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Abstract—Most modern software systems are characterized
by a high number of components whose interactions can affect
and complicate testing activities. During testing, developers can
account for the interactions by isolating the code under test
using test doubles and stubbings. During the evolution of a
test suite, stubbings might become unnecessary, and developers
should remove unnecessary stubbings, as their definitions can
introduce unreliable test results in future versions of the test
suite. Unfortunately, removing unnecessary stubbings is still a
manual task that can be complex and time-consuming.

To help developers in this task, we propose ARUS, a technique
to automatically remove unnecessary stubbings from test suites.
Given a software project and its test suite, the technique executes
the tests to identify unnecessary stubbings and then removes
them using different approaches based on the characteristics of
the stubbings. We performed an empirical evaluation based on
128 Java projects that use Mockito for stubbing and contain 280
stubbing definitions that lead to 1,529 unnecessary stubbings.
Overall, our technique provides a solution for 276 of the defini-
tions (98.6% resolution rate), ARUS’ time cost is negligible, and,
on average, the technique’s changes introduce a limited increase
in code complexity. We submitted ARUS’ changes to the projects
through pull requests and 83 resolutions are already merged.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, we use software for many of our daily activities,
such as shopping, banking, and social networking. Due to
the importance that software has in our daily lives, software
must be tested to gain confidence it behaves correctly. Because
software is often characterized by a multitude of interacting
components (e.g., software units, libraries, web services, etc.),
during testing, it can be desirable for developers to isolate the
code under test from the components that the code depends
on. To that end, developers can use test doubles1 [1], [2].

In class-based, object-oriented programming, test doubles
are objects that mimic the structure of other objects but
offer alternative implementations that developers can fully
control for testing purposes. Test doubles are specialized for
the purpose of a test and can be used to (i) simply fill-
in parameters that are meaningless for a specific test, (ii)
return hard-coded values when their methods are invoked,
(iii) verify interactions with other classes, and (iv) provide
partially working implementations that are more efficient than
the ones provided by the actual objects they are replacing. A
key and often used feature offered by test doubles is the ability
to define objects that return hard-coded values when their

1Although test doubles are often informally called mocks, in this work we
use test doubles as it is a more formal and general term.

methods are invoked [3], [4], [5]. In this case, the methods
are called stubbed methods or stubbings.

Developers can define test doubles and their stubbings using
test mocking frameworks2 (e.g., Mockito [6], EasyMock [7],
PowerMock [8], etc.). With these frameworks, developers can
define test doubles and stubbings that can be used by a single
test or reused by multiple tests.

Because software projects evolve continuously, developers
need to modify and add tests to their test suites to ensure the
software continues to behave as expected. In this process, cer-
tain stubbed methods may become unnecessary stubbings—
methods that are stubbed but never executed during a specific
test execution. This situation might be an oversight of the
developer, the artifact of copy-paste, or the effect of not fully
understanding the test or code. Unnecessary stubbings can
be seen as an instance of the general fixture test smell [9]
and should be removed to keep the test code clean, reliable,
and maintainable [10]. To remove unnecessary stubbings,
developers need to deal with the definitions creating the
unnecessary stubbings. Although developers wish to remove
unnecessary stubbings [11], [12], they can find it complex or
time-consuming to do so [11].

Recent work proposed techniques [13], [14], [15] and per-
formed studies [16], [17], [5], [4], [18], [3] to help developers
create and maintain test doubles. However, to the best of our
knowledge, no prior work focused on automatically removing
unnecessary stubbings. Wang et al. [14] presented an approach
for automatically refactoring test doubles that are built through
inheritance (often referred to as mock classes) with test
doubles that are built using Mockito. Pereira and Hora [18]
characterized the use of mock classes in Java programs. Other
studies analyzed the use of test doubles in Java [16], [5], [4],
Android [3], and Python [17]. The studies identified commonly
used test mocking frameworks and categorized the classes that
tend to be replaced with test doubles. Fazzini et at. [3] also
identified that unnecessary stubbings are common.

In this paper, we present ARUS, a technique for auto-
matically removing unnecessary stubbings from test suites.
The technique takes as inputs the software under test and its
test suite. ARUS produces as outputs an updated test suite,
where unnecessary stubbings have been suitably removed, and
a report detailing the changes in the test suite. The technique
operates in three phases. First, ARUS executes the test suite

2Although these frameworks are informally called test mocking frame-
works, developers actually use the frameworks to create test doubles.
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and, for each test, collects information about its stubbing
definitions, stubbing invocations, and unnecessary stubbings.
Second, the technique converts the “dynamic” information
collected through test execution into “static” test code infor-
mation that can be used to handle the definitions leading to
unnecessary stubbings. Third, ARUS uses different resolution
approaches to remove unnecessary stubbings having different
characteristics and produces a report describing the changes.

We implemented ARUS in a prototype tool that supports
Java programs with Java test suites using Mockito for stubbing.
(We focused on tests written in Java, as it is one of the most
popular programming languages [19], and Mockito, as it is
the most widely used test mocking framework for Java-based
software [16], [3]). We used the prototype tool to perform
an empirical evaluation of ARUS. The evaluation is based
on 128 Java projects that contain 280 stubbing definitions
leading to 1,529 unnecessary stubbings. The evaluation inves-
tigates whether the technique is able to successfully remove
unnecessary stubbings, reports on the number of resolutions
accepted by the developers of the projects under analysis,
assesses the time cost of ARUS, and studies the variation in
code complexity of the updated test suites. The technique was
able to resolve 276 stubbing definitions leading to unneces-
sary stubbings (98.6% resolution rate) and developers already
merged 83 of the resolutions (37 were not and the remaining
are awaiting review). We also identified that ARUS’ time cost
is negligible and, on average, the technique introduces only a
limited increase in code complexity.

In summary, this paper makes the following contributions:
• An automated technique called ARUS that automatically

removes unnecessary stubbing from test suites.
• An empirical evaluation that provides initial evidence of

the effectiveness and efficiency of our technique.
• An implementation of the technique that is publicly

available, together with the evaluation infrastructure. [20].

II. BACKGROUND

In this section, we provide background on testing with test
doubles, introduce key terminology, and present a motivating
example that includes a test with unnecessary stubbings.

In class-based, object-oriented programming, a test suite
(TS) for the software under test (SUT) includes tests

that exercise components of the SUT. These components
are also known as the components under test (CUTs). Tests
are generally divided into multiple test classes. Each test class
can also contain a setup method, which holds the code that
sets the pre-conditions for correctly executing the tests. Tests
are generally designed to have four parts, which execute in
sequence. The four parts are: setup, exercise, verify, and tear-
down [2]. The setup part sets the pre-conditions for correctly
executing a specific test. The exercise part interacts with the
CUT . The verify part checks that the expected outcome was
obtained. The teardown part puts the state of the SUT back
into what it was before executing the test. Test doubles and
stubbings are generally created in a setup method or the setup
part of a test.

In Java, JUnit [21] and Mockito [6] are the most popular
frameworks for creating tests and test doubles [16], [3]. Using
JUnit, developers can define tests by marking test class meth-
ods using the @Test annotation. Developers can define setup
methods using the @Before annotation3. With Mockito, de-
velopers can define test doubles using the mock(...) method
from the framework’s API [22]. This method creates an object
of the type passed as the parameter, and the object’s methods
have empty implementations. Developers can define stubbings
on the test double using the when(...).thenReturn(...)

