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Abstract Failure diagnosis is the process of identifying the causes of
impairment in a system’s function based on observable symptoms, i.e.,
determining which fault led to an observed failure. Since multiple faults
can often lead to very similar symptoms, failure diagnosis is often the first
line of defense when things go wrong - a prerequisite before any corrective actions can be undertaken. The results of diagnosis also provide data
about a system’s operational fault profile for use in offline resilience evaluation. While diagnosis has historically been a largely manual process
requiring significant human input, techniques to automate as much of
the process as possible have significantly grown in importance in many
industries including telecommunications, internet services, automotive
systems, and aerospace. This chapter presents a survey of automated
failure diagnosis techniques including both model-based and model-free
approaches. Industrial applications of these techniques in the above domains are presented, and finally, future trends and open challenges in
the field are discussed.

1

Introduction

The issue of diagnosing hardware and software failures to find the underlying
causes has existed for as long as computers have been around. Using the fault,
error, and failure nomenclature of [53], failure diagnosis is the process of identifying the fault that has led to an observed failure of a system or its constituent
components. In any sufficiently large computing system, many types of faults are
often not directly visible for a number of reasons - either due to the characteristics of the fault itself, due to fault-tolerance mechanisms built into the system
that hide the expression of the fault, or as is most often the case, the lack of
detailed monitoring functionalities that can detect and report on the occurrence
of the fault directly. In some cases, monitoring systems may provide only an
indication that a fault has occurred, but may not provide sufficient information
to precisely locate it.
Failure diagnosis is a technically challenging endeavor because the relationship between faults, failures, and their observable symptoms is a complex one;

single faults often produce multiple symptoms in different parts of a system,
e.g., a misconfiguration fault in a critical network component such as a Dynamic
Host Configuration Protocol (DHCP) server can cause all client computers on
the network to fail; conversely, similar symptoms may be caused by many different types of faults, e.g., the failure of a networked computer to receive an IP
address can have several causes including, but not limited to, packet loss in the
physical network, a client misconfiguration, or a problem with the DHCP server.
As operational systems become more mature, the failures they encounter often
transition from easy to detect “hard failures” that cause a significant impairment
to the system’s primary function, to “soft failures” such as those due to performance bottlenecks or transient faults that are much harder to detect. Therefore,
the process of diagnosis often also includes the identification of anomalous conditions that are symptoms of the occurrence of faults.
In addition to its essential role as the precursor to any remediation actions
for maintaining a system’s health at runtime, failure diagnosis also serves several important roles in resilience assessment of complex systems. Since it is only
the symptoms of a fault that are usually observed at runtime, diagnosis is essential for the accurate cataloguing of fault occurrences in the field. Conversely,
any data that reports on occurrences of actual system faults is by definition the
product of a diagnostic process, whether it is a simple one (in case of a one-to-one
mapping between faults and symptoms), a complex manual process, or an automatic one. Understanding this process is important for understanding the biases
and limitations of the field data. Diagnosis is also important for discovering new
fault types that can then be used to drive fault injection campaigns as discussed
in Chapter X. In fact, diagnosis is the converse process of fault injection. In
fault injection, one injects faults into a system according to a predefined fault
model in order to analyze the resulting symptoms, or if the system tolerates the
fault, the absence of any symptoms. In diagnosis, one infers the faults from the
observed symptoms. Finally, diagnosis is also important in the emerging field of
online resilience assessment as described in Chapter X. In this area, diagnosis
can be used, under the label of fault localization, to infer the true health of
complex distributed systems, including what components have actually failed,
by eliminating those failure symptoms that are a result of error propagation to
an otherwise operational part of the system.
Due to the complexity of computing systems and difficulty of formalizing
the scope of the diagnosis task itself, diagnosis has historically been a largely
manual process requiring significant human input. However, techniques to automate as much of the process as possible have significantly grown in importance.
In domains such as communication networks and Internet services, the sheer
scale of modern systems and the high volumes of impairments they face drive
such trends, while in domains such as embedded systems and spacecraft, it is
increasing complexity together with the need for autonomic operation (i.e., selfhealing) when human expertise is not available, that are the drivers. Due to
the diversity of the domains, a variety of failure diagnosis techniques drawing
from diverse areas of computing and mathematics such as artificial intelligence,

machine learning, statistics, stochastic modeling, Bayesian inference, rule-based
inference, information theory, and graph theory have been studied in the literature. Finally, when automated techniques fail, approaches that assist humans
perform diagnosis more efficiently via the use of visualization aides have also been
widely deployed. While a comprehensive survey of this broad topic can provide
sufficient material for a book of its own, in this chapter, we provide a summary
of the most important techniques, and provide references to more in-depth surveys where available. This chapter is organized as follows: Section 2 discusses
types of problem diagnosis techniques using illustrative examples; Section 3
highlights practical uses of these diagnosis techniques in industrial applications;
Section 4 presents future trends and open challenges in diagnosisx; and Section
5 concludes.

2

Techniques

Automated problem diagnosis techniques localize the most likely sources of a
problem to a set of metrics (e.g., anomalous CPU usage), a set of nodes (e.g.,
anomalous web server), or a type of problem (e.g., using known problem signatures to identify misconfiguration). Operators use the output of automated problem diagnosis to guide root-cause analysis by analyzing source-code, or hardware
and software settings at the identified culprits. For example, an examination of
the source-code at the web server might show that the anomalous CPU activity
at the web server was due to an infinite loop in a scheduling function. Automated diagnosis techniques are not perfect and they can either fail to detect a
problem, i.e, false negative, or indict the wrong component, i.e., false positive.
These techniques rely on tuning to minimize the number of false negatives and
false positives generated. Visualization tools complement automated problem
diagnosis tools by allowing operators to visualize anomalies and explore different hypotheses on the root-cause of problems. Table 1 provides a summary of
the techniques described in this chapter. For each technique, we first use an illustrative example to highlight its application, before delving into the different
approaches proposed in the research literature. We conclude each discussion with
a critique of the technique that highlights its strengths and limitations.
2.1

Rule-based

Rule-based techniques rely on expert knowledge expressed as a set of predefined
directives, i.e. rules, to diagnose problems. The rules are typically formatted as
a set of if-then statements where the if-part of the rule is called the premise, and
the then-part of the rule is the conclusion. An example of a rule used for diagnosis
is “if CPU utilization exceeds 90% then node is overloaded”. Rule-based techniques for diagnosis typically rely on forward-chaining inference mechanisms [86]
to synthesize results when multiple rules fire. Forward inference processes events,
such as high CPU and memory utilization, and uses the triggered rules to draw
conclusions on the root-cause of the problem.

