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3.7 Gilb Inspection 

Gilb and Graham (1993) developed a comprehensive inspection method. Inspection steps 

include entry, planning, kickoff, checking, logging, brainstorming, edit, follow-up and 

exit.  While the names of the steps vary from those used by Fagan, they are based on the 
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When programs are modeled in terms of abstract operators and data, i.e. as state 

machines, their correctness can be determined using a set of correctness arguments. The 
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3.15 Software Inspection Standards 
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projects, an inspection history may be needed.  Searching through documents is an 

inefficient way to produce this history and can lead to an overall decrease in productivity. 

4.2 Computer Supported Software Inspection 

There have been a number of commercial products and academic prototypes that attempt 

to provide computer support for software inspection.  Computer systems ranging from 
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Chapter 5 

A Framework for Software Inspection Research 
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attention are important factors in performing such a task (Ashcraft, 1989; Kantowitz & 

Sorkin, 1983).  The higher the noise, the more difficult the task is.   

It is conceivable that individual inspectors having different levels of expertise may be 

affected differently by a “contaminated” document.  In particular, novice inspectors may 
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the target materials were fed into a compiler, but all of them were carefully examined to 

be free of syntactic errors. 

Materials were prepared to test the hypothesis and to examine some search questions.  

These included determining learning and contamination effects caused by visible 
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In order to compare effectiveness in T0, which no effectiveness of defect assertion can be 
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SD 
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  Related Defect   

  Found Not Found  

Annotation 
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Incomplete Structured Chart (Book_Search) 
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A.8 Consent Form 
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  (b) yes, as a class exercise  
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C.2.3 Print Module 

 
Line No T3 T7 

 C D M C D M 
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