“pattern” from the framework’s API. In the pattern, the when

method takes as input the method call whose behavior is being
defined. The thenReturn method takes as input the value
that the test double returns when the method call provided
to the when method is triggered during test execution. Mock-
ito also offers other methods (e.g., spy(...)) and patterns
(e.g., doReturn(...).when(...).method(...)) to create
test doubles and stubbings.

When a test defines a stubbing, the stubbing can be either
used or unnecessary for the test. When the code location
defining a stubbing is shared across tests (e.g., when it appears
in a setup method) or it is used multiple times by a test
(e.g., when the definition appears in a helper method), the
location leads to multiple stubbing definitions and each of the
definitions can be either used or unnecessary for a test. When
we want to highlight that an unnecessary stubbing is from a
specific test execution, we use the term unnecessary stubbing
occurrence. We use the term stubbing definition occurrence (or
stubbing occurrence in short) to refer to a specific stubbing
definition appearing in a specific test execution.

To motivate our work, we now discuss a real-world example
of a test class containing unnecessary stubbings. The example
is taken from the test suite of the TOKEN project [23],
which is a Jenkins [24] plugin with 39 contributors. Figure 1
reports a test (testShouldReverseOrderOfChanges)
and a helper method (createBuild) from the
test class ChangesSinceLastUnstableBuildMacroTest4.
The test uses the helper method twice (lines 6-7 and 8-9).
At each invocation, the helper method creates a test double
of type AbstractBuild (line 18), defines four stubbings
on the test double (lines 19, 21, 22-23, and 24), and returns
the test double. The stubbing defined at line 21 through
the first invocation of the helper method and the stubbings
defined at lines 19 and 21 through the second invocation of
the method are unnecessary for the test. The helper method
is also invoked by 11 other tests and for all the tests the
stubbing defined at line 21 is unnecessary. Furthermore, the
stubbing defined at line 11 is also unnecessary for the test.
This example shows that it is possible to have a code location
that defines the same stubbing multiple times (for the same
test or multiple tests) but some definitions are necessary and
others are not. Additionally, the example also shows that

3Different JUnit versions have slightly different constructs for marking tests
and setup methods, but all recent versions of JUnit offer those capabilities [21].

4In the figure, we abbreviated the test name, shorten some variable names,
and omitted some parts (e.g., additional tests) due to space limitations.



1 pulic class ChangesSinceLastUnstableBuildMacroTest {
2 ...
3 @Test
4 public void testShouldReverseOrderOfChanges() ... {
5 content.reverse = true;
6 AbstractBuild failBld = createBuild(Result.FAILURE,
7 41, "Changes for a failed build.");
8 AbstractBuild currBld = createBuild(Result.SUCCESS,
9 42, "Changes for a successful build.");

10 when(currBld.getPreviousBuild()).thenReturn(failBld);
11 when(failBld.getNextBuild()).thenReturn(currBld);
12 String contentStr = content.evaluate(currBld, lis,
13 ChangesSinceLastUnstableBuildMacro.MACRO_NAME);
14 assertEquals(..., contentStr);
15 }
16 private AbstractBuild createBuild(Result result,
17 int buildNumber, String message) {
18 AbstractBuild build = mock(AbstractBuild.class);
19 when(build.getResult()).thenReturn(result);
20 ChangeLogSet changes1 = createChangeLog(message);
21 when(build.getChangeSet()).thenReturn(changes1);
22 when(build.getChangeSets()).thenReturn(
23 Collections.singletonList(changes1));
24 when(build.getNumber()).thenReturn(buildNumber);
25 return build;
26 }
27 }

Fig. 1: Example of a test with unnecessary stubbings.

there might be stubbings that are always unnecessary and
those can be defined in helper methods or in the test itself.
Removing unnecessary stubbings requires a careful analysis
of the tests and their executions.

III. TECHNIQUE

In this section, we present ARUS, our technique for
automatically removing unnecessary stubbings from a test
suite. Figure 2 provides an overview of ARUS and shows
its three main phases. Given the SUT and its TS5, the test
suite execution phase executes the TS on the SUT and,
for each test, collects information about stubbing definitions,
stubbing invocations, and unnecessary stubbings. ARUS logs
that information in the execution info file. The stubbings
analysis phase processes collected information and classi-
fies unnecessary stubbings into three types. ARUS classifies
unnecessary stubbings into the three types by looking at
the information provided by the execution of all the tests.
Finally, the unnecessary stubbings removal phase leverages
the classification information to suitably change the code of
the test suite and remove unnecessary stubbings. ARUS’ final
output is an updated test suite (UTS) and a report (R) detailing
the changes appearing in the UTS.

A. Test Suite Execution

This phase collects information about stubbings and unnec-
essary stubbings in the TS. Specifically, this phase executes the
TS on the SUT and, for each test, collects information about
the stubbings in the test. At a high level, this phase collects
three main pieces of information: the stubbings defined by the
test, the test code location where the stubbings are defined,
and whether the stubbings are unnecessary stubbings. ARUS
stores collected information in the execution info file. To
collect the desired information, ARUS uses an instrumented

5ARUS requires all tests in the TS to pass and it assumes that unnecessary
stubbings are unnecessary as all tests pass.
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Fig. 2: High-level overview of ARUS.

version of the test mocking framework used by the TS. Al-
though it would be possible to collect the same information by
instrumenting both the SUT and the TS, we believe that using
an instrumented version of the test mocking framework limits
the amount of instrumentation needed for the task and has a
lower impact on the execution time of the TS. Figure 3 reports
part of the information contained in the execution info file for
the execution of the testShouldReverseOrderOfChanges

test, which we presented in the motivating example of Sec-
tion II). The rest of this section details the high level concepts
and reports examples based on the content of Figure 3. (The
line numbers in Figure 3 do not match the line numbers in
Figure 1, as Figure 1 is a simplified version of the actual code
in the TOKEN project.)

For each test execution, ARUS collects the
name of the test class (e.g., ChangesSinceLast

UnstableBuildMacroTest), the name of the test (e.g.,
testShouldReverseOrderOfChanges), the start and the
end of when the test executes, the stubbings that are defined,
the invocation of stubbed methods, and the unnecessary
stubbings. Unnecessary stubbings are computed at the end of
the test execution based on defined stubbings and the stubbed
methods that are never invoked. ARUS collects all the above
information for each test as stubbings might be used by some
tests but not by others.

For each stubbing definition, ARUS assigns an identi-
fier to the stubbing (e.g., AbstractBuild#getResult#102)
and saves the class name of the method being stubbed
(e.g., AbstractBuild), the name of the method be-
ing stubbed (e.g., getResult), the test code loca-
tion where the stubbing is defined (e.g., line 344
in ChangesSinceLastUnstableBuildMacroTest.java),
and the stack trace at the time the stubbing is being defined.
ARUS collects stack trace information to differentiate between
usages of multiple definitions of the same stubbing (as in
the example of Section II when a helper method that defines
a stubbing is called multiple times within the same test).
ARUS logs stubbing definitions by intercepting when the test
mocking framework creates those stubbings (e.g., when the
when(...).thenReturn(...) “pattern” is invoked).

For each stubbing invocation, ARUS logs the identifier of
the stubbing, the class name of the method being invoked, the
name of the method being invoked, the code location where
the method is being invoked, and the test code location where
the stubbing was defined. ARUS identifies invocations by
intercepting the stubbed method call made on the test double.

