arXiv:2405.13786v1 [cs.SE] 22 May 2024

Towards Explainable Test Case Prioritisation with Learning-to-Rank Models

Aurora Ramírez, Mario Berrios, José Raúl Romero Dept. of Computer Science and Numerical Analysis University of Córdoba Córdoba, Spain {aramirez,i12bercm,jrromero}@uco.es

Robert Feldt Softw. Eng. Division, Dept. of Computer Science and Engineering Chalmers University of Technology Goteborg, Sweden robert.feldt@chalmers.se

Abstract—Test case prioritisation (TCP) is a critical task in regression testing to ensure quality as software evolves. Machine learning has become a common way to achieve it. In particular, learning-to-rank (LTR) algorithms provide an effective method of ordering and prioritising test cases. However, their use poses a challenge in terms of explainability, both globally at the model level and locally for particular results. Here, we present and discuss scenarios that require different explanations and how the particularities of TCP (multiple builds over time, test case and test suite variations, etc.) could influence them. We include a preliminary experiment to analyse the similarity of explanations, showing that they do not only vary depending on test case-specific predictions, but also on the relative ranks.

Index Terms—test case prioritisation, explainable artificial intelligence, machine learning, learning-to-rank

I. INTRODUCTION As the number of test cases increases, software organisations need to prioritise which ones to execute given recent changes/development and test results. In recent years, machine learning (ML) has become a common way to achieve this [1], i.e. training models that prioritise test cases based on historical data and metrics.

A common problem with ML has traditionally been that predictive performance trumps other qualities when selecting models and approaches. Thus, the size and shape of the trained model is rarely considered and black-box models such as random forests, gradient boosted machines, or neural networks have been the main tools of choice. The models they produce can be hard to understand. In recent years, it has been recognised that this poses several challenges for practical use and the field of eXplainable AI (XAI) has formed to address these challenges. Some researchers even argue that black-box models should not be used in safety-critical applications such as in medicine, finance, or for legal applications [2].

In this short paper we consider to what extent and in what ways XAI could add value also in software testing. We use test case prioritisation (TCP) as the case and argue that practitioners will often need to understand why one test case has achieved a certain ranking and why it differs from other ones. In short, our argument is that for impact in practice/

Funding: Grants PID2020-115832GB-I00 and RED2018-102472-T funded by MICIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033. Andalusian Regional Government (postdoctoral grand DOC 00944).

industry, TCP techniques need to be extended to also provide explanations. A similar argument likely will hold for other types of software testing in the age of AI and ML, and researchers should consider it, more broadly.

II. BACKGROUND

A. ML-based test case prioritisation

TCP is a common task in regression testing, where a set of test cases is repeatedly executed to ensure stable functionality and performance in light of new code modifications [3]. Traditionally, TCP strategies rely on heuristics that take test case properties (previous test outcomes, duration, change frequencies, etc.) or code coverage as inputs to decide which test cases are likely to reveal bugs earlier. Recently, we have studied how the amount and diversity of information for TCP can affect its applicability in practice, especially with the rise of ML approaches [4].

ML-based TCP has explored different learning approaches, from supervised to reinforcement learning [1]. Since TCP is, in essence, a ranking problem, learning-to-rank (LTR) algorithms represent a natural and powerful option. Bertolino et al. compared LTR and reinforcement learning, showing that two LTR algorithms (MART and LambdaMART) were highly effective [5]. More recently, Yaraghi et al. have conducted an exhaustive study of ML-based TCP, analysing the impact of training with different feature sets, retraining needs, and the trade-offs between feature collection cost and predictive performance [6].