Table 1. Summary of Diagnosis Techniques
Technique
Rule-based techniques rely on expert
knowledge expressed as a set of predefined rules to diagnose problems
(Section 2.1).
Model-based techniques define a
mathematical
representation
of
a system, testing the observed
state against the model to see if it
conforms (Section 2.2).
Statistical techniques summarize
and interpret empirical data using
techiques such as correlation, histogram comparison and probability
theory, for diagnosis (Section 2.3).
Machine-learning techniques identify
patterns in behavior using clustering,
or use training data to determine if
the system is unhealthy and the likely
cause (Section 2.4).
Count-and-threshold techniques allow
discrimination between transient and
intermittent faults Section 2.6).
Visualization techniques allow operators to visualize trends in data
and spot anomalous behavior (Section 2.5).

Limitations
Rules are human-interpretable and extensible.
However, they cannot diagnose unforeseen problems, and large knowledge bases are difficult to
maintain.
Model-based techniques are well suited for diagnosing application-level problems. However,
building models requires a deep understanding
of the system.
Statistical techniques require little expert knowledge or detailed models on system internals.
However, they have difficulties distinguishing
legitimate changes in behavior (e.g. workload
changes from illegitimate changes (e.g. performance problems).
Machine-learning techniques automatically learn
profiles of system behavior, but can suffer from
the curse of dimensionality that reduces accuracy
when the number of features is large.
Diagnosis accuracy strongly depends on proper
parameter calibration. However, solutions for parameter tuning based on rigorous mathematical
formulations and analytical models are available.
Visualization tools allow operators to explore different hypotheses on the root-cause of problems.
However, they do not automatically identify they
source of problems.

Illustrative example Chopstix [8], a lightweight monitoring tool, relies on a small
collection of rules to guide diagnosis in production systems. They describe a
recurrent problem at a production system that caused nodes to crash every 1-7
days. Shortly before such crashes they observed that ssh sessions to nodes would
stall for tens of seconds. They observed that the symptoms of this problem
matched the rule “if combined value of CPU utilization for processes is low, and
scheduling delay is high then kernel bottleneck is likely”. This rule led them to
trace the problem to a tight loop in kernel’s scheduler.
Types of rule-based techniques One approach for representing rules is codebooks [26,94] which map each problem to a unique signature consisting of symptoms in both the faulty component where the problem occurs, and related components affected by the original problem. The codebook is instantiated as a
dependency matrix where the columns represent the problems, and the rows
represent the symptoms. Problems are uniquely diagnosable if all the columns

are different. Codebooks diagnose the underlying problem by identifying the
closest match to the observed symptoms.
Other diagnosis tools, such as Chopstix [8] and Vertical Profiling [31] rely
on a small collection of rules based on the semantics of the application, and the
underlying behavior of the operating system to map changes in system performance on individual nodes to known problems. These tools provide an intuitive
approach for diagnosing problems on individual nodes, however they currently
do not correlate metrics across multiple nodes and do not address problems that
can propagate across the network in distributed systems.
Diagnosis tools that analyze large sets of rules require more sophisticated
techniques, such as expert systems that rely on forward inferencing to synthesize results and resolve conflicts when multiple rules fire. These expert systems
allow administrators to cope with the deluge of alarms generated by large-scale
distributed systems. JECTOR [57] presents a specification language for expressing rules that captures the timing relationship among correlated events. For
example, alert operator if a link is down and no corresponding link up event occurs within 2 minutes. Commercial tools such as HP Operations Manager [32]
use an optimized Rete algorithm [29] to perform pattern matching on rules in a
scalable manner that is independent of the number of rules.

Limitations Rule-based approaches are prevalent in commercial tools, such
as IBM Tivoli Enterprise Console [34] and HP Operations Manager [32], as
they offer an intuitive approach for expressing system behavior that allows users
to augment the rule-base by developing new rules tailored to their unique operating environments. In addition, rule-based systems do not require profound
understanding of the underlying system architectural and operational principles.
However, rule-based systems suffer from the inability to learn from experience,
and the inability to deal with problems not described within the rule-base. Rulebased systems are also difficult to maintain because the rules frequently contain
hard-coded network configuration information [86].

2.2

Model-based

Model-based techniques define a mathematical representation of a system, and
test the observed state of the system against the learned model to diagnose
problems. Some models represent the normal operation of the system, and detect
problems whenever the observed system behavior fails to conform to the learned
model. Other techniques generate graphical models of how problems propagate
through the system [6,41,48,50], and exploit this knowledge to infer the source of
the problem. Alternatively, graphical models [40,76] can represent how successes
propagate through the system. These graphical models then analyze patterns of
probe failures and successes to infer the source of the problem. Lastly, graphical
models may represent expected communication patterns within a system and
flag problems whenever these patterns are violated.

Illustrative example Sherlock [6] localizes performance problems in large enterprise networks using a graphical model of how errors propagate to infer the source
of the problem. Sherlock’s inference engine learns service-level dependencies by
sniffing packets and detecting which services are likely to be used together, e.g.,
DNS and web service. Sherlock models three types of components: (i) clients
which observe response times delays; (ii) root-cause nodes which are potential
sources of faults in the system; and (iii) meta-nodes which model how errors
propagate through the system. An example of a meta-node is a fail-over node
which requires all nodes in the high-availability group to fail for an error to
propagate. If a client observes a high response time, Sherlock uses the faultpropagation model to compute the probability that a client observes a set of
symptoms given that a root-cause node is at fault. It outputs a list of root-cause
nodes which best explain the observed symptoms at the client.
Types of model-based techniques Model-based techniques can be classified
into: (i) physical model based techniques which use the physical laws that a system
operates under to model constraints on system behavior; (ii) regression and
queuing models which model relationships between resource consumption and
application behavior; and (iii) graph-theoretic models which exploit knowledge
on how errors or successes propagate in a system to localize problems.
Physical models use models of the physical world, such as the laws of mechanics,
electomagnetics, or chemical kinetics to model system behavior and to determine
when anomalous behavior is present. They typically model continuous cyberphysical systems in industrial, automotive and aerospace domains whose physics
are well understood, e.g, powertrain [62] and chassis systems [33] in cars. These
systems run in a closed-loop, where sensors monitor the system output, then feed
the data into a controller that signals actuators to adjust control as necessary
to maintain the desired system output. Problems are diagnosed by executing
the physical model alongside the actual system at run-time to detect when the
system fails to conform to the model. The fault model typically associated with
the control-theoretic approach includes sensor faults, actuator faults, and faults
in the mechanical, electromechanical, or hydraulic plant being controlled [52].
Isermann et al. [35] provide a more detailed discussion of these techniques.
Regression and queuing models are useful for workload characterization, capacity planning and detecting performance problems. These models represent relationships between resource consumption and application behavior, and detect
anomalies whenever these relationships are violated.
Some techniques model multi-tier Internet applications as queues, and use
mean-value analysis [58, 91] to predict transaction response times. These techniques use a network of queues to represent how the tiers in the multi-tier application cooperate to process requests. Mean-value analysis assumes closed queueing
models in which the number of clients in the system remains constant. However,
it is often difficult in practice to obtain the client session information required
to calibrate closed models for real-world production applications [87].