ARUS determines unnecessary stubbings by identify-
ing stubbing definitions that do not have any corre-



test_start
test_method_execution_start
test_method_class:...ChangesSinceLastUnstableBuildMacroTest
test_method_name:testShouldReverseOrderOfChanges
...
stub_creation_info_start
stubbing_id:...AbstractBuild#getResult#102
stubbed_method_class:...AbstractBuild
stubbed_method_name:getResult
stubbing_location:...createBuild(...MacroTest.java:344)
stack:...MacroTest.java;...;createBuild;344#
...MacroTest.java;...;testShouldReverseOrderOfChanges;85#...
stub_creation_info_end
...
test_method_execution_end
unnecessary_stubbing_info_start
stubbing_id:...AbstractBuild#getResult#102
stubbed_method_class:...AbstractBuild
stubbed_method_name:getResult
stubbing_location:...createBuild(...MacroTest.java:344)
unnecessary_stubbing_info_end
test_end

Fig. 3: Portion of an execution info file.
sponding stubbing invocation. For each unnecessary stub-
bing, ARUS logs the identifier of the stubbing (e.g.,
AbstractBuild#getResult#102) the class name of the
method being stubbed (e.g., AbstractBuild), the name of
the method being stubbed (e.g., getResult), and the test
code location where the stubbing was defined (e.g., line 344
in ChangesSinceLastUnstableBuildMacroTest.java).

After executing the TS on the SUT, ARUS passes the
execution info file to the next phase of the technique.

B. Stubbings Analysis

This phase classifies unnecessary stubbings into different
types so that ARUS can apply different resolution approaches
based on the nature of the stubbings. At a high level, this phase
first merges stubbing occurrences from different tests by the
code location of the stubbing definitions and then classifies
unnecessary stubbings into three types: totally-unnecessary
(TU), used-unnecessary-setup (UUS), and used-unnecessary-
helper (UUH) stubbings. A TU stubbing is a stubbing that is
defined but never used by any of the tests. TU stubbings can
be defined in a test (e.g., the stubbing defined at line 11 in
Figure 1), in a setup method, or in an helper method (e.g.,
the stubbing defined at line 21 in Figure 1). UUS and UUH
stubbings are stubbings that sometimes are used but sometimes
are unnecessary. UUS stubbings identify stubbings whose
definition is created through a setup method (either directly
in the method or indirectly by calling other methods). UUH
stubbings are stubbings defined in helper methods, which, in
ARUS’ context, are methods called directly or indirectly by a
test and never called by a setup method. We propose and use
these three categories as it is possible to resolve the three types
using different resolution approaches. We provide more details
on how ARUS groups and classifies unnecessary stubbings
with the help of Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 takes as inputs the test suite (TS ) and the
execution info file (eif ). The algorithm’s output is a set
of classified unnecessary stubbings (cusSet in the algorithm
and classification info in Figure 2). A classified unnecessary
stubbing (cus) is a static abstraction of the dynamic (i.e.,
test execution) information contained in the eif , that is, a

Algorithm 1: Unnecessary Stubbings Classification
Input : TS : the test suite; eif : the execution info file
Output: cusSet : set of classified unnecessary stubbings

1 begin
2 cusSet = ∅
3 gsSet = GROUP-STUBBINGS(eif )
4 foreach gs ∈ gsSet do
5 tusdList = gs .GET-TESTS-OF-USD()
6 tisdList = gs .GET-TESTS-OF-ISD()
7 if usdList == [] then
8 // no unnecessary stubbings in the group
9 continue

10 if tisdList == [] then
11 // totally-unnecessary case
12 cus= CREATE-CUS(gs ,TU)
13 cusSet .CONDITIONAL-ADD(TS ,cus )
14 else
15 if THROUGH-SETUP(gs ) then
16 // used-unnecessary-setup case
17 cus= CREATE-CUS(gs ,UUS)
18 else
19 // used-unnecessary-helper case
20 cus= CREATE-CUS(gs ,UUH)
21 cusSet .CONDITIONAL-ADD(TS ,cus )
22 return cusSet

cus groups together the information of stubbing definitions
that occur at a specific test code location and at least one of
the occurrences leads to an unnecessary stubbing. Considering
the test in Figure 1 and the associated execution info file in
Figure 3, the stubbing definition at line 19 occurs two times
and one of those is unnecessary. The two occurrences would
be grouped together into a single cus by ARUS.

A cus contains the type of unnecessary stubbing (TU,
UUS, or UUH), the list of stubbing definitions that led to the
stubbing being unnecessary (usdList), the list of tests that led
to usdList (tusdList), the (possibly empty) list of stubbing
definitions that share the same code location as the definitions
in usdList but whose stubbings were invoked in some tests
(isdList), and the list of tests that led to isdList (tisdList).
The code location of the stubbing definitions in usdList
uniquely identifies a cus . Although the stubbing definitions in
usdList share the same code location, ARUS considers all of
them as their stack traces might be different (e.g., invocations
of createBuild in Figure 1). Furthermore, usdList and
tusdList always have at least one element because a cus
represents at least one unnecessary stubbing.

The algorithm starts by grouping stubbing definition oc-
currences appearing in the eif (GROUP-STUBBINGS) based
on their code location. The result of this operation is a set
of grouped stubbings (gsSet). A group of stubbings (gs) is
an abstraction that contains the same information as a cus
except that it does not have a label for the categorization of
the unnecessary stubbing(s) it represents and that the usdList
might be empty (as a gs might identify stubbing definitions
that are always used). After creating gsSet , the algorithm
enters its main loop and categorizes the unnecessary stubbings.
Each iteration focuses on one group of stubbings at a time.

At the beginning of each iteration, the algorithm retrieves
some properties of the gs . Specifically, the algorithm retrieves
the unnecessary stubbing definitions (usdList) and the test
information (tusdList and tisdList) associated with the gs
(lines 5-6). If the gs does not have any definition that was
unnecessary, then the algorithm moves to the next group of



stubbings (lines 8-9), as no change is needed. If no test
in the TS invokes the stubbing (lines 11-13), the algorithm
classifies the stubbing as totally-unnecessary, creates a cus
using gs and the classification, and adds the cus to the result
set (cusSet) only after checking some additional properties of
the stubbing (CONDITIONAL-ADD). With the CONDITIONAL-
ADD function, the algorithm checks whether the stubbing is
defined within a parameterized test or a loop by analyzing the
abstract syntax tree (AST) of the test code in the TS. If that
is the case, the algorithm does not add the cus to the cusSet
as more information might be needed to suitably modify the
test code related to the cus . In the case of parameterized tests,
information about test parameters might be needed. For loops,
information about the loop index might be needed. Although it
is possible to collect this information with additional test code
instrumentation, we decided not to do so as the instrumentation
might be significant and, therefore, affect test execution. We
leave the investigation of these cases as future work. The other
classifications of the algorithm (UUS and UUH) also use the
check before adding the cus to the result set (cusSet).

If the gs has definitions created through a setup method
(THROUGH-SETUP), the algorithm categorizes the stubbing
as a used-unnecessary-setup stubbing (line 17). Otherwise, the
algorithm identifies the stubbing as a used-unnecessary-helper
stubbing (line 20). In both scenarios, the result of the classi-
fication (cus) is added to the (cusSet). To give an example,
when the algorithm considers the stubbing definition at line 19
of Figure 1, the testShouldReverseOrderOfChanges test
is both in the tisdList and the tusdList as the stubbing is both
used and unnecessary in the test, and the algorithm classifies
the stubbing as of type UUH.

