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susceptible to simple obfuscation techniques. Results
e Limited Scope: It does not really account for MOSS

the entirety of the source code and ignores
deeper structural and semantic aspects.

e Need for Improvement: Loopholes exist, better than MOSS ?
highlighting the need for more robust
detection methods.

Moss Results

e In what cases does my tool perform
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Case SPDT

File 1 File 2 Lines Matched
al.cpp (31%) a2.cpp (31%) 8
Copy case 95% 100%
Any| errors encountered during this query are listed below.
Code Modification 1% 100%
SPDT
tht dOeS my tOOI dO ? COde Reordering 51% 84.62% root@LAPTOP-CVVOFMIL : ~/changes# spdt tS5.cpp t6.cpp
Checking files . . . .
Redundant code 549, 1009 Eﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁiﬂﬂ :E:EEE ..
e AST-Based Analysis: The tool uses Abstract addition Waiting for response . . . .
Syntax Trees (ASTS) of source codes for Changing control e | File 1 | File 2 | Percentage Similarity | Conclusion |
analysis at a structural level. flow statements - e | £5.cpp | t6.cpp | 84.62% | Plagiarism found. |
e Enhanced Slmlarlty Detection: ASTs allow Execution time: 1.1855538654327393 seconds.
, , , MOSSAD — 75% rootBLAPTOP—CVVEFMIL : ~/changes# []
for a more comprehensive examination

beyond surface-level comparisons. 0 MOSSAD
e Syntax-Aware Differencing: Utilizes This comparison highlights cases

Gumtree, a syntax-aware diff tool, to

N . . where MOSS falls short in detection, MOSS - Adversarial or MOSSAD is a
visualize code differences effectively, . , ,
o . . while my tool demonstrates tool meant for evading MOSS, it
highlighting changes such as insertions, : .. , ,
improved efficiency adds random variable declaration

additions, and deletions based on syntax

and initialization to tamper with the
structure.

n-gram formation. MOSS fails with
MOSSAD whereas my tool captures
this to a good extent !



