL
2 % 22 YEBEHLAR BN\ BE R AT MEAR B p(x, ;) = pOY) PO pOXE)... p () . TH] =5 B 2 8¢ W S ],
R0 RS G i 42 B e .
1) B ERTT
K2 Hih b B 0 0 B R AL, WAL AT 2. 2R U7 vE S I M B0 6 T B b T R R B R
TG, A5 FHAE 236 T bR B0 (PMIF) SR U 0 T2 S 70 70 A 28 H A 1 R 56
p,(D; =12),z€8S
9(z.p)= { otherwise
L B2 f SRR Efcfﬁﬁ A IO 11 B U 23 100 p={pa, P2 - Pk} A PMF [¥15 500 o, 26 7 HEAE B vl A B9 1
2R RE 26 A% 5 vk T a1 R R 2 O A A i S PMIF2S 28 R T e T vk O B YN R B A SR TR A i B
50, 17 it SR B AR A B 43 AT AS S, D £ 3 s a0 i B AR 2 19032 A BB 03 .5 2% DU i B A ) 22 T 4
A 1) e 38 H ek R v & (Dirichlet) 73 A AR IARAL GE 1) 22 Wl o0 A A B m AN YIZRFEA, b 58 1 AN BE R T RE S
BB K AN [ (1 21U, 00 B 1 3R 0 7 PMF 58 R
Dir(pla) =7 (3} e )T T, o/ T £ () (12)
Horp, ol gamma BB S H et — A K 4] i, R R BT AN BRE T B 6 50 F 1) e 3 Al A dan e T
AR BRI i, T A O BRAKCR] 5 B SR A L PMF, L G638 AR BT T BT A e B R A, 15 9 70 Sk B R 26 02 0.5.
PEAE L D =1.Mult 7R 2 50 43 A1 R 2 SR

m! n, ng n;
MUt p) == Pl B P} = (X +)[T e /T (+D) (12)

Horr )& n:{pl P2, ..., MR 7 5 5 TG PRI 2R A TP B R K AN AN ) 2 S5 R Ak, B A2 Z n, BRI N
SERFRE R T f AN S5 PMF 2 X T
p(p|D, @)= F(Z. a +n) TS pen T (e + 1) (13)
Hrp,Dir(ple) i p(p| Dy, @) FIFLHE S50 TR, 4 37 IR RE AR B0 DN IRE, T 0 2 T 10 0 36 0 AT 4 Db S5 36 iR
3P LB R AR 10 ABLAR R 510, 75 21087 140 )5 50 4041, 1T G 75 48 U S0 2 800 it p nl 38 i d5 K 36 B A5 T (maximum a
posteriori estimation, i F MAP) &L LB A I Zhke A bty 45 5.
2) RS T
3 T i G I 43 A A JE AR A R R R 9 TRT Wb T 3o A 2 B i v SR AT S R A S P A R A SR
AREL— /\%ﬁﬂﬁmiz PRI 45 (PDF). 45 e i 4 2 i 5 76 £, PDF it fan
p(f)~ pkde(f):(Zin—lK((f - fi)/h))/nh (14)
FLrp KO R R B SR v 0% 6 50), b g~ 250 h (0K, 3145 (1) PDF it 28813 A7 52, 3545 (1) PDF I
KB SH h BUE AT I 254 14 07 5 2 (integrated mean squared error)t®01 7 gk 45 25 0 BFRR 5 0 (Scott
rule) 2R G K 3 & 45452 10 (Silverman rule of thumb)®®! 3 241 14 3k H.

4 LRSI

AT FERGR A A 7L 34T CPDP S236 FR AT B 8 4 . Bl PilAb 2 . BERS I, SEIR AR SC I e
SIS AR LR SO ) R R BA R T 9 1 R BR A 4 A
41 HIRE

AL FEFHT D’ Ambros 25550 A R BUFT Kamei Z5WF50 A 53 BV 9 A5 3 A TF I BB S g 42 AEEEM Fil

Kamei. AEEEM 4 S50 & T M 5 AN KT TR EAE 10 H ARl 8 211 61 Fl A [7) [ 30 1 B B e B B R o
oA ACHD 2% i B gt (source code). HitFE [ 5 i B G (previous-defect) . 4G %48 B 4 5 & JG (changes entropy). 4%

(10)
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fith 1% i It (source code entropy) LM A HE 7 2k B 2 76 (churn of source code)&% JLAN2K 5. Kamei B 42 )44 5
N 6 AN FFUE AT H A SREE 14 FAS 7] 10 85l 3 B8 20 e, Sl 4 88 o o B 36 A AR 97 % B 3 e AR o 0 8 o .