Real-world production workloads are non-stationary, i.e., the relative frequencies of transaction types changes over time. Queuing approaches which
leverage regression to learn the relationship between resource consumption and
application behavior can be used to predict response times for non-stationary
workloads [19, 46, 87]. These models assume that the system contains a small
number of types of transactions, and that transaction types strongly influence
system resource demands. These models rely on open queues, where clients can
join and leave the system model. Open models facilitate more thorough empirical validation in production systems than would be possible with closed models
as they do not require client session information [87].
In addition, using queuing theoretic approaches to model transaction mixes
allows these systems to distinguish anomalies from workload changes. Cherkasova
et al [19] use queues to model the relationship between CPU usage and transaction response times for a transaction mix. They also exploit regression to define
an application performance signature that allows them to detect software upgrades by monitoring changes in the application signature. Stewart et al [87]
model the relationship between multiple physical resources, namely CPU, disk
and network, and response times for a transaction mix. These models need to
be re-trained to cope with new transaction types. They also ignore interaction
effects across transaction types and implicitly assume that queueing is the only
manifestation of congestion.
Graph-theoretic models analyze communication patterns across nodes and processes to model the probability that errors, or successes, propagate through the
system. The models may also monitor violations in expected communication
patterns. Graph-theoretic models are useful for diagnosing both correctness and
performance problems in distributed systems. They can be used to detect multiple independent problems - ranking them by likelihood of occurrence.
SCORE [50] and Shrink [41] localize problems in the IP network by modeling
error propagation patterns in the wide-area networks. Both Shrink and SCORE
model the system as a two-level graph between the IP layer and the underlying
wide-area network. Sherlock [6] and Khanna et al. [48] extend on Shrink and
SCORE to deal with multi-level dependencies and with more complex operators
that capture load-balancing and failover mechanisms. These techniques infer
the root-cause by computing the probability that errors propagate from a set of
possible root-cause nodes to the observation nodes. They indict the root-cause
nodes that best explain the symptoms at the observation nodes, and scale by
assuming that there can only be a small number of concurrent problems in the
system at a given time.
Rish et al. [76] propose an active probing approach that exploits a dependencymatrix to represent the failed components that each probe, e.g., server ping,
detects. Active probing allows probes to be selected and sent on-demand, in
response to one’s belief about the state of the system. At each step the most informative next probe is computed and sent. As probe results are received, belief
about the system state is updated using probabilistic inference. This process continues until the problem is diagnosed. They extend their active probing approach

to cope with dynamic systems [75], where problems may occur and disappear,
by maintaining two sets of probes: one set for repair detection to monitor nodes
that are known to have failed, and another set for failure detection to monitor
nodes that are known to be working. Their approach assumes a sequential fault
model in which only one fault or repair can occur at a time. Joshi et al. [40]
use a Bayesian approach to diagnose problems in systems with different types of
monitors, or probes, that have differing coverage and specificity characteristics.
They use a dependency matrix to represent the probability that a monitor detects a failure in a component, and incrementally update their belief about the
set of failed components based on the observed monitor output.
Khanna et al. [47] address diagnosis in distributed systems where errors can
propagate across nodes. They track message exchanges between nodes and detect
problems by comparing communication patterns against a rule-base of allowed
state transitions. Pip [73] detects application-specific problems in distributed
systems by allowing programmers to embed expectations about application behavior in the source code. Pip detects problems by comparing actual behavior
against expected behavior. Black-box approaches that track message exchanges
are more generic and can be easily applied to new systems, whereas white-box
approaches like Pip are able to diagnose application-specific problems but require
a deeper understanding of system behavior.
Limitations Model-based techniques are well-suited for diagnosing applicationspecific problems because they encapsulate semantic knowledge on the expected
behavior of the system. The incorporation of semantic knowledge can also help
them distinguish legitimate changes in behavior, e.g. workload changes, from illegitimate changes due to failures [19, 46, 87]. However, model-based techniques in
general require a deep understanding of system behavior to construct the models. Even in cases where automatic model construction is feasible, there is often
a tradeoff between the amount of semantic knowledge the model incorporates
and the fidelity of the diagnosis. For example, graph-theoretic models [6] that
are automatically constructed by examining a system’s communication patterns
can localize a problem to a single node or a small neighborhood of nodes, but
cannot tell what the deeper root cause is. Another disadvantage of model-based
techniques is that they can fail to detect novel problems that were not considered
in the model.
2.3

Statistical

Statistical techniques for diagnosis summarize and interpret empirical data using techiques such as correlation, histogram comparison and probability theory.
These techniques are data-centric and require little expert knowledge or detailed
models on system internals. Statistical techniques are either: (i) parametric techniques that assume data is drawn from a known distribution, e.g., normal distribution, or (ii) non-parametric techniques that do not rely on data belonging
to a particular distribution but rather estimate the underlying distribution, e.g.,

