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Abstract- The aim of this paper is to evaluate and establish a 
mechanism to evaluate testing tools effectively, at the moment, 
there are many complex systems are built across the platforms 
and it is very complex problem to establish one common 
criterion to evaluate the testing tools. There are lot many tools 
available in the market at the moment, each to0ls have its own 
features to test software. For this paper, test cases are first 
manually tested and then as  a part of the regression execution, 
same test cases are coded in the test scripts and being executed 
over the application under test. Automated testing is developed 
which saves time and resources, providing a good ROI. Test 
automation speeds up the testing process and minimizing time to 
market. An important contribution of this paper is the 
development of the metric suite that facilitates comparison and 
selection of  a desired testing tool for automated testing. 
 
Index Terms- Automation Testing, Software testing tools, 
evaluation of tools. 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 
oftware testing is an area of software development where 
persistence and continuous efforts are critically essential. 

Software testing is the process of verifying software quality by 
using the software with applicable test cases to determine if 
proposed software requirements are being met properly. Testing 
is a fundamental aspect of software engineering, but it is a 
practice that too often is easily forgotten in today’s fast-paced 
Web application development environment. Web applications are 
being changed both in terms of technology and functionality. 
Testing applications thoroughly and efficiently is necessary for 
deployment when wanting to retain existing customers and also 
fetch in new customers and clients. Testing is really important 
because software reliability is defined using testing and test 
effectiveness, approximately fifty percent of the software 
development budget for software projects is being spent on 
testing, and this is average in the industry. Software testing is 
expensive effort as the entire cycle needs to be carry out as 
frequently as the build is rolled out. therefore, there is a need to 
reduce testing dependency on human. Software testing is 
necessary and inevitable because errors are often introduced into 
software Inadvertently as it is designed, coded and developed. 
Software has become complex today, which means there are 
many lines of code, and as a result more cycles of testing needs 
to be done. 
 

II. METHODOLOGY 
      The research in this paper includes: 
       (1) identifying a set of tools to be evaluated 
       (2) developing a metric suite to be used to evaluate the tools 
       (3) selecting the target 
application to be tested 
       (4) manually testing the applications and recording results 
       (5) performing a feature analysis of each tool and 
aggregating an ideal feature set 
      (6) testing the target application using each selected tool and 
gathering resulting data 
       (7) interpreting results 
       (8) drawing appropriate inferences and making 
recommendations 
 
3.1 Selected Tools 
      The testing tools chosen in the comparison for stand-alone 
based testing were RFT, Ranorex, and Janova. Initially, many 
other test tools were selected but were rejected because of many 
reasons. For example, Quicktest and SilkTest were initially 
chosen but because of the cumbersome setup and initialization 
they were both rejected. 
      Also, another tool that was initially chosen but rejected was 
Panorama. This was rejected also because of the cumbersome 
installation instructions. The first tool selected is RFT, and the 
reason it was chosen is because it is the one most widely used. 
The design of this experiment uses automatic testing tools to 
gothrough end user steps in the application and compare features 
between the tools. The second tool that was evaluated was 
Janova, and the reason it was chosen was because there is no 
need to download any software or buy equipment. Since it is 
cloud based, all that is needed is an Internet connection. The 
tests, or features, are created, and they are then ready to be 
queued in the tool. By pressing the queue button, a broker, or sort 
of middleman, is notified that the feature is ready to run. The 
broker sends the feature to the next available worker in the cloud 
where it is then executed against your AUT. The test is then 
completed and filtered back down through the broker and back to 
the browser with results. The last tool that was chosen is 
Ranorex, and this was chosen mainly due to the fact that it is 
widely used with web based applications.  
 
3.2 Evaluation Metrics 
      There are many reasons why we want to compare testing 
tools. Metrics are important because it shows us a way to 
compare different tools to efficiently select appropriate tools to 
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use based on what testing needs are at the given time. The 
criteria for comparison in each tool studied are as follows: 
features, debugging help, automated progress, support for the 
testing process, usability, and requirements. 
      The first metric that will be looked at are the features in each 
tool. Each feature will be highlighted and compared among the 
different tools. Table 1 is a description of how the features metric 
will be defined in this project. The features are listed and then 
evaluated with each tool. 
 

Table 1: 
 
Definition 
 

 
 

This feature will determine 
whether or not an install is 
required to use software 
 

Install required 

This feature provided by the 
software, e.g. install required or 
cloud based 
 

Cloud Based 
 

This feature provided by the 
software, e.g. can test scripts be 
recorded with 
clicks or is programming 
knowledge required 

Knowledge of scripts 
required 

This feature provided by the 
software, e.g. some tests done 
strictly on lines of 
code 

Access to code required 

 
3.3 General Testing Approach 
      The tools will be evaluated for their support for web-based 
testing. The AUT (application under test) was manually tested 
for a given amount of time. During the stage of manual testing, 
each feature in the AUT was reviewed to confirm all features 
were working. In the testing approach, test scripts were written 
based on what the AUT was written to do. In the automatic 
testing stage, once each test script below was written, the tests 
could easily be played over and over depending on how often 
tests on AUT needed to be run. 