B. Explainable artificial intelligence

XAI promotes the need to explain the decision process of ML systems, and the reasons behind their predictions, in order to increase transparency and confidence in its results. Explainable methods can be oriented towards understanding how the ML model works (global explanations) or why a particular result is produced (local explanations) [7]. For global explanations, several ML algorithms support calculating the relevance of each feature. Local methods such as Lime, SHAP or Break Down [8] take a sample and a trained model to explain the contributions of the features to the obtained prediction. Other types of local methods generate contrastive or counterfactual explanations [9]. The former focus on highlighting the differences between two samples with different predictions, while the latter describe how feature values could change to reverse a prediction (“what-if” analysis).

XAI in software analysis has been explored in recent years [10], especially for software defect prediction models [11], [12]. These studies have shown that explanations are useful for practitioners to understand defect prediction models in terms of feature importance (global), why a particular module was predicted to be defective (local), and why a module was defective or not at different points in time (contrastive). We argue that similar benefits hold also for software testing.

III. EXPLAINABILITY NEEDS IN TCP Formally, we define TCP as finding a ranking R that sorts a set of n test cases (tc_1...tc_n) according to their relevance r (ability to detect faults). Such relevance can be predicted by a LTR model given features (f_1...f_p) extracted from the test cases, the system under test (SUT) and testing process records. Since a version of the SUT is tested for each build (b_1...b_m), the TCP process will be at different times (t_1...t_m), generating a different ranking for each build (R_1...R_m). Application of a LTR algorithm will therefore produce a ranking R_i for the build b_i using the data collected in previous builds (b_1...b_{i−1}) for training. Based on these definitions, and our experience working with the software industry on these problems, below we present some scenarios in which explanations of the rankings produced by a LTR algorithm are desirable.

A. Explaining TCP for one build

We start with the simplest scenario: the LTR algorithm has produced a ranking R_i for the next build to be tested. In this ranking, the testers might want to know some aspects of the LTR model (global explanations):

1A Which features influence the relevance predictions of R_i the most? Recent TCP studies train LTR models with more than 100 features from different information sources, so knowing the most influential ones could reduce the data acquisition effort and help create insights about the development and testing process. In fact, this type of analysis was included in the TCP study by Yaraghi et al. [6], showing the major impact of test case properties (age and execution time) and development aspects (tester experience and contribution).

Also, testers would be interested in understanding the positions of particular test cases (local explanations): 1B Why is test case tc_j placed in a certain position in the ranking? Top-ranked test cases might be more attractive for testers to inspect, as they are recommended for early execution. Generating local explanations for the top-ranked test cases will allow comparing the feature importance for specific predictions against the feature importance for the LTR model, as a whole.

1C Why is test case tc_j ranked above another test case tc_k? To answer this question, a method for comparing local explanations is needed. Since the LTR model ranks

Fig. 1. Relative ranking positions of test cases across builds (angel system).

test cases according to their predicted relevance, one would expect that the positional distance between test cases in the ranking would be reflected in different explanations. We hypothesise that two test cases tc_j and tc_{j+1} in consecutive positions should imply smaller differences in the feature contributions appearing in their explanations compared to two test cases at the extremes of the ranking.

1D Why is one test case tc_j likely to fail and another test case tc_k to pass? Contrastive explanations could help explain the differences between the test cases for which the LTR predicts different verdicts.

1E What properties would need to be different to place a test case tc_j higher in the ranking? In this case, we could make use of counterfactual explanations to discover which features —and their values— might increase the likelihood that a test case would be recommended for execution.

If we also had the outcome of (some subset of) the test cases, several of the above scenarios could also be used to build trust in, or create a realistic expectation on, the quality of the prediction model itself.

B. Explaining TCP across builds

Next, we briefly describe other scenarios where the generation of explanations for TCP includes a time perspective: 2A How does the contribution of features to LTR models vary over time? If the model is retrained after a number of builds to adapt to variations in time-dependent features (e.g. test case age or verdict history), it would be interesting to analyse how global feature contributions vary.

Next, we expose scenarios that need local explanations: 2B Why did a test case tc_j fail on build b_{i−1} and not on build b_i? Some test cases may fail or pass at different times in the system life cycle depending on the modified parts of the SUT. Based on this assumption, we could compare the explanations generated for different builds to understand this phenomenon.