S 65K F 1R 500 SR 0 JE T IR SR A B 1 R 2,
Table 1 Summary of defect datasets in our experiment

R 1SR M B R A R SR B RS R

Journal of Software # % 4% Vol.31, No.2, February 2020

+
ZS

Rt S 44 FR BATIUH 44 FR I 1) B BAEAR R B LG 2 (%)
Eclipse (Eclipse JDT) 1/1/2005-17/6/2008 997 20.66
Mylyn 1/1/2005-3/17/2009 1862 13.16
AEEEM Lucene (Apache Lucene) 1/1/2005-10/8/2008 691 9.29
Equinox 1/1/2005-25/6/2008 324 39.69
PDE (Eclipse PDE Ul) 1/1/2005-9/11/2008 1492 14.01
Bugzilla 1/8/1998-1/12/2006 4620 37.20
Columba 1/11/2002-1/7/2006 4 455 31.30
Kamei Eclipse JDT 1/5/2001-1/12/2007 35 386 14.12
Platform 1/5/2001-1/12/2007 64 250 15.31
Mozilla 1/1/2000-1/12/2006 98 275 5.20
PostgreSQL 1/7/1996-1/5/2010 20431 25.11
Table 2 Metrics we selected in our experiment
F 2 SER PTG A JE T
B LA R £ JE s IuhR ik
Source code ck_oo_cho WG RS A R
ck_oo_numberOfLinesOfCode AR AT HL
churn_cho X% 2 18] R4 £ (Churn)
churn_dit F 4k AR B (19K FE (Churn)
churn_fanin 51 24 5 28 HAb 28 %0 (Churn)
churn_fanOut B MR 1 HoAk 2 £ (Churn)
churn_lcom D5 A ZEFR 2 (Churn)
Churn of source code churn_noc METIE T 2 £ (Churn)

churn_numberOfAttributes

T JE 12 (Churn)

AEEEM churn_numberOfAttributesinherited 2 HT S AT 4k K Y 1 i (Churn)
churn_numberOfMethods T2 7 ¥ 80 (Churn)
churn_numberOfMethodsInherited T BT 4k 7K (1) 77 14 (Churn)
churn_numberOfLinesOfCode %47 % (Churn)
ent_cho VOl Sl 1<k R i
Entropy of source code ent_ numberOfLinesOfCode AR AT B
Entropy of changes CvsEntropy e T
CvsLogEntropy CvsEntropy ¥ X} £
Defect history numberOfBugsFoundUntil o 5 B A B
numberOfCriticalBugsFoundUntil 7 s B ik B R AL
NS T F 4% H (Churn)
ND T I K (Churn)
NF SCAF#(Churn)
LA Bk ¥ 10AS 47 # (Churn)
Churn of source code LD B AR S AT 2 (Churn)
LT A& T 1Y JR 4R A0S 4T £ (Churn)
Kamei NDEV Z 5 IT RN B E(Churn)
AGE I B SR i 24 B LKA S 23 10 ] ) B (Churn)
NUC KA SO BT O HE— & S8 (Churn)
Entropy of changes Entropy IMEEEET
FIX PR E O A5 B8 IE T 4 T bug
Others EXP FRN LMK VR4 A
REXP AR KR IT RN RV
SEXP T RGAEE UK IT R BT 5

S T TR 1A 5 i T 8 DA AR by S R, BRI, TR TBCAN [ 10 S ke o SN A4 R AR R, HL
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170 P4 JBE B G S T AN ] (0 2 PR30 000 2 R R AN 1) 70 S i 3 B K35 43 G I R Oy 5 AR
Az i (change level/just in time)AH G ¥ B i 7o, DX HC 4 DA O 5 P Bl s £ R O PR A6 v, B A8 418 DAy 06 A1 St I 114
A7 2050 i 34380 L =3 2 DRD A0 A R A R LA S A R T AR B B 2% 5 AR bug A I B
WP K T2 252 1 1) 8 2 G A Ay 0 e U A 02, i A 79 0 50 i SR B 0 3 B3 v AR O 2 8 e o B SR A A
TERN GBI 1) ) e 5246 e A R T 75 | PR AH R A B, AR SEZ By o ade R PR A QI v 2R J i T B8 T R 70
i Be FROIU i SR FH 1) G,

