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Towards Retrieving Similar Code for Defect Detection

NORIHIRO YOSHIDA, ! Takasur Isuio,! MakoTo MarsushiTafl
and KATsuro INoUEf!

In this paper, we discuss available methods for detecting defects caused by the same mis-
take. First we explain choices of methods that can be used in such situations and then propose
a code retrieval framework based on similarity of identifiers in source code.
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