using histograms or kernel density estimation. Non-parametric methods make
fewer assumptions than parametric methods, making them more robust and
giving them wider applicability. However, there is a cost - larger sample sizes are
required to draw conclusions with the same degree of confidence as parametric
methods.
Illustrative example Multivariate Adaptive Statistical Filtering (MASF) [15] is
a parametric technique for detecting and visualizing anomalies in data centers.
MASF detects anomalies by tracking deviations from the mean in performance
counters, such as CPU and memory usage. MASF assumes that data is drawn
from a normal distribution and flags an anomaly if a metric exceeds 3 standard
deviations from the mean. To cater for seasonal variations in behavior, such as
heavy load during the day and light load at night, MASF maintains separate
behavioral profiles for computing the mean and standard deviation of each metric. MASF alerts operators to suspicious behavior and allows them to visualize
anomalies, but it does not automatically localize the problem.
Types of statistical techniques Statistical techniques are pervasive in problem diagnosis literature. Some model-based techniques discussed earlier rely on
statistical techniques, such as correlation and regression, in conjunction with
deep knowledge of the application’s behavior to diagnose problems. In contrast,
the statistical techniques discussed in this section make fewer assumptions about
the application’s behavior. Statistical techniques can be classified as parametric
or non-parametric techniques.
Parametric techniques assume that data is drawn from a known distribution.
Normal distributions are commonly used for anomaly detection and diagnosis
because of their tractablity, and because normality can sometimes be justified
by the central-limit theorem which explains why many distributions tend to be
close to the normal distribution. These techniques typically detect anomalous
behavior by identifying significant deviations from the mean for performance
counters, which they assume follow a normal distribution. However, hardware
failure rates are better modeled using Weibull distributions which capture the
increased failure rates of devices as they age [78, 79].
Agarwal et al [1] use change-point detection and problem signatures to detect performance problems in enterprise systems. They detect abrupt changes
in system behavior by monitoring changes to the mean value of performance
counters over consecutive windows of time. This technique does not scale well
if the number of nodes and metrics is large. NetMedic [42] diagnoses propagating problems in enterprise systems by analyzing dependencies between nodes,
and correlations in state perturbations across processes to localize problems.
NetMedic represents state for each system component as a vector that indicates
whether each metric was anomalous or normal by assuming that each metric
obeys a normal distribution and flagging anomalies based on deviation from the
mean. If two components which depend on each other are anomalous, NetMedic

searches for time periods where the source component’s state is similar to its current state, and searches for destination states that have experienced significant
changes in the same period. These destination states are the likely culprits.
Draco [45] performs statistical diagnosis of problems in large Voice-over-IP
(VoIP) systems by comparing differences in the distributions of attributes, such
as hostnames and customer IP addresses, in successful and failed calls. Draco
assumes that these attributes are drawn from a Beta distribution and localizes
problems by identifying attributes that are most correlated with failed calls. By
comparing successes and failures over the same window of time, Draco avoids
the need for separate learning passes, and can thus diagnose problems that have
never been seen before.
Non-parametric techniques assume that data is drawn from an unknown distribution. Non-parametric techniques estimate the underlying data distribution
using histograms or kernel density estimators, or make generalizations about the
populations from which the samples were drawn, e.g., using correlation.
Histogram-based techniques typically diagnose problems by comparing histograms of performance counters before and during an anomalous period to identify the metrics most likely to be associated with the problem. Tan et al. [68, 89]
diagnose problems in large clusters using histogram-comparison of performance
counters to identify “odd-man-out” behavior. Peer-comparison allows their approach to be robust to workload changes. However, propagating errors, e.g.,
packet-loss that affects communication across multiple nodes, reduces the accuracy of their approach. Shen et al. [81] propose a reference-driven approach to
diagnose performance problems due to configuration changes or upgrades. Their
approach relies on histogram comparison to identify the collection of singleparameter changes that best explain the performance deviation observed.
Correlation-based techniques analyze historical data to automatically discover relationships between pairs of metrics that are stable over time [38, 39].
Changes in these learned correlations may signal problems. Correlation can also
be used to automatically discover causal relationships between metrics in distributed systems. Giza [60] exploits knowledge of the system’s topology to identify spatial correlations between events. For example, to detect that customers
in Texas are experiencing poor video quality. Next, Giza uses cross correlation
to discover causal relationships between the observed symptoms and root-cause
events. Oliner et al. [67] also use cross correlation to discover causal relationships
between anomaly signals across components. The anomaly signals represent the
changes in the behavior of components over time in terms of resource usage,
message timing or semantics. Project5 [4] records packet traces at each node
and uses message correlation algorithms to automatically extract end-to-end
causal traces for requests, and detect high-latency paths. Correlation-based approaches can discover spurious relationships depending on the thresholds used
to determine whether a correlation is significant. In addition, correlation-based
approaches do not scale well if the number of nodes and metrics is large because
they search for metric correlations both locally, and remotely between nodes
communicating with each other.

Dimensionality-reduction techniques, e.g., Principal Component Analysis,
can reduce the number of metrics to compare when diagnosing problems by summarizing dominant trends. Xu et al [93] use source-code analysis to apply structure to console logs and discover dominant historical trends in application state
and message counts using Principal Component Analysis. PeerWatch [43] uses
peer-comparison to detect anomalies in heterogeneous clusters running different hardware. Their peer-comparison algorithm uses a dimensionality-reduction
technique known as canonical correlation analysis to normalize performance differences due to different hardware, and discover correlations between peers.
Limitations Statistical techniques require little expert knowledge or detailed
models of system internals. The diagnosis techniques can rely on well-established
statistical theories to ground their algorithms, and test that their results are statistically significant, i.e., unlikely to have occurred by chance alone. For example,
hypothesis tests such as the t-test, allow us to reject the hypothesis that the observed system behavior is consistent with the expected system behavior with a
degree of confidence. When building statistical profiles of behavior, care must
be taken to include sufficient data samples and test assumptions on data distributions to ensure validity. For example, incorrectly assuming that the data is
drawn from a normal distribution can lead to a high error rate. Since statistical
techniques do not incorporate much semantic knowledge about semantic behavior, they can experience difficulties distinguishing legitimate changes in behavior
such as workload changes from performance problems.
2.4

