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TABLE I
DATASET DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS.
Name Files | Tests LOC
Apache Common’s Math 360 | 2,782 | 32,483
Google Guave 109 1,229 10,929
Java Design Patterns 133 313 3,747

This table only lists the JUnit test code of the respective projects.
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TABLE II
OVERVIEW OF DATASETS.

n)| % = 2275\%071
ZEHMZ N5

Clone Type Clone Pairs Clone Fragments (Clone Density)
Apache | Google | Patterns Apache Google Patterns
Type 1 48 24 4 55 (1.9%) 40 (3.2%) 5 (1.5%)
Type 2 708 310 36 || 373 (13.4%) | 181 (14.7%) | 40 (12.7%)
Type 3 954 32 13 214 (7.6%) 25 2.0%) | 15 (4.7%)
Type 4 354 40 21 170 (6.1%) 40 (3.2%) | 20 (6.3%)
Total 2064 406 74 || 812 (29.1%) | 286 (23.2%) | 80 (25.5%)
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TABLE 111

OVERVIEW OF CLONE DETECTOR PERFORMANCE.
Tool Precision Relative Recall

Apache | Google | Patterns Apache | Google | Patterns
NiCad 100% 99% 100% 14.1% 27.8% 22.9%
CPD 100% 100% 100% 11.1% 30.5% 44.5%
iClones 98% 99% 100% 86.5% 47.5% 29.7%
TCORE 97% 95% 100% 30.8% 50.2% 36.4%
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Fig. 4. Clone pairs detected by each tool per type.

TABLE IV
CLONE PAIR CLASSIFICATION AND RELATIVE RECALL PER CLONE DETECTOR.
Clone Type Clone Pairs (Distribution) Relative Recall

NiCad CPD iClones TCORE NiCad CPD | iClones | TCORE
Type 1 69 (16.3%) 55 (14.1%) 48 (2.3%) 59 (6.7%) 90.7% 72.3% 63.1% 77.6%
Type 2 162 (38.3%) 171 (44.0%) 651 (32.5%) | 529 (60.9%) 15.3% 16.2% 61.7% 50.1%
Type 3 41 (9.7%) 4 (1.0%) 935 (46.7%) 120 (13.8%) 4.1% 0.4% 93.5% 12.0%
Type 4 149 (35.3%) 158 (40.7%) 348 (17.3%) 136 (15.6%) 35.9% 38.0% 83.8% 32.7%
Total 422 (100%) 388 (100%) | 2001 (100%) 868 (100%) 16.5% 15.2% 78.6% 34.1%
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