AR TR Mt Hassan 25 AR T 5 B A 8 5 m L 5% A 1047 HORE B 0 28 B A PO M A 31— M
AR 5 1, B by AR 09 15 1 e Bl TR e — M AR S ) B 39 T 20> e A Sl I I 5 28 A P
BRI S B G, W A A . ARRSAT R 7 S B LA T R N B B e D A5 12163435,

42 HIEmALE

T & AR BTN NG, HLT BEAE A B 1 AH OGP, L2 3 e U AR I 5 DAL S B R TGN J 7 B
A5 o) L, PR O 8 R AT 500 TRUAL B U A, bl TSI 6 e B 9 £ R B e e R 43 Sy AR AR A G 1 B G, T AR
I ST I, Hof S P TG Vs v A A0 T L 6 S A 14 5 T 00 280 SR B30 AN 2 — e B R 1 5 2 i % it
AT R MEAL b B, S8 — 9, JF AE a2 T i B AT AR I AH OC ML 2 36 b 4 2 A E 4K T % (MIN-max
normalization) 4 — Ji& 5 JC H) 4 5 Ah, 1 T UITERAE A B WA A9 SRR A0 AN 17 R e, DR G 0 e o) 22 B R e AR S
T BEAIL N SRAE BT I, AT KE K P A 1 5 A0 B RE AT 24 1 T 32 T R 3 B3 4 T 5 TR (PCA) B 3
BRI 959% 1 3 B A SRR AL J5 0B HEAT 8 o B R R B R S RS 4 Sl R D I R0 AN R
Hts, LATH B AN [ 55 58 70 8] R e A7 10 1998 71 2 PR AH G 1t
43 EEFAELN

f£ Python 3.5+Anaconda+Ubuntul4.04 T s¢BL 745 B R 8 Hoh 3 4R [ FE 84 H 7 Liblinear 1T
F O iy python 482 11,3 5 15 45 % o ORI 4 517 0 U000 2 HOR M SE AR ) ElasticNet 32 8 1] U9 43 2 38 3 571
SN A S URCTE T o 1) dirichlet 2 A A% 2 BEAl U4 B A T numpy T EAL ) dirichlet i 50R1 scipy TR
i) gaussian_kde £ %4
4.4 FERIT
f£ CPDP BL5E 1,0 T2k H AN IR 35T H 1) K5 0 A A4y 3t P19 20 5 1) S 36 D v i 4 o 1 21 5 (JDT,PDE), 1]
IDT 4l SR AE Dby i ife [ £ 412, PDE A5 2y H A il B EICH £ 355 T AH TR0 10 0040 T Ak 388, 36 5% 401 45 (s, 1) F 3 3 AN )
ML B BOE W T
(1) AAE I AU C ) CPDP: A5 U tife B 5 45 A VI 2R Tt 4SS 200 0 B ke 1 A5 280 FH T ) o ol B 50 i kAT
Bl B TRV 31,12 A (s—>t), ek 35 L Tt 2 fie, A A FU i v e ik 2k (baseline). 7 % 1500 H 4 I A i it g 2
P AAE S U s BEATLIE B 10% 119 H Ao i e B8 A5 AR A b I B s
(2) BT OUSIGHC ) CPDP A FI A ST Hh (1 J7 VAR 3 TR AR AL 3 2 (S — t This). oA 740 9 b A 0t
WANAT 20%I1) B ARFEAS R AT FH T U0 i AR AR, I8 FH 4 30 U ol B 1 AR AR D8 DI R i, O 51t 52 461 in A
BHLIEFE 10060105 4% H b BB A A 1 0 R ARC I DR B 26 AR 17 BB R, R %22 Ma %5 A3
1T A% DL Jr A 2R (g 000 5 25,38 4 (S —> t TNB), IR B PR R 1208 0 m (1) S8 I AUAS AR K o R AR B N
A7 AR A Z SR AR G0 (S — t TLR), 5 R B APy v 3047 8 1) EL %
(3) WPDP: [r] i 4 I T H Fril b 24 42 1) WPDP {E Jy CPDP 114 Lt 225 ity t>t.7E i & & 1, M H #x
Bl B R A T RENLIEHE 20% A1 1006 A AR 43 A S IINZR AN 0 50 , LABSEAL I SR B8 A A2 10 3% 53¢ TR
I, B LI 8 50061 10% M)A A 3 0l 45 A Y1125 R 25 0, DARE LN 2 i e A2 1) 3 5%
S04 ) Hdi S 4 A A5 RS Af % (precision) 4 [ 2 (recall) it FL {0103 7 B 1k 3 b sz 6 B v 19
TR 250 S o TR A 28 0 9 (R 2 2 () A7 0 AH AU (1 ) B, A P G v AT 73— AN 38 T v 40 A58 8 1Y) e S R TR
A5 FH BB [ I 25 808 A 2R R0 3 [ 2R 1) FL AR, AT RE 8 T8 25 00 b 43 AT 455 72 o) 2efg SR
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H T S50 B E TP AFAE BEHLIE, PRI R0 B 4R 41 5, I8 AT Bk 3 Fhsh dE 4t 50 Kk, sk T FL
ELAE D de R TR
45 LW/ERRHH