Machine Learning

Machine learning is a scientific discipline that is concerned with the design and
development of algorithms that allow computers to evolve behaviors based on
training data. Machine-learning techniques borrow heavily from statistical techniques, e.g., data distributions and probability theory. Machine learning relies
on training and cross-validation which involves partitioning a sample of data
into complementary subsets, performing the analysis on one subset called the
training set, and validating the analysis on the other subset called the validation
set or testing set. Cross-validation can provide an estimate of model accuracy.
Illustrative example Cohen et al. [21] describe an approach for automatically
extracting signatures of system behavior so that operators can identify and
quantify recurrent problems, e.g., slowdowns due to insufficient database connections. They use Service-Level Objective (SLO) violations to identify periods
of time where the system was behaving abnormally and use tree augmented
Bayesian networks (TANs) to determine which metrics are most correlated with
the anomalous periods. They build signatures of the anomalous periods using
metric attribution as follows: 1 indicates a metric is selected by model and attributed to failure, -1 indicates a metric is selected by model but not attributed
to failure, and 0 indicates a metric was not selected by model (irrelevant). They

cluster the signatures based on a purity score which indicates what fraction of
signatures in the cluster are associated with failures. Clusters with greater purity
provide more confidence in the signature. They found that the metric attribution
gives better results than using raw metric values. They also found that they can
leverage signatures from different sites to identify or rule out recurrent problems.
Types of machine learning techniques Diagnosis algorithms that rely on machine
learning can be categorized into two broad categories namely: (i) unsupervised
learning which identifies patterns in unlabeled data typically through clustering,
and (ii) supervised learning which infer a function that best classifies successful
and failed states from labeled data.
Unsupervised learning identifies patterns in unlabeled data typically through
clustering, and detects unexpected outlier data points that might be indicators
of failures.
Kiciman and Fox [49] uses probabilistic context-free grammars to model the
causal paths in the system. The grammar rules represent the probability that
one component calls another. They identify anomalous causal paths by measuring the difference between the probability of the observed transition and the
expected probability of the transitions that make up the causal path. Magpie [7]
uses a string-edit-distance comparison to group together requests with similar
behaviour, from the perspective of request structure, synchronization points and
resource consumption. The representative requests from each clusters allow them
to construct concise workload models and detect outlier requests.
Supervised learning uses labeled data of successful and failed states to learn
which metrics are most correlated with failed states, or to identify signatures of
recurrent problems from a database of known problems.
Metric attribution approaches localize problems by identifying resource-usage
metrics or components that are highly correlated with failed states. They allow
operators to sift through the hundreds or thousands of metrics available in their
system and narrow down the handful of metrics that yield insight to the cause
of the problem and its location and guide operators in performing more detailed
root-cause analysis. Once the operators determine the root-cause, they can then
annotate the output of metric attribution with the root-cause and build the
database of known problems used by signature-based approaches.
Pinpoint [17] and MinEntropy [18] localize components highly correlated with
failed requests using data clustering [17] or decision trees [18]. They represent
requests using a matrix where each row is a client request, and columns are
components. An additional column indicates whether the request was successful
or failed. The matrix serves as input into the machine learning algorithm. These
approaches detect problems that result in changes in the causal flow of requests
such as exceptions. More recently, Spectroscope [77] categorizes requests based
on functionality, e.g., read or write requests, and applies data clustering to requests in each category to identify outliers due to changes in causal flows or
request durations. Some limitations of these approaches are that they cannot

distinguish between sets of components that are tightly coupled and are always
used together, and they require requests to be independent of each other. If a
request corrupts state and affects subsequent requests, the non-independence
of requests makes it difficult to detect the real faults because the subsequent
requests may fail while using a different set of components [17].
Cohen et al. [20] use tree augmented Bayesian networks to determine which
resource-usage metrics are most correlated with the anomalous periods. They
proposed an extension [96] to their work that uses ensembles of Bayesian models
to adapt to changing workloads and infrastructure.
Signature-based approaches allow system administrators to identify recurrent
problems from a database of known problems. Signature-based approaches have
wide applicability because studies have shown that typically half, and as much
as 90% of software failures are due to recurrent problems [25]. Research has
centered on how to represent and retrieve signatures of known problems from
the database of known problems. However, these approaches do not fare well at
automatically identifying problems that have not previously been diagnosed.
Yuan et al. [95] learn signatures of known problems in standalone systems by
analyzing sequences of system calls. They target problems that have the same
manifestation, e.g., a web page may fail to load due to different underlying root
causes such as an invalid IP address or an unplugged network cable. Analyzing
system calls allows them to distinguish between problems that might be indistinguishable when analyzing resource usage data. They use multi-class Support
Vector Machines to learn signatures of problems. However, their approach does
not address distributed systems.
Cohen et al. [21] and Bodik et al. [9] generate signatures of recurrent problems
in distributed systems by using the discrete feature vectors obtained through
metric attribution. They found that using discrete values to represent signatures
performs better than using real-valued metrics. In addition, they found that they
can leverage signatures learned at one geographical location to diagnose problems
in data centers at a different location.
Duan et al [25] present an approach that can be used for both known problems, and problems that have not previously been seen. They use a supervised
approach (decision trees or signature databases) to identify recurrent problems.
If the current failure does not match the annotated failures in the database, they
compare it to the healthy data to identify features that are correlated with the
failure. They then select multiple instances of the same failure which they can
present to the system administrator to annotate.
Limitations Machine-learning techniques automatically learn profiles of system
behavior, for example, using clustering to identify signatures of known problems.
Machine-learning can also help localize problems by identifying resource-usage
metrics or components that are highly correlated with failed states. However,
these techniques can suffer from the curse of dimensionality that reduces accuracy when the number of features is large. Additionally, they are also susceptible
to overfitting, a phenomenon in which the learner learns features of the evidence

that are circumstantial rather than those that actually define the relationship between the faults and their effects. Over-fitted models generalize poorly, and can
fail when presented with evidence that is only slightly different from the one on
which the model was trained. Finally, because machine learning techniques learn
a direct mapping between the symptoms and underlying root causes without an
intermediate structural model of the system, lengthy retraining is required whenever the system behavior changes significantly. Furthermore, previously learned
models often have to be thrown away during the period of retraining, leaving
the system vulnerable to any problems. Therefore, machine learning techniques
may not be appropriate for systems that are upgraded frequently.
2.5

Visualization

Automated diagnosis tools might not always be available, and when available
they occasionally miss the true root-cause and typically reduce the search space
to a small number of likely culprits [59]. Visualization tools allows operators
to cope with these scenarios by: (i) summarizing data trends, (ii) supporting
interactive graphs that allow operators to explore different hypotheses on the
root-cause of problems, and (iii) integrating output from automated diagnosis
tools.
Visualization tools [30, 83, 85] provide an array of simple graphs, e.g. line
plots, barcharts, and histograms, to display trends in performance counters such
as CPU utilization. They use simple statistical tests such as the deviation from
the mean to flag outliers, and use color to highlight these outliers. LiveRAC
[63] is a visualization system that supports the analysis of large collections of
system management timeseries data consisting of hundreds of parameters across
thousands of network devices. LiveRAC provides high information density using
a reorderable matrix of charts, with semantic zooming that dynamically adapts
different aspects of each chart based on available space.
Magpie [7], X-trace [28], and Dapper [83] are primarily tools for tracing causal
request paths, but they also offer support for visualizing requests whose causal
structure or duration is anomalous. Artemis [23] provides a pluggable framework
for distributed log collection, data analysis, and visualization. Mochi [90] is a
log-analysis based debugging tool that visualizes both the flow of data and the
flow of control for a large-scale parallel processing framework known as Hadoop.
NetClinic [59] visualizes data from computer networks using directed graphs, and
presents suggested diagnostics for observed problems by incorporating output
from an automated analytic reasoning engine [42].
2.6

