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Introduction

Today software test automation is becoming more and more popular in both C/S and web
environment. As the requirements keep changing (mostly new requirements are getting
introduced on daily basis) constantly and the testing window is getting smaller and
smaller everyday, the managers are realizing a greater need for test automation. This is
good news for us (people who do test automation). But, I am afraid this is the only good
news.

Myths & Facts

A number of articles and books are written on different aspects of Software Test
Automation. Test Automation Snake Oil by, James Bach is an excellent article on some
of the myths of automation. I like to discuss some of these myths and will try to point
out the facts about these myths. I also like to discuss some of my observations and
hopefully point out possible solutions. These are based on my experience with a number
of automation projects I was involved with.

- Find more bugs: Some QA managers think that by doing automation they should be
able to find more bugs. It s a myth. Let s think about it for a minute. The process of
automation involves a set of written test cases. In most places the test cases are written
by test engineers who are familiar with the application they are testing. The test cases are
then given to the automation engineers. In most cases the automation engineers are not
very familiar with the test cases they are automating. From test cases to test scripts,
automation does not add anything in the process to find more bugs. The test scripts will
work only as good as the test cases when comes to finding bugs. So, it s the test cases
that find bugs (or don t find bugs), not the test scripts.

- Eliminate or reduce manual testers: In order to justify automation, some point out
that they should be able to eliminate or reduce the number of manual testers in the long
run and thus save money in the process. Absolutely not true. Elimination or reduction of
manual testers is not any of the objectives of test automation. Here is why — as I have



pointed out earlier that the test scripts are only as good as the test cases and the test
cases are written primarily by manual testers. They are the ones who know the
application inside out. If the word gets out (it usually does) that the number of manual
testers will be reduced by introducing automation then, most if not all manual testers will
walk out the door and quality will go with them as well.

Observations

I have met a number of QA managers who are frustrated with their automation. According
to them the tool is not doing what it is supposed to do. Here is a true story, the client (I
had the opportunity to work with them for some time) found out that the tool they have
just bought does not support the application they are testing (I am not making it up).
How can this happen! — It does happen more often than one would think. I will get back
on this when I discuss possible solutions. A manager of one of the major telecom
companies that I had a recent interview with told me that after three years and more than
a million dollar he is still struggling with automation. This is pretty sad and I get the
feeling that he is not alone.

Solutions/Suggestions

Let s discuss some of the reasons for this frustration and some of the solutions to this
problem.

- Unrealistic expectations: Most managers have their first encounter with any
automation tool when they look at the demo and everything looks nice and simple.

But everything is not so nice and simple when you try to use the tool with your
application. The vendors will only tell you the things you want to hear (how easy to use,
how simple to set up, how it will save time and money, how it will help you find more
bugs etc.). This builds a false set of hopes and expectations.

- Lack of planning: A great deal of planning is required from selection to implementation
of the tool. Evaluating Tools by Elisabeth Hendrickson is a very good article on step by
step process of selecting a tool. She talks about Tool Audience as one of the steps.

This would be an ideal way to select a tool. It may not happen in every place because of
the everyday workload of the people involved. But the participation of the users in the
process is very important, because they are the ones who will use the tool day in and day
out. I am almost certain that what happened to one of my clients (the tool they have
bought did not support the application they were testing) would not have happened if the
users were involved in the selection process.

- Lack of a process: Lack of a process may also contribute to failure of automation.
Most places do have some kind of process in place. In most cases (although it differs
from place to place) developers write code against a set of requirements. If the



requirement does not call for a change in GUI then, there should not be any change in
GUI. But if the GUI keep changing constantly from one release to another without any
requirement for that change then, there is a problem in the process. You may have the
best tool and the best (for your environment) architecture is in place and you will still
have problems with your automation because of a faulty process.

Conclusion

I think there is a need to educate QA managers about the benefits and limitations of
automation. There is a need to separate the facts from the fictions. But here is the
problem, in most cases consultants are brought in to fix problems of prior attempts
instead of initial setup. At this point the managers have already learned (painfully) the
pitfalls of automation. In order to avoid this painful experience I would recommend (most
automation engineers will agree with me) to spend more time up front doing research
about the styles and techniques of automation and find an architecture that fits the
environment. There is no doubt that automation adds a great value to overall QA process
but, short of knowledge and understanding about automation and lack of planning can also
cause a nightmare.