2C Why was a test case tc_j ranked in different positions in the builds b_{i−1} and b_i? The ranking positions are not only influenced by changes in the features used for learning, but also by the number of test cases chosen to test the build, e.g. new test cases are added to the regression test suite.

To illustrate this, Figure 1 shows the relative positions in the ranking of the 10 most frequently executed test cases in the angel system, the one selected for our experimentation in Section IV. The ranking positions correspond to the labels in the training sets as proposed by Yaraghi et al. [6]. We note that t_1 and t_2, run on all builds, appear frequently in the top-25 of the rankings. However, t_9 and t_{10}, also run on almost all builds, appear in very different positions depending on the build. This gives us reason to think that the positions in the ranking are time-dependent, an aspect less explored in XAI, in general, and for LTR algorithms, in particular.

2D How do feature contributions vary between different builds for a given test case tc_j ? As in scenario 2A, the specific feature contributions that explain the prediction for a test case are expected to change.

IV. EXPERIMENTATION In this section, we take the first steps to experimentally study scenarios 1A, 1B and 1C. Two notebooks to replicate the experiment are available as supplementary material.^1

A. Methodology

Here we detail the dataset and the algorithms applied, as well as the process for training and explaining the LTR model.

Dataset: We study one of the systems analysed by Yaraghi et al. [6], named angel,^2 with 308 builds. It has the highest build failure rate (40%) after excluding systems with frequentfailing test cases due to configuration issues. The authors collected 150 features, including test case execution records, source code metrics, and coverage information. To obtain test case prioritisations to train with, the test cases were sorted on each failed build based on their verdict and, in case of a tie, execution time in ascending order.

Algorithm: LambdaMART [13] is the LTR algorithm used for prediction. It combines LambdaRank, a pairwise LTR method frequently used in information retrieval, with the idea of boosted classification trees. We use the implementation available in LightGBM [14] with default parameters. We choose this algorithm instead of Random Forest from the RankLib Java library, the one applied by Yaraghi et al. [6], to guarantee language compatibility with explainable methods —most of them available as Python packages. However, LambdaMART has been applied in other TCP studies showing the second best prioritisation effectiveness and low training time [5]. Like Yaraghi et al., we set the option to compute global feature contributions (scenario 1A) in the trained model based on their frequency of occurrence in the split nodes.

1https://github.com/tepia-taxonomy/aist23-workshop 2https://github.com/Angel-ML/angel

Training and evaluation: We follow a hold-out strategy to train and test the LTR model, using one build for testing, and all previous builds as the training partition. Since LightGBM requires a validation partition, we preserve the last 20% of builds in the training partition for such a purpose. Model performance is evaluated on the validation partition every 10 iterations in terms of the NDGC (Normalised Discounted Cumulative Gain) metric. This metric does not only evaluate that the highest relevant items (test cases that fail in our experiment) appear at top of the ranking, but also takes item relative relevance in the whole ranking into account. We sort test cases based on the relevance prediction returned by LamdbaMART, using ascending execution time to break ties.

Explainable method: After we get the ranking in the test partition, we use Break Down [8] to create local explanations for particular test cases (scenarios 1B and 1C). Break Down assigns a positive or negative contribution to each feature, so that adding all contributions yields the prediction value. The contribution is the mean value of the distribution of predictions obtained for other instances with the same feature value. The goal of this method is to make it easier to understand the explanations by focusing on the contribution of just a few features. For scenario 1C, we will calculate the cosine similarity of the feature contributions for all pairs of test cases in the ranking. We scale the feature contribution values based on the sum of all contributions for each test case prediction, and we keep the contribution signs after adjusting them.