 
Table 2: 

 
Definition of Test Scripts 
 
 
Verify All Services Appear  This script verifies that after 

logging into application that 
under the first tab , equipment 
and services, that all current 
services appear on page 

Verify Login Works 
 

This script verifies that a user 
can successfully login. 
 

Verify Tabs Work 
 

This script verifies that after 
logging into application that 
under the statements tab the 

current statement appears 
successfully. 

Verify Statements are 
Viewable 
 

Verify if the statements are 
viewable. 

Verify Logout Works 
 

This script verifies that the 
current user can successfully 
log out. 

Verify Pay Online Works 
 

This script verifies that a 
payment online can 
successfully be made. 
 

 
3.4 Target Application 
      In the experiment the application chosen for the comparison 
is a customer web based application. This particular application 
was chosen because users need to use the site to access their 
services to which they currently subscribe to, view current billing 
statements and history, view toll calls, change account settings 
and pay their bill online 
 

III. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS 
      For each test that was completed, the metrics were outlined 
and results found for each metric. Results were first taken by 
reviewing the first tool, RFT. 
 

Table 3: 
 

 Ranorex Rational 
Functional 
Tester 

Janova 

Install required Yes Yes No 
Cloud Based No  No Yes 
Knowledge of 
scripts required 

No No No 

Access to code 
required 

No Yes No 

List of features Yes No No 
 
      The next metric results set is for tool usability. This was 
found to be important when trying to determine which tool would 
be best to use. The ease of installation is very important if time is 
a factor. Table 4  shows the results found in looking at usability 
metric via a ranking system from 1 through 10. Table 4 shows 
the results found in looking at the usability metric. 

 
Table 4: Results of Tool Usability 

 
 Ranorex Rational 

Functional 
Tester 

Janova 

Ease of 
installation 

Very easy to 
install 

Quite a few 
steps to 
install. In 
addition to the 
software, it is 
required to 

No install 
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also install 
IBM 
Installation 
Manager 

User friendly 
interface 
 

Yes Yes Yes 

Helpfulness 
of error 
messages 

Error 
messages 
documented 
 

Error 
messages 
were 
documented 
on website 
but when 
using links to 
get 
additional 
help on how 
to 
resolve, many 
links were 
broken and no 
help existed. 
Had to email 
technical 
support and 
wait average 
of 24 hours 
for response. 

Error 
messages 
documented 

Tutorial on 
How-to-use 

Very easy to 
follow 

From Help / 
Getting 
started, there 
is a „getting 
started with 
the 
product‟ link 
that is very 
useful 

Not easy to 
find 

 
 
Table 5: Usability of Testing Tools – Range 1 – 10 (1 Lowest 

to 10 Highest) 
 
 Ranorex Rational 

Functional 
Tester 

Janova 

Ease of 
installation 

8 7 NA 
 

User friendly 
interface 
 

6 7 7 

Helpfulness of 
error 
messages 

7 8 3 

Tutorial on 
How-to-use 

6 5 2 

 
 

IV. CONCLUSIONS 
      In concluding this research paper, I have learned that 
software testing tools are very Different and it really depends on 
the context. It takes time and effort and having a software testing 
goal to know which tool is the best suitable to use given the type 
of software testing needs and test requirements needs. My 
personal recommendations are not just restricted with the three 
tools that have been through the metrics in this research but to 
evaluate other tools which are in the market based on the 
parameters defined in the paper. Depending on the needs of a 
given AUT, the tools recommended would be different given the 
web based applications or stand alone and thick client 
appliocations. RFT is definitely the tool to be used when 
regression testing is important. Janova is the best tool given it is 
cloud based and can be accessed from any testing machine with 
internet access. Ranorex is the best tool for web based 
applications given the different test automation tools built into 
the software package as it provides packaged test solution. 
      My vision for the ideal tool is one that is cloud based with no 
install required and is easy to learn how to use. The ideal testing 
tool should be easy to navigate, ease of use/ script and also 
include many tutorials on how to get started in using the tool. It 
should also have very minimal defects since the bugs 
encountered during this research were so time consuming to get 
through it. 
 

V.  FUTURE WORK 
      The extension of this research paper would be to evaluate the 
testing tools with respect to technical details such as coding, 
debugging and support of the technologies. There is a lot to 
research in this area as there are at least 40 different testing tools 
available in the market which one needs to explore and come up 
with the test metrics which can help users and companies to 
evaluate and select a testing tool which   reduces testing cycles 
and time to market of the software. 
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