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Dynamic Similarity Based Fault Localization Prioritization

PU Jinrxing LI Deng-hui LI Zheng ZHAO Rui-lian
(Department of Computer Science, Beijing University of Chemical Technology, Beijing 100029, China)

Abstract Fault localization prioritization (FLP) reorders test cases to improve efficiency of fault localization, It com-
bines the two key processes in software regression testing, fault detection and fault localization, in order to reduce the
test cost. We proposed a dynamic similarity based fault localization prioritization, in which the statement suspicious va-
lue is introduced as a weight of similarity for test case implementation to improve the effectiveness of fault localization.
The impact of different test case prioritization algorithms was empirically analyzed and validated. In the experiments,
three widely used test case prioritization algorithms were used to combine with two fault localization technologies. The

results based on six benchmark C programs show that the proposed approach can effectively improve the accuracy and

efficiency of fault localization,
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