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Research Questions: What are the relationships between unit tests and between unit tests and methods
under test? What can be gained by making this relationships explicit? How does the concept of method
examples compare with other possible techniques to relate this entities?

Significant problems and current solutions: (1.) Missing explicit relationships between unit tests and
methods under test make it difficult to trace which features are thoroughly tested and hinder navigability
between unit tests and their methods under test. xUnit uses a naming convention which is brittle when
it comes to renaming the methods and classes under test. (2.) Schuh et al. [1] introduce the concept of
ObjectMother to compose complex test scenarios. (3.) Failing unit tests are presented randomly and not in
a meaningful order. [2]

Definition: A method example tests a single method and returns the resulting receiver, parameters
and potential return value of its method under test.

Approach: Show which kind of relations between unit tests and between unit tests and method under
tests exist. Correlate the unit tests of the base system of Squeak by decomposing them into method examples.
Show, that the single concept of method examples enables navigation and traceability between unit tests and
methods under test, provides concrete types for the methods under test, fits well together with traits [3],
and allows the composition of complex unit tests. Compare with other techniques to make this relationships
explicit.

Achieved Results: Case studies show that a significant amount of the relationships between unit tests
cover each other when one compares the sets of signatures of their called messages [2], and that the Squeak
base unit tests can be successfully refactored to method examples.
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