After grouping and classifying the unnecessary stubbings,
ARUS updates the test suite based on the content of the
cusSet . We describe this part of the technique next.

C. Unnecessary Stubbings Removal

This phase edits the code of the TS to remove unneces-
sary stubbings. At a high level, the phase identifies the test
files containing stubbing definitions leading to unnecessary
stubbings and changes the files using different resolution
approaches based on how the unnecessary stubbings were
classified by the previous phase of the technique. We now
detail how this phase operates with the help of Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 requires three main inputs: the software under
test (SUT ), the test suite (TS ), and the classification of
the unnecessary stubbings (cusSet). The algorithm also uses
an optional flag (auusr ) that developers can use to control
removal of UUS stubbings. Specifically, we give developers
the opportunity to avoid removal of UUS stubbings as their
removal requires introducing new test classes with modified
setup methods (more details in the rest of this section) and this
operation can increase the code complexity of the test suite.
The output of the algorithm is an updated test suite (UTS )
and a report (R) describing the changes in the UTS.

The algorithm begins by initializing the UTS to be the same
as the TS and R to be empty (lines 2-3). After this initial step,

Algorithm 2: Unnecessary Stubbings Removal
Input : SUT : the software under test; TS : the test suite; cusSet : set of

classified unnecessary stubbings; auusr : boolean to avoid removal
of used-unnecessary-setup stubbings (false by default)

Output: UTS : updated test suite; R: report describing the changes in UTS
1 begin
2 UTS = COPY-TS(TS )
3 R = ∅
4 cusSetMap = GROUP-BY-FILE(cusSet ,UTS )
5 foreach testFilePath ∈ cusSetMap.KEYS() do
6 ast = PARSE-FILE(testFilePath ,UTS )
7 foreach cus ∈ cusSetMap.GET(testFilePath ) do
8 if cus .GET-TYPE() == TU then
9 // process totally-unnecessary stubbings

10 CODE-REMOVAL(ast ,cus )
11 else if cus .GET-TYPE() == UUH then
12 // process used-unnecessary-helper stubbings
13 METHOD-DUPLICATION-AND-REMOVAL(ast ,cus )
14 else if ((cus .GET-TYPE() == UUS ) ∧ (¬auusr )) then
15 // process used-unnecessary-setup stubbings
16 CLASS-DUPLICATION-AND-REMOVAL(ast ,cus )
17 STORE-FILE(ast ,testFilePath ,UTS )
18 R = CREATE-REPORT(TS ,UTS )
19 return UTS ,R

the algorithm groups (GROUP-BY-FILE) classified unneces-
sary stubbings from the same test file into a map (cusSetMap)
so that the algorithm can process all the unnecessary stubbings
in one file at once. The absolute path of the file is the identifier
for the groups in the map. At this point, the algorithm enters its
main loop and starts processing the files that require change.

In the first step of the iteration, the algorithm parses the
file (PARSE-FILE) into its corresponding abstract syntax tree
(ast). The algorithm makes changes to the file through the
ast . At this point, the algorithm processes all the classified
unnecessary stubbings (cus) in the file.

If the current cus represents a totally-unnecessary stubbing,
the algorithm uses a code-removal approach to resolve the
unnecessary stubbing (line 10). Specifically, the algorithm nav-
igates the ast and removes the stubbing definition associated
with the unnecessary stubbing from the code. This solution is
suitable because the stubbing is never invoked.

When the current cus represents a used-unnecessary-helper
or used-unnecessary-setup stubbing, the algorithm uses a code-
duplication-and-removal approach to resolve the unnecessary
stubbing. If the stubbing definition associated with the cus
appears in a helper method (UUH stubbing), the algorithm
(i) duplicates the method, (ii) removes the stubbing definition
from the duplicated method, and (iii) replaces calls to the
original method with calls to the duplicated method only for
those calls that led to the definition of an unnecessary stubbing.

If the stubbing definition is in a setup method (UUS
stubbing), the algorithm (i) creates a new test class, (ii) copies
the setup method in the new class, (iii) moves the tests
having the unnecessary stubbing into the new class, and (iv)
removes the stubbing definition from the setup method. In
the case of UUS stubbings, the definition could also be in a
method whose invocation originates from the setup method.
In this case, the algorithm (i) creates a new test class, (ii)
copies the setup method in the new class, (iii) moves the
tests having the unnecessary stubbing into the new class, (iv)
copies the helper method into the new class, (v) duplicates
the helper method, (vi) removes the stubbing definition from



the duplicated method, and (vii) replaces calls to the original
method with calls to the duplicated method only for those calls
that led to the definition of an unnecessary stubbing. When
necessary, the algorithm also copies other fields or methods in
the new test class based on the content of the methods involved
in the resolution. We believe that this solution is appropriate
as we group tests in different test classes based on the
setup/preconditions that the tests need. However, considering
that this operation can copy multiple code entities in new test
classes, and that can impact test code complexity, ARUS also
allows developers to avoid removal of UUS stubbings.

ARUS’ code duplication approach can handle stubbing
definitions in methods at any call-chain distance from the test
or the setup method and minimizes the number of new test
classes. To perform the code duplication task, the algorithm
leverages the information contained in the stack traces that are
associated with the stubbing definitions in the cus .

To give an example, the algorithm resolves the UUH
stubbing at line 19 in Figure 1 by duplicating the create

Build helper method, removing the stubbing when(build.

getResult()).thenReturn(result) from the duplicated
method, and calling the duplicated method on lines 8-9.

After processing all the classified unnecessary stubbings in a
file, the algorithm saves the updated ast into the corresponding
file of the UTS . When the algorithm finishes processing all
the files that require change, it prepares R by describing the
changes in the UTS and returns the UTS and R to the
developer. The UTS and R are ARUS’ final outputs.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION

We implemented ARUS in a tool that is publicly avail-
able [20] and consists of three main modules. Each module
corresponds to a phase in ARUS. The test execution module
extends Mockito and uses Java to configure the Maven [25]
build file (pom.xml) of the SUT to run its test suite with
our extended version of Mockito. Although Mockito can be
configured to report unnecessary stubbings, the information
provided by Mockito is not enough to automatically resolve
them. We extended Mockito by adding 806 lines of code. The
stub analysis and the unnecessary stubbings removal modules
are implemented through 10,272 lines of code. The modules
use Java Parser [26] to process the ASTs of the test files.

V. EVALUATION

This section discusses our empirical evaluation. To assess
the efficacy and the efficiency of ARUS, we investigated the
following research questions:
• RQ1: Can ARUS remove unnecessary stubbings

——–from test suites?
• RQ2: What is the time cost of running ARUS?
• RQ3: How does ARUS affects test code complexity?
• RQ4: What are the developers’ reactions to ARUS’ changes?

While presenting the result for ARUS in its default con-
figuration, we also discuss the performance of ARUS without
UUS stubbing removal. We use ARUSC to refer to this second
version of the technique.

A. Benchmarks

We used a set of 128 real-world Java projects to evaluate
ARUS. We identified this benchmark set based on a dataset
of 147,991 Java projects made available by related work [27],
[28], [29]. The dataset contains GitHub [30] projects whose
primary language is Java and that have at least five stars. The
projects were retrieved from GitHub in June 2020. To the best
of our knowledge, the dataset is the largest, most recent, and
readily available dataset of Java projects from GitHub.