ML AR 3 AN [ B S 6 R M R B UEAS 5 12 A Rk IR AT IR e A i e

1) AT G (15 I H e e T A AT R o

R S50 BEE (1) B W FE R K SR I B () IRE N ZH,JF S TNB Ik b AT 1 i) LEAE wT LU AR T
P fig ik v, 5 T QIUEE IC ) CPDP T 7 VACE PR e LA W1 W5 i, LA T TNB 7792, fig 6 F230 A3k 3 WPDP () 7k
fE, H g R L3 3~3 10.

Table 3 F1 score on combinations of eclipse JDT over other projects in AEEEM
#*3 DT 5 AEEEM " HAb It H 21 & i il F1 5

EAEiTE iy s—t 5>t (TLR) 5 —>t(TNB) 5 — t (This) t—t (20%:10%) t—t (50%:10%)
(IDT,Mylyn) 0.3316 0.6215 0.600 9 05127 0.401 4 0.460 3
(DT, Luce) 0.4125 05103 0514 2 05313 05218 05231
(IDT,Equ) 0.2821 0.491 2 0.521 6 0.551 3 05127 0.615 2
(JDT,PDE) 0.3219 0.4127 0.402 1 0.6137 0.4791 0.501 2
Average 0.3370 0.508 9 0.509 7 0.552 3 0.478 8 0.525 0

Table 4 F1 score on combinations of Mylyn over other projects in AEEEM
%4 Mylyn 15 AEEEM h A3 F 414 1 0 F1 4

LIEE i st 5 >t (TLR) 5 >t (TNB) 5 — t (This) t—t (20%:10%) t—t (50%:10%)
(Mylyn,JDT) 04731 05123 0.502 9 0.552 4 05228 05313
(Mylyn,Luce) 0.3027 05135 0.525 4 05129 0.4379 05411
(Mylyn,Equ) 0.3822 0.562 2 05527 0.5513 0.463 2 0.562 1
(Mylyn,PDE) 0.359 1 0.313 6 0.418 3 0.422 7 0.405 2 0.4126
Average 0.379 3 0.475 4 0.499 8 0.509 8 0.457 3 0.511 8

Table 5 F1 score on combinations of Lucene over other projects in AEEEM
%5 Lucene 5 AEEEM A 15l H 4145 (1 U F1 i

ETE ey st 5 >t (TLR) 5 >t (TNB) § — t (This) t—t (20%:10%) t—t (50%:10%)
(Lucene,JDT) 03731 0.380 4 03511 0.230 1 04141 05413
(Luce,Mylyn) 0.2231 0.360 3 0.440 1 0.4316 0.425 2 05245
(Lucene,Equ) 0.450 2 0.413 4 03713 0.379 4 0.2459 0.4732
(Lucene,PDE) 0.321 4 0.4312 0.403 0 0.578 2 0.421 6 05151
Average 0.342 0 0.396 3 0.391 4 0.404 8 0.376 7 05135

Table 6 F1 score on combinations of Equinox over other projects in AEEEM
% 6 Equinox 5 AEEEM H LA IR H 414 (1 #i F1 {5

B & s—t 5 >t (TLR) 5>t (TNB) 5 — t (This) t—t (20%:10%) t—t (50%:10%)
(Equ,JDT) 0.3142 0.417 4 0.526 1 05215 05125 05745
(Equ,Mylyn) 0.3531 0.507 2 0.442 1 0.502 4 0.395 1 0.464 1
(Equ,Luce) 0.294 2 0.552 1 05225 0.461 5 04121 05215
(Equ,PDE) 0.3517 0.4251 0.448 1 0.5435 0.452 2 0.382 0
Average 0.328 3 0.4755 0.484 7 0.507 2 0.443 0 0.485 5