Count-and-threshold techniques

Physical faults are distinguished by their nature and duration of impact as being permanent or temporary [5]. Permanent faults may lead to error whenever
the component is activated; the only way to handle such faults is to remove the
affected component. Temporary faults can be internal (usually known as intermittent) or external (transient). The former are caused by some internal part

deviating from its specified behavior. After their first appearance, they usually
exhibit a relatively high occurrence rate and, eventually, tend to become permanent. On the other hand, transient faults, often manifesting the encountered
interferences as noise-pulses on the communication channels, cannot be easily
traced to a defect in a particular part of the system and, normally, their adverse
effects tend to disappear. In industries like transportation and telecommunications, where operating with permanently faulty modules would carry high risks
or costs, it is common that modules, disconnected because they were considered
faulty, are later proved to be free from permanent faults when tested during
repair operations. Therefore, treating transient faults as permanent has a high
cost for these industries. A good discrimination between transient and intermittent/permanent faults solves two important problems: i) prevents the undue
removal of nodes affected by transient faults, thus avoiding unnecessary depletion
of system resources; and ii) helps to maintain the correct coverage of the system fault hypotheses (i.e., the assumption on the number of faults tolerated by
the core system protocols within a given time window) by keeping in operation
nodes not permanently faulty. Considering that most perturbations encountered
are transient [22, 82], the issue of proper diagnosis of transients is a significant
issue of interest.
Illustrative example A generic class of online low-overhead count-and-threshold
mechanisms, called alpha-count, has been initially proposed in [11] and later
enriched with a double threshold in [12]. It is characterized by: a) tunability
through internal parameters, to warrant wide adaptability to a variety of system requirements; b) generality with respect to the system in which they are
intended to operate, to ensure wide applicability; c) simplicity of operation to
allow high analyzability through analytical models and to be implementable
as small, low-overhead and low-cost modules, suitable especially for embedded,
real-time, dependable systems. In its basic formulation, an error counter is associated to each component, which is incremented when the component fails and
decremented when it delivers a correct service. When the value of the counter
exceeds a given threshold value , the component is diagnosed as affected by a
permanent or an intermittent fault.
Heuristic mechanisms The importance of distinguishing transient faults, so that
they can be dealt with specifically, is testified by the wide range of solutions
proposed, although with reference to specific systems (e.g., [3, 36, 55, 65, 84], just
to mention a few). Most of these solutions are based on more or less simple
heuristic mechanisms. One commonly used method, for example, in several IBM
mainframes [84], is to count the number of error events: too many events in
a given time frame would signal that the component needs to be removed. In
TMR MODIAC, the architecture proposed in [65], two failures experienced in
two consecutive operating cycles by the same hardware component that is part
of a redundant structure make the other redundant components consider it as
definitively faulty. Another architecture using similar mechanisms, designed for
distributed ultra-dependable control systems, is described in [51]. In this case, a

combination of diversified design, temporal redundancy and comparison schema
is used to obtain a detailed determination of the nature of faults. Counting
mechanisms are also used to solve the so called 2-2 splits, i.e., to determine the
correct value among four proposals in a quadruple modular redundancy (QMR)
system when there is a tie. In [3], a list of suspect processors is generated during
the redundant executions; a few schemes are then suggested for processing this
list, e.g., assigning weights to processors that participate in the execution of a
job and fail to produce a matching result and taking down for diagnostics those
whose weight exceeds a certain threshold. Other approaches do, instead, concentrate on off-line analysis of system error logs, and therefore are not applicable
on-line. In [55], some heuristics, collectively named Dispersion Frame Technique,
for fault diagnosis and failure prediction are developed and applied to system
error logs taken from a large Unix-based file system. The heuristics are based on
the inter-arrival patterns of the failures (which may be time-varying). For example, there is the 2-in-1 rule, which warns when the time of inter-arrival of two
failures is less than one hour, and the 4-in-1 rule, which fires when four failures
occur within a 24-hour period. In [36], an error rate is used to build up error
groups and simple probabilistic techniques are then recursively applied to discern similarities (correlations) which may point to common causes (permanent
faults) of a possibly large set of errors.
Other count-and-threshold solutions In [10], a methodology and an architectural
framework for handling multiple classes of faults (namely, hardware-induced software errors in the application, process and/or host crashes or hangs, and errors
in the persistent system stable storage) in a COTS and legacy-based application
have been defined. Also, a generic FDIR (Fault Detection followed by Isolation and system Reconfiguration) framework for integrating existing distributed
diagnosis approaches with a count-and-threshold algorithm is proposed in [80].
Formulation based on Bayesian inference Another direction of research has addressed a rigorous mathematical formulation of diagnosis based on Bayesian
inference [71]. Bayesian inference provides a standard procedure for an observer
who needs to update the probability of a conjecture on the basis of new observations. Therefore, after a new observation is provided by the error detection
subsystem, the on-line diagnosis procedure produces an updated probability of
the module being affected by a permanent fault. This leads to an optimal diagnosis algorithm, in the sense that fault treatment decisions based on its results
would yield the best utility among all alternative decision algorithms using the
same information. This higher accuracy with respect to simple heuristics comes
at the cost of higher computational complexity.
Formulation based on Hidden Markov Models A formalization of the diagnosis process, addressing the whole chain constituted by the monitored component, the deviation detector and the state diagnosis through Hidden Markov
Models has been proposed in [24], with the goal of developing high accuracy
diagnosis processes based on probabilistic information rather than on merely