From the dataset, we first selected all projects that use
Maven as their build system as the implementation of ARUS
supports Maven to automatically build the projects and execute
their tests. To identify those projects, we cloned all the
projects in the dataset and, for each project, checked whether it
contained a single pom.xml file. We looked for projects with a
single pom.xml file as that provides a good filter for working
with the primary module of a project. This step left us with
33,418 projects (20,794 projects had multiple pom.xml files
and 93,779 projects had zero).

We then identified projects that potentially had JUnit tests
by looking for those projects that declared JUnit-related depen-
dencies. We identified this information using the dependency
tree provided by Maven [31]. This step left us with 14,568
projects. We checked for projects that potentially created test
doubles with Mockito in a similar way, and that step left us
with 1,562 projects. Amongst these remaining projects, 904
used a version of Mockito compatible with our technique.
Mockito 2.3.0 or greater can be configured so that it does
not affect the test outcome regardless of whether the tests
have unnecessary stubbings. Across the remaining projects,
540 have tests that execute and pass over three runs. We ran
the tests three times to filter out projects that had flaky tests.
From the remaining 540 projects, we selected those using
JUnit 4 and Mockito 3, and that left us with our final set
of 128 projects. We focused on JUnit 4 and Mockito 3 as
those are the versions supported by the implementation of
our technique. Additionally, JUnit 4 was the version used by
the highest number of projects (379), and Mockito 3 was the
version under active maintenance used by the highest number
of projects (128) when we identified the dataset.

B. Methodology

To answer the research questions, we ran ARUS and
ARUSC on the benchmarks using a workstation with 128GB
of memory, one Intel Core i9-9900K 3.60GHz processor, and
running Ubuntu 16.04. To answer RQ1, RQ2, and RQ3, we
used the most recent version of the benchmark projects when
we finished collecting the dataset (January 2022). To validate
the results of RQ1, we manually inspected the results and ran
the updated test suites on the benchmarks. All the tests in
all the updated test suites passed. To measure the time cost
of ARUS and ARUSC (RQ2), we ran the experiments three
times and presented execution time statistics from those runs.
To measure how ARUS and ARUSC affect code complexity
(RQ3), we compare the test code before and after ARUS’
and ARUSC’ changes using two metrics: percentage difference



TABLE I: Projects with unnecessary stubbings. For each project: ID = identifier; Name = name; Commit ID = version analyzed; LOCsc =
# of code lines in the source code; LOCtc = # of code lines in the test code; Tests = # of tests; USDb = # of stubbings definitions leading
to unnecessary stubbings before running ARUS; USDa = # of stubbings definitions leading to unnecessary stubbings after running ARUS;
USOb = # of unnecessary stubbing occurrences before running ARUS; USOa = # of unnecessary stubbing occurrences after running ARUS;
TU = # of totally-unnecessary stubbings; UUH = # of used-unnecessary-helper stubbings; UUS = # of used-unnecessary-setup stubbings.

Benchmarks Unnecessary Stubbings Types
ID Name Commit ID LOCsc LOCtc Tests USDb USDa USOb USOa TU UUH UUS

P01 ALLURE 85a9408c 1086 135 15 2 0 5 0 1 0 1
P02 AMAZON-ECS 44817eda 2403 231 27 3 0 3 0 3 0 0
P03 AMAZON-SQS 450d5221 481 417 35 1 0 14 0 0 0 1
P04 APPCENTER 986ec689 1810 1301 146 7 0 26 0 0 0 7
P05 AWS-CODEPIPELINE 33952495 762 525 45 2 0 16 0 0 0 2
P06 BFTSMART 44c1cb2e 16053 3379 12 8 1 42 2 7 0 0
P07 CAS a84c946c 552 357 38 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
P08 CHUCKNORRIS 2a9dc4b0 159 208 26 4 0 12 0 0 0 4
P09 CONDUIT c6f82f67 1400 1415 79 24 0 112 0 17 0 7
P10 DATADOG 875c82b9 7670 4127 161 17 0 34 0 14 1 2
P11 EASYTABLE b3c278a9 1661 1082 57 4 0 8 0 1 3 0
P12 GITHUB-BRANCH e708675a 7056 5924 522 2 0 3 0 2 0 0
P13 GIVWENZEN 455a03aa 1757 1089 57 2 0 2 0 1 0 1
P14 GOOGLE-COMPUTE 08e2f706 2166 1279 50 19 0 76 0 7 1 11
P15 GOOGLE-KUBERNETES ef890e4a 999 1089 109 8 0 36 0 0 7 1
P16 GOOGLE-OAUTH 3e03b2cb 1021 1303 89 4 0 4 0 4 0 0
P17 HAP f4a9872d 6066 98 12 2 0 7 0 0 0 2
P18 HASHICORP 182c0fba 2477 2028 110 15 0 144 0 3 10 2
P19 INSTANT-MESSAGING 51f23def 2992 674 41 16 2 521 503 10 4 0
P20 KITTEHIRCCLIENTLIB 46b57952 9938 2168 198 17 0 77 0 9 1 7
P21 LDBC 0c019a46 4736 488 3 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
P22 MATOMO 751823e6 1285 1503 184 8 0 8 0 8 0 0
P23 MOBARENA 9164b125 13906 2572 293 4 0 8 0 1 2 1
P24 MUTABILITYDETECTOR ac1bc226 6710 3421 371 5 0 5 0 5 0 0
P25 NETCONF c0fbedac 1570 545 51 2 0 14 0 0 0 2
P26 OAUTH-FILTER eb27b214 979 241 11 3 1 5 3 2 0 0
P27 OFFHEAP 05cc59ec 11180 7192 125 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
P28 OPML ae6a03d9 904 935 58 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
P29 PGADAPTER e64d3f0d 2759 1205 86 12 0 10 0 7 0 5
P30 PHOTON 4343b9f3 2201 1513 112 5 0 22 0 3 2 0
P31 PROJOG 70fea568 9761 9623 1100 1 0 53 0 0 0 1
P32 REPOSITORY-CONNECTOR 34fef47d 1418 577 23 1 0 3 0 0 0 1
P33 SERENITY 4c5476f3 861 523 80 2 0 3 0 0 0 2
P34 SLING ff2418ae 1209 189 9 1 0 1 0 1 0 0
P35 SONAR-AUTH 99d86044 395 727 65 25 0 73 0 15 6 4
P36 SONAR-SCM 115cc273 357 104 6 5 0 5 0 5 0 0
P37 SUBVERSION dd1693c1 6463 2517 293 2 0 13 0 1 1 0
P38 SWORNAPI 0e33d2a1 4182 102 7 4 0 20 0 2 2 0
P39 TOKEN 871c6edc 2214 1884 176 37 0 135 0 27 10 0
P40 XUNIT bf2a9c19 2078 1246 191 2 0 5 0 0 0 2

Total 143677 65936 5073 280 4 1529 508 160 50 66

in cognitive complexity [32] and percentage difference in the
lines of code (LOC). We used cognitive complexity as it pos-
itively correlates with comprehension time [32]. To measure
cognitive complexity, we used Genese Cpx [33]. To measure
LOC, we use CK [34]. The percentage difference computation
is based on all the test files in the test suites. Finally, to
determine the developers’ reactions to ARUS’ changes, we
submitted pull requests containing ARUS’ changes to the
most recent version of the projects in our benchmark set and
collected how many of ARUS’ changes were merged, how
many were not, and how many are awaiting review.

C. Results

RQ1: Can ARUS remove unnecessary stubbings from test
suites? Out of the 128 projects in our benchmark dataset,
40 projects had at least one unnecessary stubbing, which
corresponds to 31.3% of the projects in the dataset.