Table 7 F1 score on combinations of PDE over other projects in AEEEM
&7 PDE '3 AEEEM A LAl IR H 4145 i Fill F1 {8

LR iy s—t 5 —>t(TLR) 5 —>t(TNB) 5 — t (This) t—t (20%:10%) t—t (50%:10%)
(PDE,JDT) 0.461 2 0.524 1 0.538 4 0.682 6 0.502 8 0.6312
(PDE,Mylyn) 0.362 1 0.3518 0.370 2 0.3219 0.363 3 0.442 2
(PDE,Luce) 0.3421 0.462 1 0.462 1 0.496 2 0.424 2 0.4751
(PDE,Equ) 0.302 2 0.609 2 0.559 2 0.582 1 0.482 2 0.502 1
Average 0.366 9 0.486 8 0.482 5 0.520 7 0.443 1 05127
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Table 8 F1 score on combinations of Bugzillaover other projects in Kamei
% 8 Bugzilla 5 Kamei H H A5 H 414 1700 F1 {4

L st 5 > t(TLR) 5 >t (TNB) 5 —t (This) t—t (20%:10%) t—t (50%:10%)
(Bugz,Colum) 02821 03921 0.324 1 0.422 2 0.401 1 0.4611
(Bugz,Platf) 0.3027 0.3419 0.360 1 0.312 6 0.257 1 0.324 1
(Bugz,Moz) 0.2705 0.2517 02771 0.289 1 02131 0.2612
(Bugz,PSQL) 0.346 1 0.539 1 05195 05327 0.422 1 05221
Average 0.300 4 0.381 2 0.370 2 0.389 2 0.323 4 0.392 1

Table 9 F1 score on combinations of Columba over other projects in Kamei
%9 Columba 5 Kamei " HAb 15 H 21 & F) FUI FL A

B A S st 5 >t (TLR) 5 —>t(TNB) 5 — t (This) t—t (20%:10%) t—t (50%:10%)
(Colum,Bugz) 0.4925 05921 06711 05321 0.552 1 05413
(Colum,Platf) 0.294 1 0.2518 0.2201 0.2511 0.2241 0.264 3
(Colum,Moz) 02126 02176 0.267 1 0.286 1 0.224 2 03251
(Colum,PSQL) 0.406 1 0.409 1 0.409 5 0.4731 0.433 1 0.4425
Average 0.351 3 0.367 7 0.392 0 0.385 6 0.358 4 0.393 3

Table 10 F1 score on combinations of Platform over other projects in Kamei
% 10 Platform 55 Kamei " 3 A 350 B 202 (0 7000 FL A

e & s—t 5>t (TLR) 5 >t (TNB) 5 — t (This) t—t (20%:10%) t—t (50%:10%)
(Platf,JDT) 0.6121 0.644 1 0.6123 0.622 6 0.6316 0.6915
(Platf,Colum) 0.405 1 0.4201 0.413 6 0.4216 0.4215 0.4142
(Platf,Moz) 0.1521 0.302 3 0.2716 0.227 6 01751 0.295 1
(Platf,PSQL) 0.222 6 0.316 5 0.356 1 05221 05125 0.502 7
Average 0.348 0 0.420 8 0.413 4 0.448 5 0.435 2 0.4759

# 3~ 10 45t T Hln 45 AEEEM HIT Kamei T (1 5256 45 L, 1T DL 38 T4 77 (1) CPDP #5881 4% g B A
FHuEVEfE, HAE RHE 2 00 H 414 F 48T TNB J5 381 WPDP 75 7%:(20%:10%). 41 41, &1 % % i 2. AEEEM, 2 3
i A7 I H IDT 3 B 2 HAh i B 739 F1 JE 0.552 3,7 T 3L E M AEMY 0.337 0. TLR J59%1% 0.508 9.
TNB J5 £ 0.509 7 F1 WPDP(20%:10%) (1) 0.478 8;%1 % ¥l 45 Kamei, % 10 {8 1 A J5 5 W I5 H Platform i&
fic 3 Ho AR IR H (F 14 F1 J2 0.448 5,5 TIEvEEAEM) 0.348 0. TLR J5i%M 0.420 8. TNB J7ik(f) 0.413 4 I
WPDP(20%:10%) F5 il 1k i (1) 0.435 2.3 3 %1 JR DA, L vl B0 K 2% 58 AN [R) 00 B S5l B 1R AR 2 18] 1) 43 A1 25 57t 1T
TLR Al TNB FiEH B A« B Frifk 22 5545 BR K4 ME SR Al S AN (R 00 22 I 190 2 S vk R B A Bk
A7 2% 5% TR 1 A i 56 4 s W % G 7 000 4 v B DAL 140 23 A0 R A 5 T AR 7 ¥ 2 3 R e 7 0 4R b I A 4
53 R B2 SR AN R I (1) 43 A0 22 e P, LA 77 2B 50 4 RN 20 WL 3K B R R 45 A 4R ) TUBUE TIC R, R 8
ST MR P 22 0 A I O R, S I A R 1) 52, LB CPDP [Pk g,