B. Preliminary results

We run LambdaMART for every failed build of the angel system to choose one for our analysis based on its performance (122 builds in total). After sorting all LTR models by NDGC value (in validation) and inspecting the predicted ranking, we select the build b_{34} (35 test cases, 3 of them failed) for testing and the builds b_1 to b_{33} for training. The corresponding model has the 5^{th} best performance (NDGC = 0.9896), being the first one able to rank all failed test cases at the top of the ranking. Moreover, the median difference between the true position and the predicted position of all test cases is 1. We briefly summarise the main findings for scenarios 1A-1C based on the selected system and build:

Scenario 1A: The five features globally contributing the most to the LTR model are: OwnersExperience, Age of the test case, AllCommitersExperience, LastExeTime and RecentAvgExeTime. Our result is highly aligned with the top-15 of feature contributions reported by Yaraghi et al. considering all systems and builds [6]: Age (1^{st}), OwnersExperience (2^{nd}), AllCommittersExperience (3^{rd}), TotalMaxExeTime (4^{th}), LastExeTime (5^{th}) and RecentAvgTime (9^{th}).

Scenario 1B: Figure 2 shows the local explanation generated by Break Down for the test case at the top of the ranking (one of the three failed test cases in the build). Two of the most relevant features (LastExeTime and RecentAvgExeTime) stood out as important features in the global explanation of the model. Other features with positive contributions are Count- LineComment (8^{th} in the global feature contribution ranking),

CountLineCodeExe (36^{th}) and CountLineBlank (18^{th}), which refer to metrics extracted from the test case source code. The fact that important features refer to the test case rather than the entire SUT can help developers to make prioritisation decisions by looking only at test cases.

Fig. 2. Feature contributions for the test case at top of the predicted ranking.

Scenario 1C: Table I shows the cosine similarity of some pairs of test cases. We focus on the three test cases at the top of the ranking, correctly predicted as failed tests, as well as test cases predicted as non-failed in positions 4^{th} (first) and 35^{th} (last). We note that the failed test cases have very similar explanations. In fact, the similarity between tc_1 and tc_3 is the highest among all pairs of test cases. The similarity is reduced when a failed test case is compared to the first non-failed test case (t_1 versus t_4), and becomes very low for test cases at the extremes of the ranking (t_1 versus t_{35}). Based on these results, our first approximation seems promising, since similar predictions —and, by extension, positions in the ranking— lead to similar explanations. Therefore, developers do not need to inspect the whole ranking of test cases to understand how the LTR model prioritised them.

TABLE I

SIMILARITIES OF LOCAL EXPLANATIONS FOR PAIRS OF TEST CASES.

Test case position Test case position Explanation similarity tc_1 tc_2 0.9563 tc_1 tc_3 0.9948 tc_2 tc_3 0.9509 tc_1 tc_4 0.8330 tc_1 tc_{35} −0.7225

V. OPEN ISSUES AND CONCLUSION

The following open issues emerge from our study: • Explainability of black-box LTR models have barely been explored, so it is clearly an open line of research. Relevance contributions need different processing than class probabilities, our proposal (scale and similarity) is a first approximation that should be further analysed.

• The fact that the LTR model generates a ranking as output also implies that the discrete positions assigned to the test cases can be quite informative in explaining the TCP results. Ideas from explanations in recommender systems [15] could be adapted to the TCP problem.

• Ranking positions —and thus the explanations based on them— are not directly comparable between builds, since the length of the ranking is different in each build. We need to develop new explainable methods to deal with the evolution of explanations under these conditions.

• Interpretable LTR approaches, which provide simpler models and readable results, are also gaining attention [16]. The advantages of applying interpretable LTR models or black-box LTR models with explanatory capabilities in different software testing situations also demands more research.

XAI for software testing, and particularly for TCP, has great potential but it is still in the early stage of research. We seek to contribute to the field with new methods and evaluate them with testers in industrial environments.

REFERENCES

[1] R. Pan, M. Bagherzadeh, T. A. Ghaleb, and L. Briand, “Test case selection and prioritization using machine learning: a systematic literature review,” Empir. Softw. Eng., vol. 27, no. 2, pp. 1–43, 2022.