Table I reports relevant characteristics for the projects
having unnecessary stubbings. In total, the projects have more
than 60 thousand lines of test code and five thousand tests.

Overall, ARUS provided a solution for 98.6% of the
definitions that led to unnecessary stubbings, which removed
1021 unnecessary stubbings from the projects. This result
corresponds to 66.8% of all the unnecessary stubbings in all
test executions. If we remove an outlier case (P19), which
has 503 unnecessary stubbings in a loop, the percentage
increases to 99.5%. The columns under the Unnecessary
Stubbings and Types report details on the results. Columns
USDb, USDa, USOb, USOa, TU, UUH and UUS report
the number of stubbing definitions leading to unnecessary
stubbings before running ARUS, the number of stubbing
definitions leading to unnecessary stubbings after running
ARUS, the number of unnecessary stubbing occurrences
before running ARUS, the number of unnecessary stubbing
occurrences after running ARUS, the number of unnecessary
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stubbings classified as totally-unnecessary, used-unnecessary-
helper, and used-unnecessary-setup, respectively. Note that
columns USDb/USDa and USOb/USOa can differ as the same
stubbing definition might lead to multiple unnecessary stub-
bings. The results presented in Table I were validated through
manual inspections and by running the updated test suites,
which had all tests passing.

Out of the 280 stubbings resolved by ARUS 160 are of type
TU, 50 of type UUH, and 66 of type UUS. ARUS was not able
to provide a solution for only four stubbing definitions (column
USDa). One definition was part of a parameterized test and
three definitions were inside loops. Although this result is good
as the number of definitions not handled by ARUS (by design)
is extremely low, two of the definitions inside project P19 led
to 503 unresolved unnecessary stubbings. We investigated the
nature of those definitions and they used the loop index.
Although this case can be seen as an outlier based on the
benchmarks in our dataset, the resolution of those definitions
might be an interesting direction for future work.

ARUSC was able to resolve 210 stubbings (160 of type TU
and 50 of type UUH). Although ARUSC is able to resolve a
lower number of stubbings as compared to ARUS, we believe
that this second version of the technique is still effective and
can be helpful for handling unnecessary stubbings.

RQ1 answer: ARUS was able to provide a solution
for 98.6% of the unnecessary stubbing definitions, which
removed 1021 unnecessary stubbings from the projects.
Based on the results, we can say that ARUS is effective
in removing unnecessary stubbings.

RQ2: What is the time cost of running ARUS? To evaluate
the time cost of ARUS, we measured the difference in the
execution time of the tests when using the original version
of Mockito versus our customized version, the time required
to run ARUS’ analyses (stubbings analysis and unnecessary
stubbings removal phases), and the difference in the test exe-
cution time between the original test suite and the updated one.
This evaluation is based on the 40 projects with unnecessary
stubbings. We report all the measurements in seconds (s).

The execution time of the test suites with our customized
version of Mockito was on average 0.99s (max=25.99s, min=-
45.28s, sd=8.8s) slower with respect to the execution of the test
suites with the original version of Mockito. ARUS’ analyses
took 0.533s on average (max=3.962s, min=0.001s, sd=0.862s).
ARUS’ changes led to updated test suites that are 2.49s
slower with respect to the original test suites (max=80.27s,
min=-49.95s, sd=16.07s). The results indicate that the cost
of running ARUS is low as running the test suites with our
version of Mockito adds just a few seconds to their execution,
ARUS’ analyses take only a few seconds, and the execution
of the updated test suites is a few seconds longer compared
to the original ones. Furthermore, ARUS does not necessarily
need to be run with all the test suite runs.

Considering ARUSC, the analyses took 0.529s on average,
and ARUSC’ updated test suites are 0.35s slower with respect

Fig. 4: Percentage variation of cognitive complexity.

Fig. 5: Percentage variation of LOC.
to the original test suites. Based on these results, we can say
that the time cost of ARUS and ARUSC are similar.

RQ2 answer: Based on the low execution time of ARUS’
analyses and the low increase in the execution time of the
updated test suites, we can say that the time cost associated
with ARUS is low.

RQ3: How does ARUS affect test code complexity? We
answer RQ3 with the help of Figure 4 and 5. Figure 4 repre-
sents the percentage increase of cognitive complexity for the
updated test suites. Figure 5 represents the percentage increase
of the LOC for the updated test suites. The figures present
results for both ARUS and ARUSC; outliers for ARUS are
not reported (four in Figure 4 and three in Figure 5).

Although in some cases ARUS actually reduces code
complexity (projects having only TU stubbings) the box plots
show that ARUS generally introduces an increase in code
complexity. This result was expected as the resolution for
UUH and USS stubbings, which account for 41.4% of the
cases, introduces new code in the test suites.

Although the majority of the projects have an increase in
code complexity that we believe to be limited (24 below 5%
of both cognitive complexity and LOC increase), eight of the
projects had a percentage increase of cognitive complexity and
LOC higher than 10%. We manually analyzed the changes
in those eight projects and identified that all of them had at
least one case of a UUS, which required introducing at least
one new class (with relevant code) in the test suite. The code
complexity results associated with ARUSC highlight the effect
of UUS removal even further. In fact, comparing the results
between ARUS and ARUSC from Figure 4 and 5 it is possible
to see that ARUSC has an overall lower impact on code
complexity. These results together with the results from RQ1
highlight a tradeoff between effectiveness and impact on code
complexity in resolving unnecessary stubbings. ARUS could
be used by developers whose priority is on removing unneces-
sary stubbings while ARUSC could be used by developers that



still interested in removing as many unnecessary stubbings as
possible but also prioritize impact on code complexity.

RQ3 answer: Our results show that ARUS generally
introduces an increase in code complexity. However, the
majority of the projects have an increase in code complexity
that we believe to be limited. Furthermore, ARUS and
ARUSC can be used to navigate the tradeoff between
removal effectiveness and impact on code complexity.

RQ4: What are the developers’ reactions to ARUS’
changes? To answer RQ4, we submitted pull requests (PRs)
containing ARUS’ changes to the latest commit of the projects
we analyzed. In this process, we submitted PRs to 33 projects
(instead of 40 as in Table I) as two projects were archived, one
failed to compile, one changed the build system, one changed
test dependencies, one requires Docker support [35], and one
had flaky tests. In total, we submitted PRs for 227 unnecessary
stubbing definitions. This set does not have two definitions that
are in Table I as they were removed from the corresponding
project (P14) and has 13 additional definitions as they were
introduced in the projects (P19 and P30).

Overall, developers merged resolutions that removed 83
unnecessary stubbing definitions (66 TU, 16 UUH, and one
UUS), did not merge 37 (11 TU, 10 UUH, and 16 UUS),
and others are awaiting review (54 TU, 21 UUH, and 32
UUS). Although some resolutions were not merged, a good
percentage (36.6%) has already been merged. Among the
cases that were not merged, we received feedback for one
UUS resolution and the developer mentioned that did not
want to duplicate code to resolve the unnecessary stubbing.
This feedback is in contrast with the merged UUH and UUS
resolutions. We believe that ARUS and ARUSC can satisfy
different developers’ preferences. We also received positive
feedback from developers. One developer (from a project that
accepted 6 UUH resolutions) mentioned “Thanks for this and
other PRs, simpler cleaner code is much appreciated [...]”.
Another developer said “Good catch, thanks!”. One more
developer expressed interest in ARUS: “Any place we can
read more about this tool, maybe even play with it? [...]”.