intuitive criteria-driven heuristics. Because of its high generality and accuracy,
the proposed approach could be usefully employed: i) to evaluate the accuracy of
low-cost on-line processes to be adopted as appropriate and effective diagnostic
means in real system applications; ii) for those diagnostic mechanisms equipped
with internal tunable parameters, to assist the choice of the most appropriate
parameter setting to enhance effectiveness of diagnosis; and iii) to allow direct
comparison of alternative solutions.
Limitations The accuracy of diagnosis performed through threshold-based
mechanisms strongly depends on proper calibration of the mechanism parameters, namely the threshold’s value and the function adopted to update the
counter. Actually, proper setting of the mechanism’s parameters is fundamental
to trade between accuracy and promptness, which are the typical contrasting
requirements to be satisfied in fault discrimination, that is:
– To signal, as quickly as possible, all components affected by permanent or
intermittent faults. Gathering information to discriminate between transient
and intermittent faults takes time, thus giving rise to a longer fault latency.
This increases the chances of catastrophic failure and also increases the requirements on the error processing subsystem in fault tolerant systems.
– To avoid signaling components that are not affected by permanent or intermittent faults. In fact, depriving the system of resources that can still do
valuable work may be even worse than relying on a faulty component.
Practitioners have long used expertise and trial-and-error approach to tune
their systems. However, solutions based on rigorous mathematical formulations,
such as alpha-count and its variants, are amenable to high analyzability of the
parameters tuning through analytical models. Therefore, the system designer is
equipped with a systematic, predictable, and repeatable way to identify a proper
setting, taking into account requirements of the targeted application field.

3

Industrial Applications

In this section we summarize the use of the previously described diagnosis techniques in several industrial applications ranging from large scale telecommunications infrastructures, to Internet services, to embedded systems and the automotive industry, to aerospace and unmanned spacecraft.
3.1

Telecommunications

The telecommunications industry has long operated some of the largest scale
distributed systems in use - from digitally switched phone networks and Internet backbones, to high-speed cellular networks and Internet Protocol Television
(IPTV) deployments. The high resilience requirements of these systems have
led to widespread deployment of diagnosis techniques by telecom operators. [86]
provides a survey of diagnosis techniques for communication systems.

Work in the telecom domain has traditionally revolved around alarms produced by network elements, and trouble ticket systems [54] that track and coordinate troubleshooting. The use of rule-based expert systems for troubleshooting
was common - as early as 1990, Wright et al. [92] survey a list of 40 rule-based
expert system in use within the telecom industry. More recently, codebookbased approaches [26, 94] have been used to correlate alarms across many network devices to a single “root cause” alarm that the operators can investigate.
SCORE [50] uses a model of how IP links are routed over an underlying optical network to localize optical layer failures (e.g., fiber-cuts) based on IP layer
loss measurements. rcc [27] uses static analysis to detect faults in BGP router
configurations by checking them against a high-level correctness specification.
However, such knowledge-based techniques often fail to capture emergent
behaviors that are rife in highly heterogenous telecom networks. Therefore, increasing attention is being devoted to “knowledge-free” techniques such as statistical methods and machine learning. Giza [60] uses spatial (i.e., in the same
geographical neighborhood) and temporal correlations between network alarms
in a large IPTV network to determine the true root cause of network outages that
result in many alarms across different layers (e.g., video, TCP, IP). Draco [45]
performs statistical comparisons between successful and dropped calls in a large
voice-over-IP (VoIP) service to identify features that discriminate the failures.
Mahimkar et al. [61] perform statistical comparisons of various performance
metrics such as CPU utilization and loss of network elements before and after
upgrades to identify problems that result from upgrades.
3.2

Internet Services and Data Centers

Diagnosis in data center applications has centered on interactive applications in
Internet Services [17, 21, 49, 77] and enterprise systems [6, 42, 95], and batch applications in data-intensive computing [68, 89, 93]. Interactive applications typically have well-established Service Level Objectives, e.g., 99% of Internet requests should be serviced within 4 seconds, to ensure high-availability. Some
techniques use metric attribution [9, 17, 21, 77] localize problems by identifying resource-usage metrics or components that are highly correlated with failed
states. Signature-based techniques [9, 21, 25, 95] have been used to diagnose recurrent problems by generating signatures of known problems using techniques
such as metric attribution. Regression and queuing models [19,46,87] detect performance problems in Internet services by modeling the relationships between
performance counters, e.g, CPU utilization and application response times, and
detecting performance anomalies whenever these relationships are violated.
Batch applications in data-intensive computing have more diverse runtimes
[44]. Peer-comparison techniques [64,68,89] diagnose problems by exploiting the
parallelism inherent in these applications to compare behavior across components and detect “odd-man-out” behavior. The distributed nature of data center applications facilitates the use of graphical models to analyze communication
patterns across nodes (or processes) to model the probability that errors [48],

or successes [76] propagate through the system. Log analysis [66, 67, 93] and
rule-based techniques [8, 31, 32] are also widely used in data center applications.
3.3

Embedded Systems

Embedded systems are computer systems designed to do one or a few dedicated
functions, often with real-time computing constraints. Embedded systems are
present in a large variety of systems such as consumer electronics (e.g., mobile phones), and automotive safety-critical systems (e.g., anti-lock braking, and
drive-by-wire systems). Lanigan et al. [52] provides a comprehensive survey of
failure diagnosis in automative systems.
Preparata et al. [72] proposed the Preparata, Metze, and Chien (PMC) model
to identify faulty components by collating results of diagnostic tests across a
distributed system. Heuristic mechanisms based on thresholds have been also
adopted, such as [65] in railway control systems. Serafini et al. [80] distinguish
between healthy nodes from unhealthy nodes in time-triggered automotive systems by applying penalties and rewards to the collated diagnostic tests. The
penalty counter is increased when a node’s entry in the consistent health vector
indicates a fault, otherwise the reward counter is increased according to the criticality of the node. When the reward threshold for a node is crossed, the penalty
counter for that node is reset to zero. When the penalty threshold for a node is
crossed, the node is diagnosed as faulty. Peti et al. [70] introduce Out-of-norm
Assertions (ONAs) as a way to correlate fault effects in the three dimensions of
value, time and space. They use ONAs to describe fault patterns that discriminate between different types of faults, i.e., wearouts, massive transient faults,
and connector faults in automotive systems. Other diagnosis techniques for embedded systems rely on physical models to diagnose problems in powertrain [62]
and chassis systems such as braking [33] in cars.
3.4

