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Zhyharevych . The method of selection of research literature ecosystems software. The article deals with 

mapping study ecosystems software like approach to the analysis of the literature. 
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 2.  

              Primary Study        Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 
Askarunisa et al. [2010]                          ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
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Askarunisa et al. [2011]                 ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Athira and Samuel [2010]                ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
 Bai and Kenett [2009]                         ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Bozkurt [2013] ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Chen et al. [2010]                                               ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
 Di Penta et al. [2007]                   ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Dong [2008]                                                ¤ ¤ + ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Hou et al. [2008]                 ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
 Li et al. [2008]                                          ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Li et al. [2012]                                ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
 Liu et al. [2007]                       ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ + 
Khan and Heckel [2011]          ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Mei et al. [2009]                ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Mei et al. [2009]  ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Mei et al. [2011]                                    ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Mei et al. [2012]                                 ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Mei et al. [2013a]                                 ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Mei et al. [2013b]                                      ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Nguyen et al. [2011a]                               ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Nguyen et al. [2011b]  ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Ruth et al. [2006]                                     ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Ruth et al. [2007]                                 ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Ruth [2008]                                                      ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Ruth and Rayford [2011]                            ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Ruth [2011]                    ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Tarhini et al. [2006]                             ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
Tsai et al. [2005]                             ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
 Tsai et al. [2009]                           ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ + 
Zhai et al. [2014]                   ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ ¤ 
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 3.  
 

ID               Primary Study Description 
S1         Askarunisa et al. [2010] test case prioritization based on coverage of service sequence 

S2         Askarunisa et al. [2011] test case prioritization based on fault rate and fault severity 
S3         Athira and Samuel [2010] test case prioritization based on coverage of service activity 

S4         Bai and Kenett [2009] test case ranking based on the risks of target service features 
S5         Bozkurt [2013] cost-aware test suite minimization based on multiobjective    optimization 

S6         Chen et al. [2010] test case prioritization based on the weighted service activity 

S7         Di Penta et al. [2007] collaborative regression testing technique 
S8         Dong [2008] test case reduction based on pairwise combination of parameter input 

S9         Hou et al. [2008] 
scheduled test case prioritization for quota-constrained  service-centric 
system 

S10        Li et al. [2008] gray-box test case selection based on BFG model for process business 

S11        Li et al. [2012] test case selection based on XBFG model for composite service web 
S12        Liu et al. [2007] test case selection based on BFG model for business process 

S13        Khan and Heckel [2011] test case selection based on dependency analysis of visual contracts 
S14        Mei et al. [2009] test case prioritization based on multilevel coverage models 

S15        Mei et al. [2009] test case prioritization based on the coverage of WSDL tags 

S16        Mei et al. [2011] test case prioritization based on the occurrence of WSDL tags 
S17        Mei et al. [2012] preemptive scheduled test case prioritization for adaptive  services 

S18        Mei et al. [2013a] test pair prioritization based on the structural similarity of artifacts XML 

S19        Mei et al. [2013b] 
similarity-based test case prioritization techniques based on pairwise 
selection 

S20        Nguyen et al. [2011a] test case prioritization based on change sensitivity of test case 
S21        Nguyen et al. [2011b] IR-based test case prioritization based on covered identi er documents 

S22        Ruth et al. [2006] test case selection based on JIG model for Java-based web service 

S23        Ruth et al. [2007]a 
test case selection based on global CFG and call graph for    composite web 
service 

S24        Ruth [2008] test case selection on handling multiple concurrent modi cations 

S25        Ruth [2011] 
test case selection on the premise of protecting the privacy of shared 
services 

S26        Ruth and Rayford  [2011] test case selection on the premise of no sharing of service privacy 
S27        Tarhini et al. [2006] test case selection based on TPG and Timed LTS model 

S28        Tsai et al. [2005] test case ranking based on the probability of detecting faults 
S29        Tsai et al. [2009] test case ranking based on potency and coverage relationship   model 

S30        Zhai et al. [2014]   point-of-interest-aware test case prioritization for location- based services 
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