RQ4 answer: Although a good number of resolutions are
awaiting review, developers already merged resolutions that
removed 83 unnecessary stubbings and only some were
not accepted. Based on these preliminary results and the
informal feedback we received, we believe that developers
had a positive reaction to ARUS.

D. Discussion

The results show that ARUS is effective in removing un-
necessary stubbings. However, the results also show that some
cases are not handled by ARUS. These cases are unnecessary
stubbings whose definition appears in parametrized tests or
loops. These cases could be handled by instrumenting the
test cases to observe how stubbing definitions use (directly
or indirectly) values of test parameters or loop indexes. Loops

might generate a high number of unnecessary stubbings, as
shown in the case of project P19. Although loops are not
desirable in tests, as they are an instance of the conditional
test logic test smell [36], it might be interesting to investigate
resolution approaches for loops and parametrized tests.

While working on ARUS, we identified that UUH
and UUS stubbings could be alternatively categorized as
used-unnecessary-within-test (UUWT) and used-unnecessary-
across-tests (UUAT) stubbings. A UUWT stubbing is charac-
terized by a stubbing definition that creates multiple stubbings
in an individual test execution and some of the stubbings
are used and others are unnecessary. This is possible when
a test method invokes a helper method multiple times. A
UUAT stubbing is characterized by a stubbing definition that
creates multiple stubbings across different tests and in some
tests the stubbings are used while in others the stubbings are
unnecessary. Considering the 116 UUS and UUH stubbings in
our evaluation, 19 stubbings could be categorized as UUWT
and 97 as UUAT. UUAT could be resolved by creating a
conditional that executes the stubbing definition based on the
name of the test. This solution would have a lower impact on
the increase in code complexity of updated test suites. How-
ever, the solution would introduce instances of the conditional
test logic test smell and bind the test logic to test names.
We believe that both traits of the solution are not desirable.
UUH and UUS stubbings could also be resolved by relocat-
ing the stubbings (and related statements) from helper/setup
methods into the tests that need them if that offers a better
code complexity as opposed to duplicating methods/classes.
Although this solution, when applicable, might limit the code
complexity increase, the solution would also spread the logic
of helper/setup methods across the tests and developers might
not want that to happen as they intentionally created methods
to contain the stubbing logic. Future work could investigate
whether our sentiment on alternative solutions is shared across
practitioners by performing studies with developers.

When we submitted PRs, we noticed that new unnecessary
stubbings (13) were introduced in the projects. Future work
could study the evolution of unnecessary stubings and provide
suggestions on the best time to run ARUS.

We checked whether ARUS affected the original semantics
of the test suites by running the updated test suites on the
SUTs and checking that the outcome of the tests did not
change. This step provided a validation of our results. The step
could also be part of the technique. Specifically, the updated
test suite could be run after each change made by ARUS.
This operation would increase the technique’s cost, but the
cost could be mitigated through test selection approaches [37],
[38]. Future work could investigate the tradeoff provided by
different solutions for validating updated test suites.

VI. LIMITATIONS AND THREATS TO VALIDITY

The main limitation of ARUS is that it does not handle
unnecessary stubbings in parameterized tests or loops. How-
ever, our evaluation shows that there is a low number of such
cases. In the evaluation, we check for flakiness by running



tests three times. Although this might not be enough to detect
all the flaky tests, our manual inspection of the results gave
us confidence that the results were not affected by flakiness.

As it is the case for most empirical evaluations, there are
both external and construct threats to validity associated with
the results we presented. In terms of external validity, our
results might not generalize to other projects or test suites.
To mitigate this threat, we identified our benchmarks from a
large dataset of Java projects having different characteristics.
Given the complexity of the projects and the test suites we
considered, we believe that ARUS should also be applicable
to other projects and test suites. Furthermore, we checked
ARUS’ changes in a single testing environment and results
might not apply to different testing environments. To mitigate
this threat, we inspected the changes manually and we believe
that they should not be affected by the testing environment.
Additionally, some of the pull requests that we submitted went
through a continuous integration pipeline including testing and
all tests also passed in those cases. In terms of construct
validity, there might be errors in the implementation of our
technique. To mitigate this threat, we extensively inspected
our code and the results of the evaluation manually.

VII. RELATED WORK

Studies on Test Doubles. Test doubles are widely used in
software testing to simulate external dependencies, isolate
units under test, and facilitate unit testing [39], [40], [3].
Test doubles have been extensively studied across various
programming languages and platforms, including Java [16],
[41], [4], Python [17], C++ [42], and Android [3]. Mostafa
and Wang [16] identified that Mockito is the most commonly
used test mocking framework in Java projects, used in over
70% of projects that use a test mocking framework. Spadini
et al. [5], [4] found that test doubles in Java simplify test
structure, prevent contamination of domain code with testing
infrastructure, lead to stronger tests and better organization
of code, can reduce the cost of writing stubbing code, and
make unit testing more effective and efficient. Fazzini et al. [3]
identified that test doubles in Android can have issues and
unnecessary stubbings are a common problem. Our work
proposed a technique for resolving unnecessary stubbings
and, through the evaluation, found that unnecessary stubbings
appear frequently also in Java projects.
Techniques for Test Doubles. Related work also proposed
techniques for creating and maintaining test doubles. Tillmann
and Schulte [43] devised an approach that leverages symbolic
execution to generate mocks with behavior. Salva and Blot [44]
proposed a technique that uses a model-based appraoch to
generate mocks. Deepika et al. [45] defined an approach that
generates tests with mocks from execution data of production
code. Zhu et al. [13] proposed a technique for recommending
mocking decisions. Wang et al. [46] devised an approach to
refactor test doubles built through inheritance with test doubles
based on Mockito. Zhu et al. [15] presented STUBCODER
a method employing an evolutionary algorithm to automate
the synthesis and refinement of stub code for test doubles.

STUBCODER focuses on making tests pass and, therefore, is
not tailored to resolve unnecessary stubbings. ARUS focuses
on resolving issues in test doubles and, to the best of our
knowledge, is the first automated approach to resolve unnec-
essary stubbings in test suites. Our technique like others in
related work [45], [13], [46] is based on Mockito.
Test Smells. Test smells are signs of poorly written test code
that negatively affect the quality of test suites, production
software, and program comprehension during maintenance
activities [47], [48], [49]. Researchers have proposed various
approaches to detect and address test smells, including metrics-
based, rule-based, heuristic-based, static analysis, machine
learning, and deep learning approaches [50], [51], [52], [53],
[54], [55]. Lambiase et al. [56] presented a technique that
detects and refactors three types of test smells: general fixture,
eager test, and lack of cohesion of test methods. Van Deursen
et al. [9] describe 11 test smells and propose refactorings to
improve test code for XP practitioners. Our work focuses on
automatically removing unnecessary stubbings, which can be
seen as a particular type of the general fixture test smell.
Unnecessary Code. Unnecessary code appears frequently in
software systems and increases maintenance costs, making
code comprehension difficult [57], [58]. Tempero [59] con-
ducted an empirical study on unused design decisions in open-
source Java applications, emphasizing the need for improved
tool support to track the unused designs’ usage. Romano and
Scanniello [60] presented an approach relying on Rapid Type
Analysis to detect the dead method smell in Java desktop appli-
cations. Romano et al. [61] introduced an approach to identify
unreachable methods using a graph-based representation of
Java software. Jiang et al. [62] presented a static analysis
approach to trim unused methods and classes from both Java
application code and the Java Runtime Environment. Heo et
al. [63] devised a system that uses reinforcement learning to
efficiently reduce programs by removing redundant code. Our
work removes unnecessary stubbings, which are unnecessary
code in test executions.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented ARUS, an automated technique
for removing unnecessary stubbings from test suites. The
empirical evaluation of ARUS showed that the technique is
effective in removing unnecessary stubbings, its cost is negli-
gible, the updated test suites generally have a limited increase
in code complexity, and a good number of the resolutions are
already merged into the test suites of the projects analyzed.

