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Software Defect Prediction (SDP)2 ZE 2|F2 HAEHES st 2lAASE SWUECE SHFIEE &3
£ ZCh XIIXE &&(self-supervised learning)2 OIOIE 42 O & Ololg &= U=s YEIR HEE
oI =22 Sdl Mg = Js FE2 8L 2 HR9 sSHe ZElR 2H9 s I
Subsetting features of Tabular (SubTab) JI1&0l SDP2l OlS Hs &40 SUHAQIX Eolst= 240IC
Within—Project Defect Prediction(WPDP)OIAl SDP CIOIE{2] subsetE=S AIE6I0 ZEIF E
MESCH AE 20 B 32F A0ASl subset E2 MFAAHGt= 2401 JI& HHald J|gt
E Bl O £2 842 20 ZEIR E8 &85 A3 &T8202 ATEQ] SES &
o 2diA 2238 ZHE diZdote QLHMEZ I8 AIE 20T &3 HIE2S 248 £+
TIIXNE &85 I8l 220 2las g8gds Sl 2AZEAN MIALS SaAI =0 *E6t
1. A& Metd XX T sh&e HEQl HE|E AE
LAZEQIN SES BH6| 2o AZERIN 2 HAEO SUACIX| &0l0l ZL06tCh
He =80l SXNEUCH SHAILH MESHE elaAt ATERN 2 A0 A= subset £ 01856t= XDIX
ANAECS HR% S&EHe itz 2ol H& ¢ HIE Subsetting features of Tabular (SubTab) [6]2 Within-
SUAQ ZE& ML 2etol 7% 10 UCEH Software Defect Project Defect Prediction (WPDP) AU M2 & Jts
Prediction (SDP)E AZEQIN CIOIEHE W= 220 o2 SHCY
M Zot0d Z&0l LM #2 AZERNN LSS
WXz Aldot= JI-OICHT], [2]. D&s2 Z& Wls 2. &g o
ge B2 25 2AZIXNE0 ZE 28 HAEES st Z2 AR0MNE WIIKNE 852 HE6t=
cIAAE SWUHOZ SHYote 2101 SHEOICH S&ot ACH2], [7]1-[9]. BUGLABI9]
KIIXIE &t&(Self-supervised learning)2 22 SOIQIMIA 083l 2ADEELRH HIAE EXot] 8ot HARE
HBHOZ ASZOHLCH O0I0IX M2l Z0tulM HIoIE =& MIoFStCH st 2teo| gls AADEES
2 pretext task MH 2 Soll CI2AEZ AN =S0I trained LI N XIIXT SSS A
= £ HE82 E&ct=d UMM 2 E2ES ILHSUACHS]. PO AFRES ATEYN AHE I8 SD
TS HOIEHES 2HE Soll 256t ctes MH8 2 Ues HOA 2 A7 XH0IJF JUCH
HEOI /UCH S3l HoIH B JIg€s 01850 oI TIIXE stE52 HAESQ O|0IK HIOIE M 83X
=42 & OlolE & UAs ZEIE AEE JIE 4= QUACHA4] HNZLACH =2 HOIE &Z2 Sl 28
[5]. BtXIC HIOIE CIOIEOl JI8te SDP 20kile XHIIXIE AKX HOIZ HOIEHMAME Ol
SHE0l EEH M X RotJACH?2]. XIIXE &0 A0 SUSHAI 2L HIOIE HIOIEHE At
ABE= B2 HHES HOIE 2Z0l N&otxl LCt HE J|E SDP HR0AM E£8F AIIXE &52
'gEx, TRa WAL 2 A7 ANAMSASC WAOR HRAT 20I= o7 E8 SN G 2= SubTable]
O EAES KIS B0l SHer e ok ol 2 A R (No. 2105030)TH CIOIEf &2l MNIST OIOIEA0IA State—of-the-art (SOTA)
3 3 458 BRUCh 2 ¢H7= 0l SubTab 2 J|8Het0 2 ZELQIN
HPUSI2HESNR)O HAOR 2RSS X2 (NRF- - 3
) =T J|et SDP 2EE M AlStC
2019RIGIA1005047)S 20 %8S HAPAISOl 2 el
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X 2) Reconstruction Loss
Software < =
X, eox0r ¥ ox
Defect Dataset / D ! : ! ! s !
— > X o x or F o xi
| [ — | 3) Contrastive & Distance Loss
Xy o X hy N G
1) Dividing features into subsets | Zy 2y

