
Daikon
Improving Daikon’s output with Automated Generation of Test Suites
based on Invariant Coverage and Model Checking Techniques

∗ † ‡

Summary. Daikon dynamically detects program invariants. Consid-
ering its effectiveness and outputs’ qualities, Daikon is a useful tool. It,
however, has a problem that its outputs depend on the test suites used
for the dynamic analysis. This paper proposes an automated generation
method of the test suites based on invariant coverage and model check-
ing techniques. Applying the method to an example shows that the
proposed method improves quality of the test suites as well as Daikon’s
generating invariants.
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