Aerospace

Stroupe et al. [88] and Patton [69] provide a detailed survey on diagnosis in
aerospace systems. Livingstone is a model-based system, developed at NASA
Ames, used to autonomously control the New Millennium Deep Space One Probe
(DS 1) [88]. Livingstone accepts a model of the components of a complex system
such as a spacecraft or chemical plant and infers from it the overall behavior
of the system. From this, Livingstone monitors the operation of the system,
diagnoses its current state, determines if sensor readings are implausible, and
recommends actions to put the system into a desired state even in the face of
failures. MARPLE is an expert system that relies on a model-based technique
known as constraint suspension to diagnose problems [88]. Constraint suspension
views the system to be monitored as a network of black-box components and
places constraints on the behavior of each component. When observed behavior
violates these constraints, MARPLE suspends the components in the network,
one at a time until it finds a component that can account for all the inconsistent

values at the nodes. MARPLE has been demonstrated to work for the NASA
LRC Space Station Freedom (SSF) power system testbed.
Kalman filtering [14] is a state and parameter estimation technique that fuses
data from different sensors together to produce an accurate estimate of the true
system state. Jayakumar and Das [37] use a single Kalman filter, driven by the
motor shaft velocity sensor, to diagnose problems in a flight control system.
They diagnose incipient sensor faults using structured residuals that are generated using the Kalman filter estimates. Patton [69] discusses the use of filters to
diagnose faults in flight control systems. At the moment, the analytic redundancy provided by model-based approaches cannot be used to replace hardware
redundancy due to the safety-critical nature of aerospace applications. However,
analytical redundancy can be used to suppress some levels of replication, e.g.,
to replace quadruple by triplex schemes [69].

4

Future Trends and Challenges

Despite the tremendous progress that has been made in automated fault diagnosis, many open problems remain. Below, we enumerate a few such problems
that may serve to inspire new contributions in the field.
4.1

Online Recovery and Self Healing

The eventual outcome of any automated diagnosis technique is the identification
and removal of any impairments to a system’s proper operation. Therefore, a
natural evolution of diagnosis is the construction of “self-healing” systems that
can automatically perform recovery actions upon the outcome of an online diagnosis procedure to remove faults. Self-healing is relatively risk-free either when
the fault detection and diagnosis mechanisms are highly accurate, or when the
recovery actions do not impose any penalties if applied wrongly. For example,
JAGR [16] presents an autonomous self-recovering Enterprise Java Bean (EJB)
application server that allows recovery using quick microreboots of components.
The basic philosophy in that work is to make recovery mechanisms cheap enough
that they can be liberally applied without consequences even if diagnosis produces poor outcomes. When recovery actions are not cheap, self-healing becomes
a risky proposition because wrong diagnosis can lead to poor recovery decisions.
[40] propose a decision theoretic framework using Partially Observable Markov
Decision Processes (POMDPs) to reason about recovery decisions of different
costs under uncertain fault diagnoses. They combine the decision algorithm with
a graph-theoretic diagnosis algorithm to determine when components of a multitier Enterprise system should be rebooted using the results of end-to-end system
tests. [56] propose a model-free approach for choosing recovery actions by using
reinforcement learning to learn the effectiveness of previously executed actions
as a function of the observable symptoms. However, none of these techniques are
sufficient when faced with unanticipated problems due to emergent behavior.

4.2

Automatic Model Construction

Although model-based techniques have several advantages such as the ability to
predict error propagation, the ability to provide semantically meaningful diagnoses, and the ability to cope with structural system changes without the need
to relearn, they require detailed and accurate models that have to be constantly
updated. There is some literature on automatically constructing system models, primarily those suitable for graph-theoretic approaches, but also some on
learning queuing-theoretic models. Examples include work on automatic determination of component dependencies by system perturbation (e.g., [13]), work
on dependency generation via passive observation (e.g., [4], [74], [2]), approaches
based on statistical clustering (e.g., [18]), and approaches to learn the parameters of queuing models using statistical regression [87]. However, all of these
techniques are only suitable for learning models of a system during normal operations. Learning the dependencies of a system that may be exercised during
fault modes is an open problem whose solution is likely to require a combination
of static analysis (to discover all dependencies) along with runtime measurement
(to identify those dependencies which are explained by normal behaviors).
4.3

Cross Domain and Cross Layer Diagnosis

In many domains such as internet services and telecommunications, large systems
are increasingly built as a composition of multiple horizontal “technology layers”
and vertical “administrative domains”. For example, consider a typical internet
application constructed using the Java runtime and its libraries, hosted in a
Tomcat application server running on a Linux OS inside a virtual machine that
runs on a Windows host running in a rack in a particular data center of a
cloud provider. For communication with a backend database, it uses the Simple
Object Access Protocol (SOAP) that runs over HTTPS (secure HTTP) that runs
over an IP virtual private network that is provisioned over an Ethernet service
provided by an Internet Service Provider (ISP) that provisions it as a tunnel
over an MPLS (multi-protocol label-switching) backbone network. In addition,
this application uses the Bing mapping service from Microsoft, obtains analytics
support from Google Analytics, and uses PayPal as a payment service. Each of
these services also run on very similar infrastructure layers, and depending on
which cloud provider the application users, some of these services may also share
a data-center and/or network provider with the application.
In such a highly layered and highly silo’ed setup, faults can occur in each
of the technology layers or third party providers the service uses. Furthermore,
symptoms of lower layer problems (e.g., packet loss on the MPLS network) can
translate into symptoms in higher layers (slow response from database server).
Seemingly independent third party providers may have common dependencies e.g., they use the same cloud provider, resulting in correlated failures. No single
layer or administrative domain may have sufficient information to completely
determine the root cause of a fault occurring in the system. These complications
make diagnosis a challenging task. Although there has been some preliminary

work on combining information across technology layers (e.g., [50, 60]), comprehensive approaches that can take a whole system view when performing diagnosis
are still elusive.

5

Conclusions

Diagnosis of failures occurring in systems in the field is an important aspect
of system resilience and its assessment. In this chapter, we provided a broad
overview of automated techniques for fault diagnosis ranging from knowledgebased techniques that encode expert knowledge in the form of rules or system
models to model-free techniques that rely on statistical correlations, regression,
and machine learning to perform some aspects of the diagnosis task without
any prior human knowledge. We provided examples of industrial applications
in which automated diagnosis has proven to be a valuable tool for ensuring
and evaluating resilience. Today, while these mainly include telecommunications
and Internet services that have to deal with issues of scale and automotive and
aerospace systems that have to deal with the absence of human expertise when
problems occur, automated diagnosis is poised to make a foray into an increasingly number of domains ranging from software debugging tools to agents that
help troubleshoot configuration problems in personal computer systems. Finally,
we review some of the open problems in this area - these include the need to
deal with problems that occur due to emergent, unpredictable behaviors, and the
need for recovery techniques to automatically act upon the output of diagnosis
algorithms.
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