[2] C. Rudin, “Stop explaining black box machine learning models for high stakes decisions and use interpretable models instead,” Nature Machine Intelligence, vol. 1, no. 5, pp. 206–215, 2019.

[3] S. Yoo and M. Harman, “Regression Testing Minimization, Selection and Prioritization: A Survey,” Softw. Test. Verification Reliab., vol. 22, no. 2, p. 67–120, 2012.

[4] A. Ramírez, R. Feldt, and J. R. Romero, “A taxonomy of information attributes for test case prioritisation: Applicability, machine learning,” ACM Trans. Softw. Eng. Methodol., vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 21:1–21:42, 2023.

[5] A. Bertolino, A. Guerriero, B. Miranda, R. Pietrantuono, and S. Russo, “Learning-to-Rank vs Ranking-to-Learn: Strategies for Regression Testing in Continuous Integration,” in Proc. ACM/IEEE 42nd Int. Conf. Softw. Eng. (ICSE), 2020, p. 1–12.

[6] A. S. Yaraghi, M. Bagherzadeh, N. Kahani, and L. Briand, “Scalable and Accurate Test Case Prioritization in Continuous Integration Contexts,” IEEE Trans. Softw. Eng., pp. 1–24, 2022.

[7] R. Guidotti, A. Monreale, S. Ruggieri, F. Turini, F. Giannotti, and D. Pedreschi, “A Survey of Methods for Explaining Black Box Models,” ACM Comput. Surv., vol. 51, no. 5, 2018.

[8] M. Staniak and P. Biecek, “Explanations of Model Predictions with live and breakDown Packages,” The R Journal, vol. 10, no. 2, pp. 395–409, 2018.

[9] Y.-L. Chou, C. Moreira, P. Bruza, C. Ouyang, and J. Jorge, “Counterfactuals and causability in explainable artificial intelligence: Theory, algorithms, and applications,” Inf. Fusion, vol. 81, pp. 59–83, 2022.

[10] H. K. Dam, T. Tran, and A. Ghose, “Explainable software analytics,” in Proc. 40th Int. Conf. Softw. Eng.: New Ideas and Emerging Results (ICSE-NIER), 2018, p. 53–56.

[11] J. Jiarpakdee, C. K. Tantithamthavorn, and J. Grundy, “Practitioners’ Perceptions of the Goals and Visual Explanations of Defect Prediction Models,” in Proc. IEEE/ACM 18th Int. Conf. Mining Software Repositories (MSR), 2021, pp. 432–443.

[12] J. Jiarpakdee, C. K. Tantithamthavorn, H. K. Dam, and J. Grundy, “An Empirical Study of Model-Agnostic Techniques for Defect Prediction Models,” IEEE Trans. Softw. Eng., vol. 48, no. 1, pp. 166–185, 2022.

[13] Q. Wu, C. J. Burges, K. M. Svore, and J. Gao, “Adapting boosting for information retrieval measures,” Inf. Retr. J., vol. 13, no. 3, pp. 254–270, 2017.

[14] G. Ke, Q. Meng, T. Finley, T. Wang, W. Chen, W. Ma, Q. Ye, and T.-Y.

Liu, “LightGBM: A Highly Efficient Gradient Boosting Decision Tree,” in Proc. 31st Int. Conf. Neural Information Processing Systems (NIPS), 2017, p. 3149–3157.

[15] Y. Zhang and X. Chen, “Explainable Recommendation: A Survey and New Perspectives,” Foundations and Trends in Information Retrieval, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 1–101, 2020.

[16] H. Zhuang, X. Wang, M. Bendersky, A. Grushetsky, Y. Wu, P. Mitrichev, E. Sterling, N. Bell, W. Ravina, and H. Qian, “Interpretable Ranking with Generalized Additive Models,” in Proc. 14th ACM Int. Conf. Web Search and Data Mining (WSDM), 2021, p. 499–507.