In terms of future work, we plan to work with developers
and investigate their preference on resolution strategies. Future
work could also investigate the cost of different solutions
for validating ARUS’ changes. Finally, future work could
also investigate approaches to resolve unnecessary stubbing
definitions appearing in parameterized tests and loops.
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[32] M. Muñoz Barón, M. Wyrich, and S. Wagner, “An empirical validation

of cognitive complexity as a measure of source code understandability,”
in Proceedings of the 14th ACM/IEEE International Symposium on
Empirical Software Engineering and Measurement (ESEM), 2020, pp.
1–12.

[33] genese. (2023, Oct.) Genese cpx. [Online]. Available: https://www.
npmjs.com/package/@genese/complexity#7-cognitive-complexity

[34] M. Aniche, Java code metrics calculator (CK), 2015, available in
https://github.com/mauricioaniche/ck/.

[35] Docker. (2023, Oct.) Docker. [Online]. Available: https://www.docker.
com

[36] A. Peruma, K. Almalki, C. D. Newman, M. W. Mkaouer, A. Ouni,
and F. Palomba, “On the distribution of test smells in open source
android applications: An exploratory study,” in Proceedings of the 29th
Annual International Conference on Computer Science and Software
Engineering. USA: IBM Corp., 2019, p. 193–202.

[37] E. Engström, P. Runeson, and M. Skoglund, “A systematic review on
regression test selection techniques,” Information and Software Technol-
ogy, vol. 52, no. 1, pp. 14–30, 2010.

[38] R. Kazmi, D. N. Jawawi, R. Mohamad, and I. Ghani, “Effective
regression test case selection: A systematic literature review,” ACM
Computing Surveys (CSUR), vol. 50, no. 2, pp. 1–32, 2017.

[39] D. Thomas and A. Hunt, “Mock objects,” IEEE Software, vol. 19, no. 3,
pp. 22–24, 2002.

[40] T. Kim, C. Park, and C. Wu, “Mock object models for test driven devel-
opment,” in Fourth International Conference on Software Engineering
Research, Management and Applications (SERA’06), 2006, pp. 221–228.

[41] D. Spadini, M. Aniche, M. Bruntink, and A. Bacchelli, “Mock objects
for testing java systems: Why and how developers use them, and how
they evolve,” Empirical Software Engineering, vol. 24, pp. 1461–1498,
2019.

[42] H. Cheddadi, S. Motahhir, and A. E. Ghzizal, “Google test/google mock
to verify critical embedded software,” 2022.

[43] N. Tillmann and W. Schulte, “Mock-object generation with behavior,”
in 21st IEEE/ACM International Conference on Automated Software
Engineering (ASE’06), 2006, pp. 365–368.

[44] S. Salva and E. Blot, “Using model learning for the generation of mock
components,” in Testing Software and Systems, V. Casola, A. De Bene-
dictis, and M. Rak, Eds. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2020,
pp. 3–19.

[45] D. Tiwari, M. Monperrus, and B. Baudry, “Mimicking production
behavior with generated mocks,” 2022.

[46] X. Wang, L. Xiao, T. Yu, A. Woepse, and S. Wong, “Jmocker: refac-
toring test-production inheritance by mockito,” in Proceedings of the
ACM/IEEE 44th International Conference on Software Engineering:
Companion Proceedings, 2022, pp. 125–129.

[47] D. Spadini, F. Palomba, A. Zaidman, M. Bruntink, and A. Bacchelli,
“On the relation of test smells to software code quality,” in 2018
IEEE International Conference on Software Maintenance and Evolution
(ICSME), 2018, pp. 1–12.

[48] V. Garousi, B. Kucuk, and M. Felderer, “What we know about smells
in software test code,” IEEE Software, vol. 36, no. 3, pp. 61–73, 2019.

[49] G. Bavota, A. Qusef, R. Oliveto, A. Lucia, and D. Binkley, “Are
test smells really harmful? an empirical study,” Empirical Softw.
Engg., vol. 20, no. 4, p. 1052–1094, aug 2015. [Online]. Available:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10664-014-9313-0

[50] B. Van Rompaey, B. Du Bois, S. Demeyer, and M. Rieger, “On the
detection of test smells: A metrics-based approach for general fixture
and eager test,” IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering, vol. 33,
no. 12, pp. 800–817, 2007.

[51] M. Greiler, A. van Deursen, and M.-A. Storey, “Automated detection
of test fixture strategies and smells,” in 2013 IEEE Sixth International
Conference on Software Testing, Verification and Validation, 2013, pp.
322–331.

https://martinfowler.com/bliki/TestDouble.html
https://martinfowler.com/bliki/TestDouble.html
https://site.mockito.org
https://easymock.org
https://powermock.github.io
https://powermock.github.io
https://www.javadoc.io/doc/org.mockito/mockito-core/3.12.4/org/mockito/exceptions/misusing/UnnecessaryStubbingException.html
https://www.javadoc.io/doc/org.mockito/mockito-core/3.12.4/org/mockito/exceptions/misusing/UnnecessaryStubbingException.html
https://github.com/FAForever/downlords-faf-client/issues/2308
https://github.com/FAForever/downlords-faf-client/issues/2308
https://stackoverflow.com/questions/42947613/how-to-resolve-unneccessary-stubbing-exception
https://stackoverflow.com/questions/42947613/how-to-resolve-unneccessary-stubbing-exception
https://octoverse.github.com/2022/top-programming-languages
https://zenodo.org/records/10041796
https://junit.org
https://javadoc.io/doc/org.mockito/mockito-core/latest/org/mockito/Mockito.html
https://javadoc.io/doc/org.mockito/mockito-core/latest/org/mockito/Mockito.html
https://github.com/jenkinsci/token-macro-plugin
https://www.jenkins.io
https://www.jenkins.io
https://maven.apache.org
https://javaparser.org
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.01754
https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.08401
https://github.com
https://maven.apache.org/plugins/maven-dependency-plugin/tree-mojo.html
https://maven.apache.org/plugins/maven-dependency-plugin/tree-mojo.html
https://www.npmjs.com/package/@genese/complexity#7-cognitive-complexity
https://www.npmjs.com/package/@genese/complexity#7-cognitive-complexity
https://www.docker.com
https://www.docker.com
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10664-014-9313-0


[52] N. Moha, Y.-G. Gueheneuc, L. Duchien, and A.-F. Le Meur, “Decor: A
method for the specification and detection of code and design smells,”
IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering, vol. 36, no. 1, pp. 20–36,
2010.

[53] A. K. Das, S. Yadav, and S. Dhal, “Detecting code smells using
deep learning,” in TENCON 2019 - 2019 IEEE Region 10 Conference
(TENCON), 2019, pp. 2081–2086.

[54] A. Maiga, N. Ali, N. Bhattacharya, A. Sabané, Y.-G. Guéhéneuc,
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