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A PRACTTICAL EVALUATTION O
F O R PROGRAM E RROR PREDTICTTION

Muneo Takahashi and Yuji Kamayachi
NTT Electrical Communication Laboratories

This paper describes a practical evaluation of a model to esti-
mate the number of errors detected in the testing phase of de-
velopment. The model is derived based on the statistical analysis
of environmental factors such as frequency of program specifi-
cation change. In order to test the application of the model to
the actual software devolopment, the predicting reliability of the
model is then examined by using the data collected during the de-
velopment of large-scale software systems. Additionally, an effect
on the predicting reliability in increasing the independent varia-
bles of the model is also examined. Result of the examinations
indicates that the model estimates the program errors with error
of about 25% against the actual program errors.
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Regression
Coefficient

Standard
Deviation

Tratio Degree

of freedom

Probability
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- 9.687
-0.083

3.516
-2.608
= 1.974
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