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[8] H. Gall, K. Hajek, and M. Jazayeri, “Detection of logical coupling based on
product release history,” Proc. ICSM, 1998, pp. 190-199.
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Table 2: Subject Systems

Sys. Lang. | Domains LOC |Revs
Ctags C Code Def. Generator | 33,270 | 774

QMail C Mail Management 4,054 | 317

Admin

jEdit Java | Text Editor 191,804 | 4000
Freecol | Java | Game 91,626 | 1950
Carol Java | Game 25,091 | 1700
Jabref | Java | Reference Manager 45,515 | 1545
Revs = Revisions. Sys = Systems
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[4] ] .R. Cordy and C.K. Roy, “The NiCad Clone Detector”, Proc ICPC Tool
Demo, 2011, pp. 219 - 220.
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TENHOT=H Table 3: Statistics Regarding Evolutionary Coupling
A—>®MKN31.85% among Clones
DYUA—UHEVE
FoTEESINT: Systems NC | NCRC | NCEC NPCCF
NCEC/NCRC )
Ctags 694 412 89 79
SADIO— D QM.ailAdmin 137 128 34 347
K70.82% A 1EL jEdit 12329 1356 326 324
ZEINTLVEL Freecol 2265 1659 489 Y
1—NCRC/NC Carol 3040 | 1365 616 2041
Jabref 3708 1552 509 684

NC = No. of Clones created during system evolution.

NCRC = No. of Clones that Received Changes.
NCEC = No. of Clones that showed Evolutionary Coupling.
NPCCF = No. of the pairs of co-changed clone fragments.
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Figure 3: Prediction of co-change candidates using
evolutionary coupling
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MW Percentage of possible co-
change candidates that
exhibit evolutionary
coupling (i.e., that are
predicted co-change
candidates)

[ Percentage of possible co-
change candidates that do
not exhibit evolutionary
coupling (i.e., that are not
predicted co-change
candidates)

Figure 4: Comparison between the proportions of
predicted co-change candidates and non-predicted
co-change candidates
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Figure 5: Comparison between the percentage of
predicted co-change candidates that were true co-
change candidates (i.e., the precision) and the per-
centage of non-predicted co-change candidates that
were true co-change candidates
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Figure 6: The proportion of true co-change candi-
dates that we could predict by analyzing evolution-
ary coupling (i.e., the recall)
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Figure 7: Ranking of predicted co-change candidates
by co-change frequency and co-change recency
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