BEAh, S8 AL T 50%:10%01) WPDP 5 (50% 1 Il 25 £ 4 A 10% (¥ R 2 ), F #5301 25 500 72
S5 NS85 O T FE T A AN TE 1 T D v AR R T H 21 R R AR B SR 3 R AR VR T
F1 Jy 0.552 3,/ T WPDP(50%:10%) ) 0.525 0.1 7%t L2151 H 41 4 1 WPDP(50%: 10%) - §& o5 418, 191 i <& 8 i,
P FLAESY 0.392 1,8 T- A Jj 11 0.389 2;3% 9 1 1P F1 {4 0.393 3,5 J- A< Jji%(¥ 0.385 6.{H W] .2
PR AKX A &5 A ARG B AR, JE CPDP 1 BB RE A H2 1T sl ik 2 2R 804 78 2 15 T2 T 19 WPDP Jitill 4
ik BUARLEER 5 WPDP(50%:10%) 1 AL 34 I fit, 3L 3= 2 Jim P2 95 000 ) 50 7™ 35S 11087 (9.29%) HLAE AN ¢ f 4
%, S B D EFEAR T T UG .

RV T 3 FhSzs Ve T 50 65250 1 UK B 70 A 15 5 Bk O A 6 4 UM 1 B 3 sz 0 o e i
BIZE T 22 74k (p {H/NT 0.05, U134 2= Ak B ). th 36 11 AT 40,45 & 7 45380 3E e J7 2 AC) e e Tl 1k i 5 e v
WPDP(20%:10%)4H Lt H: p {E 23 %1% 0.000 025 8 1 0.000 112 7,2 FAk B & EIMEfE A W &5 WPDP
(50%:10%) 4 Lt L p {H >4 0.500 844 3,7 S 4k AN I i, B AT Ak =35 Pk R R 46 AT Lh k.
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Table 11  p-values of our approach compared with the baseline and WPDP settings in terms of F1 score
R 1 FLE FARJEE RN L L, & WPDP J7 % 1 8RB 5 AR BCAS 56 p {8

Approaches st t—>t (20%:10%) t—>t (50%:10%)
St 0.000 025 8 0.000 112 7 0.500 844 3

2) TR G ik

H T G5 5 s A b B0 90 S AT g T OGS AR AR 2 B0 14 i DAL RO DU S i K
DR 1, =24 el B2 2R RE 6 15 LU DRAIE IR, — ol B0 () SRS 2 AN Y58 st 568 804 48 P A w5 0 HE AR vy T 58S 0 B
(154, WA A 1% 3 R0 AR 2 5 AT S 1R 3 E 2O AEL (B AR, D) RO AN W A B
o e, WO 328 i PR IR A B R A3 AN B ORAIE, 8 S 3 i U5 18 4 278 T (PDEJIDT)4LA N OR 5 I 28 4R

AN AN BB T FL RS W B AT, S (B O 0.6 I, JL FLRA B 5ok AR5 T dh 3. L 32 s A
e, o 8 R A A b 52 W W D 8 ) A A R A T A AU 00 11
PDE->JDT
07 T

06

F1 Scores
(=] (=]
N o

(=]
w
T

02

0 0‘5 1‘ 1I5 2‘ 2‘5 3
Thresholds
Fig.4 F1 scores of the pair (PDE,JDT) under different threshold settings
Kl 4 (PDE,JDT)HCxT bk T AN [m] B AH ¥ & 1O T F1 {8