18 1: SubTabs 0I&%8 SDP =g« 3

3. ¢ gty
SubTab £ 0/&8t SOP ZdIZf3= M Az 40l
EICH 1) SDP HIOIEA! X252 & kN2l subset @2 Li=Ch.
0l =23ct1] U= subset 2 overlapping SHE= XK oS
HE22 NEg = QUCH 213H EE Sl k M subsetE2
latent 21H h, & ESO0| €Ct. 2) CI2H D= HMA HOI=
X, &2 subset %, 2 MT4(reconstruct)sty
reconstruction loss & Hl&HSHCEH 3) ZE2HA HERD
(Projection Network)@! G = Z2H@E 2, £ MAEHCH S
subset o 22 #io] MEZS0I 2,2 z, = positive H2Z,
LI Xl $#E2 negative MEZ N8 &= UL positive 2t
negative 8E= ALE0t0 contrastive loss € Hl&tg ==
QUL £k distance loss £ At&0tK projection &
subset & 2t2| distance & ZIAAIZ|J| ®IoH mean squared
£ MESIC. HAE Aldle HAEAMS subset 2
QIR0 LG 2= subset 0l ol B2 a2 EAHISHH

, X EXMoZ 2&HE |ogistic regression
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AQ1. SubTab 2 HI0/ACIS ZEEZ0} Z& 015 &50/
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* Ho: SubTab2l ROC-AUC &&= HlolActelnt [ AHGHCH
* Hat SubTab2l ROC-AUC ds2 HIOIACHI 20 =Lt

238 HRIEN HEIIE2 /A2 220, Ho S JIZE =
oS

UeX =25t fdf ROC-AUC Hs2 JlEez SHA
AAEES S HlolACHel PEES2  |ogistic regression,
random forest, XGBoostE AtEZ &L},

RQ2. SubTab2 overlapping HIEdt subset M==0 OME
A5 "HEI YsI?

overlapping HI21t subset JM#0 O &Hs I0IE
20I5tD| Rl sensitivity 242 =35t}

4.2 HIOIE A0 &

j|;5:—|_l‘:_
AE0AM AtEots
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MORPH CIOIE{AI[12]2

H 1: OOIE4 2L 28 HIES LY

Dataset ant arc camel poi redktor
Defect(%) 16 11.54 3.83 59.49 15.34
Total 125 234 339 237 176

Dataset skarbonka  tomcat velocity  xalan xerces
Defect(%) 20 8.97 75 16.13 15.21
Total 45 858 196 440 723

H 2: SubTabzt HiojA2telol CHe Cohen's D &3t3J| 21t
Effect size ROC-AUC FIR
Cohen’s D 1.14 0.82
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5.2 RQ2: Sensitivity &4

8 2 E Soll SubTab 2 subset 2| Ji=2+ overlapping
BIE0 & ds Bst U= WS &g = UL =
ZHE Jt& arc OIOIEHAZ2 k 2 == 7& &1 overlapping
HIZ0l 0.252 g2 M Jt& xRS HAs2 ZOICt. B
220 FEE 2E UI0IHA 2 overlapping BIE0] =1
kot 5 M JIY £2 452 220 0l Sdll HIOIHE=Z
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H 3 2= 220 & ROC-AUCS LIEIHLCH »= SMOTES mutual information S& &8 IS MW A& 20IC
Models ant arc camel pOi redktor skarbonka tomcat  velocity xalan xerces
Logistic Regression 0.7917 0.8988 0.6454 0.7187 0.6186 0.5833 0.7824 0.7166 0.7737 0.5782
Logistic Regression* 0.8281 0.9107 0.7551 0.5723 0.5442 0.6250 0.7695 0.7006 0.7910 0.5734
Random Forest 0.7708 0.8889 0.6913 0.7651 0.6814 0.4583 0.7910 0.7980 0.8010 0.7741
Random Forestx 0.7682 0.9226 0.6199 0.7734 0.7081 0.6250 0.7960 0.7834 0.7944 0.8062
XGBoost 0.7656 0.8175 0.5842 0.7211 0.5628 0.3333 0.7793 0.8619 0.5968 0.5214
XGBoost* 0.7839 0.7688 0.5612 0.7313 0.6721 0.5833 0.7633 0.8154 0.7698 0.7432
SubTab 0.8698 0.9643 0.8495 0.8348 0.7280 0.7500 0.8017 0.8881 0.8039 0.8390
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