3) S RELA T

b3k AN R 350 et B 250, A 1 b 1 2 S R dE B CPDP P REAIG TR 1) 2 2 J5 BT I i AN S 4R
T 9 I vk, G A S AR ST IS0 E O A AR B DA, DA BRI 2 A 25 R AR TN 2 S 5 I i R
AT E BB AR A S BRI E 1A ORI o A 25 R, SR E b R AU S (U AR BB FE T BB
A5 45 TH ek RE A PR N R BT [ B 1 AR AR 2 B0 A A DK N LA B AR AR g ), LA IR 43 A 2 5 T A SR 1R S L kA,
S o 3 P () 2500 S S R P S I L AT AR A 2R 50 (T 160 ) 552, 3K, WA AS [) 0000 4 Bk B R AR 22 () A7
AN I TR 3 7 m] A, A FH A 40045k 335 I 00 7 2 1) 300 414 (DT, PDE), M 1tk B AH Lk AEEEM $i4i5 4
il 3 FhisE 4 3 T 0.291 8,0.134 6 Al 0.112 5 HEm AL LR AW EIR A A ZEEE R 7 PR A4
(PDE,JDT)43 &5 T 0.221 4,0.179 8 1 0.051 4,348 /& F2 & M FF 25 . 3 ATTIA 4 IDT A1 PDE 55 HoAth 4 5 AH L
FLAT T2 (1 4 A e, DR L P R T 4T

K 5 %R T (PDEJDT)Z A Fl(Mylyn,PDE) 4 & 43 Bl A 5 % 55 17 . T DL Y B 38 3 U AR 0 i
AFACERE T 1.0, % T (PDE,JIDT)4 &, Fe 2 A 8 s AR R A 8 B 2 T (Mylyn,PDE) 4 %, IRl i X T+ (PDE,
IDT)ALE KA T 2 i EL A o 5 000 IR 1 AR 2 B 0 A58 280 )1 &k, B 3543 5 i 0 20 8L
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Fig.5 Histogram of the density of the source project instances on different weights
for both (PED,JDT) and (Mylyn,PDE)

5 JLT(PED,JDT)HI(Mylyn,PDE) 51 F S AL 4 1 1.7 I#

4) FHRIAT1 ) 7

P T 850 B O 2 LG AN T4 AR (B 12 A S50 B AR AR K T o i D TG0 B P AR A ), B e A L Bl 57
DAY 25 45510 25 00 0l 1) 22 BCRAT A, DA T 36l o 05 ) 830, A 7 03000 258 % AR A1 A S s 3 R L T B L
T RBESRAE s 2 BOEEREA I 2 15 D BEEREA A 2 1 F% B Kamei 25 A\ PSR 5¢ T B [ 5000 p T SRR 7 00
FHO 25 L F 52 MR, 5 18 S T ) S0% B A AR L A9 I AE S 0 I B B, TR I R I R SR S B S e E T IR A B
Xt Kamei JIT 43 FH ) 550308 S5, i FH 32 485 (A1 01 ) B3 BB [ R A BE 481y 20%~339%120. A FH A 552 56 4 442 AR J 1251 52
B0 HE (2) FHEAT 10 S0 I 0, 2 B0 480 0 BIARL [0 e B A AR LU B F. 30%~509% 111 ¥ 3y, 1 28 8 22 19 B4l
£ JCF A B B REAS L5 B /N B 6 LR T (Equinox, JDT)FI(Mylyn, PDE) W i 2H 25 i T~ 7 [R] B B RE A L 51 %% 5
A T 2k S i 2, e £ BE A2 Equinox 1 IDT A SRl L 45 43 ) ok 39.69%F11 20.66%, I HT AR & [ LU 41k 47%
JeAi;T Mylyn T PDE [ JR Sl [ EL 45 43530 4 13.16%F11 14.01%, SLRE AR Bk Le 51 2 38% 2044

058 Equmn_x*JDT 055 Mylynj%PDE
0.5 - 05
0.15 0.45
g 04 & 04
3 3
] [ ~-——
L 035 - o035 - N
/r o
0.3 0.3
0.25 0.25
e ™
0.2 ' . . . 0z : . . .
0.3 0.35 0.4 045 0.5 0.55 0.6 0.3 0.35 0.4 045 0.5 0.55 0.6
Buggy ratio Buggy ratio

Fig.6 F1 scores regards to different ratio settings of buggy samples

K6 ZL AR RS AR A B R e 1 FL(H

5) MEAE e Al
ST ASC A AR S 1S T 3 v, SUASUEE S e A U R A I e o e R A 0 W A R B B
A5 20 O T O R T, T OGS I PR AR 2 () A AR UK, Bl 40 R T numberOfLinesOfCode 75 44 42
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PDE H L HAE 4 [3,2169] H (4 8 0. 45 K (0 A 25 1] 45 T 358 4 ) A2 VIR A o H B AR AR 4 O (sl A A 1R
2 IR), TG 3 %5 PR FLAEAE AN 5825 o L 220 e 50408 9 A (1 MR 23 o AT e e b, el P88 58 e o 2 [ 12 A 2%
V) A6 A [7) () 45 Pt ] g AR 7], 510 4 ,numberOfLinesOfCode 7E Lucene i 45 H LB A Sk [1,1869] 7 (¥ 35 %5, I 111 5
FAE AL 24 2(8) T S AS R N I 5 R bt D 4 110 8 P G AT Sl BT I 88 = 7 [ 0 SCEAT S5 2 Kl
43, K g 52 )75 [A] (ordinal data space).f51 1,5t F i 1 70 numberOfLinesOfCode, mJ 47 H: 25 10 4% [A] [1,2169] &1l 43 4
50 AR ZEAN S, 40 30l Fe 7 50 AN AN [ 1A 954 A5 A 25 204, B SR B (B30 1,2169] =4 2 K57 50 A In & 158 )7 [ 1,
507, H1 bt 35 45 EL A o 2 BB A 37 B AR 4 1)

BE T80 100 5 P WAL 25 0], 1 B0 2 G LR A ok LA Ay V- M 3 50 2 R 450, R TR AR o 35 43 A1 DL 1 T &
N G T BV B0 1 20 50 A 0, D3R G b 1 I 2 B0000 SR A B I A 1 22 S5 R B ST S B i L o
560 SR R S B0 ek W 2 T ORI B T ST B0 SRR AR PR (038 3.3 1), il B ] MLk e R R s I L ]
B IS 1) T A B BB AE — A 25 56 83 B 4 (hy per-dataset) 7 11 £ T %k (pseudo  counts). e 70 25 AR Rk, L 56
56 6T A5 (10 55 0 6 Sk 21 ) R e G B I A S I 3B A A SRR KR T R A3 A B A A E RN B K A A
T B e Z 250N, B amaxu, JoHu BT E A LI &, oo RS R ol UE BN (T 1.0 FfHIT),
S5 SRR B W 7 RN D) R R G B A T R R e R TR ) L

Ko 35 J8 2 7 1) S )7 BLEL 2 ) FHEAT S B A% v, e 1 — 20 /I8 B 24 225 1) (19 A 4 22 S5 R ) e 40 4 1) R
4.6 FEMBRMES

B0 AT VEAE PN B 4R T (19 10 AN KB IF USSR I0 H AT T SR80, FRIAT TR I AR A AN HE R 1
SR AR RN B T 22 (10 T U B M 3 1 I e AR AT S E — IR B R I R

Tk 00 R R T AR T L Dk A TR AN R G 14 ) R, AR A A N RN AR Y R TR S AU e AT
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2538 B U A ) A N 22 BORRE AR BT KRR A5 7 1k BB A 80 A A S AR 3 R i i A (R T
IR SR A AN T IR 53—l S A P A2 2 A At T 43¢ A A HG At 151 B s 2 S B R AR )
T 4R (1) A B AR AT SR R4 S5 (0 AR R i 12 AR A 1 — 25 SIiE.
(4)  FEERIH >R P CER L H AR E G FEAE A DL BRI AR L 04 2 B0 o B, I T S 30 T AR 2R 1 5
L. 3K 15%~25% Lb 2 1) S bR 1 B AR B E SR B A A HH T M i Y0000 A6 28 1y S0tnle 3 1 I &2, 7 L A S i
RO R A BRI BT
B T B0 A VI JR BRAVE AR — P IR N ST A 4 TR 7% 2% 30 LU R AU IS 5 v, T R T A IR AT A% 2
T3 TR BE A S R AEE TC U7 V2 T CPDP s AR R FL IR J7 1) 2 — e &b 4 A T v F T3k AR b i oAtk
T GEAT 4% A 4R 5 52 7.(bug report localization). story point 3« [ 24k M5 50 25 jl DA K A Bk 75 sk B
£ (software requirement traceability) %5, 145 51 N oK SR 1 5%
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