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ABSTRACT
For many software projects, bug tracking systems play a
central role in supporting collaboration between the devel-
opers and the users of the software. To better understand
this collaboration and how tool support can be improved, we
have quantitatively and qualitatively analysed the questions
asked in a sample of 600 bug reports from the MOZILLA and
ECLIPSE projects. We categorised the questions and analysed
response rates and times by category and project. Our re-
sults show that the role of users goes beyond simply report-
ing bugs: their active and ongoing participation is important
for making progress on the bugs they report. Based on the
results, we suggest four ways in which bug tracking systems
can be improved.

Author Keywords: Bug Reports, Information Needs, Ques-
tions, Response Rate, Response Time, Question Time

ACM Classification Keywords:
D.2.5 [Software Engineering]: Testing and Debugging;
D.2.7 [Software Engineering]: Distribution, Maintenance,
and Enhancement

General Terms: Human Factors, Management

1. INTRODUCTION
In open-source projects, bug tracking systems are an impor-
tant part of how teams (such as the ECLIPSE and MOZILLA
teams) interact with their user communities. As a conse-
quence, users can be involved in the bug fixing process: they
not only submit the original bug reports but can also partic-
ipate in discussions of how to fix bugs. Thus they help to
make decisions about the future direction of a product. To
a large extent, bug tracking systems serve as the medium
through which developers and users interact and communi-
cate. However, friction arises when fixing bugs: develop-
ers get annoyed and impatient over incomplete bug reports
and users are frustrated when their bugs are not immediately
fixed [5, 15].
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In order to better understand such communities and how
they collaborate and interact with each other, we analysed
600 bug reports from the ECLIPSE and MOZILLA projects. In
particular, we focused on what kind of questions are asked
in bug reports and their answers. Such questions implic-
itly describe information needs for bug fixing (Section 3).
We then analysed different aspects, such as when are ques-
tions asked (question time), how often are they answered (re-
sponse rate), and how much time takes it to receive an an-
swer (response time). For each aspect, we reveal several pat-
terns that help to guide designing better bug tracking tools.

Earlier work on information needs in software development
focused on software maintenance tasks [18,27] and the day-
to-day needs of collocated development teams [16]. In con-
trast, our study focuses specifically on bug tracking and con-
siders the entire life cycle of bug reports, which involves
many different tasks, such as triaging, debugging, fixing,
testing, and reviewing code. We also consider users who
report bugs in our study. More specifically, we make the
following contributions:

1. Catalogue of frequently asked questions in bug reports.
We identified a catalogue of questions posed by both users
and developers in bug reports, consisting of eight cate-
gories and 40 sub-categories, derived from 947 questions
in 600 bug reports for ECLIPSE and MOZILLA. Most ques-
tions are related to debugging and fixing the bug. Many
questions also request further information or relate to bug
triaging activities (Section 4).

2. Statistical analysis of question time, response rate and
time. For each question, we collected whether and when
it was answered. Questions which discuss corrections are
more likely to be answered. In contrast, answers to triag-
ing and resolution questions take longer. In MOZILLA,
questions addressed to developers are more likely to be
answered than questions addressed to users (Section 5).

3. Qualitative analysis of bug reports. We analysed bug re-
ports with a low response rate or repeated assign-reassign
events. We found that bug reports are fixed faster when
the reporter participates. Reassignment of bugs to other
developers was also an indicator for progress (Section 6).

4. Consequences for bug tracking. Our study has several im-
plications for bug tracking systems, e.g., to become more
community-oriented and explicitly address evolving in-
formation needs (Section 7).











times and how. The choice of statistical tests for post-hoc
analysis depends on the data. We used t-tests for question
times and response times because their values are continu-
ous. For response rates we used Chi-squared tests because
they are based on dichotomous data (responded to or not).

In cases where the category factor was shown as significant
by ANOVA, the post-hoc analyses were conducted by compar-
ing each of the eight categories to the remaining seven com-
bined as opposed to comparing them pairwisely. The moti-
vation to do so was firstly our interest to know the specific
categories for which the dependent variable differed from all
others. Secondly, increasing numbers of statistical tests pro-
gressively increase the chances of false positive errors (i.e.,
rejecting the null hypothesis when it is true). This likeli-
hood is reduced by applying Bonferroni correction, which is
an adjustment to the threshold p-value by dividing it by the
number of tests. Since we conducted eight tests to compare
the categories, we lowered the threshold for significance to
p ≤ .00625. In the analysis below, we report whether the
specific category is significant with and without Bonferroni
correction. It is important to note that the categories no
longer significant with Bonferroni correction are still impor-
tant since they influence the dependent variable, but their
effect must be interpreted with caution.

Question Time
Analysing question time helps us understand the informa-
tion needs of developers at different stages of the bug fixing
process. We computed question time as the ratio of the time
difference between the comment that contained the question
and when the bug was reported to the lifetime of the bug
report. The resulting value is normalised and ranges from
[0 – 1]; for the sake of simplicity, we refer to it as question
time throughout this remainder of the paper. The two ANOVA
models yielded that category (p < .001), topic (p < .001)
and project (p < .05) influence question time, but addressee
has no significant effect.

The ANOVA result for category suggests that information
needs of developers change during the lifetime of bug re-
ports. This is also supported by Figure 2, which plots the
distribution of question times across different categories. To
investigate specifically which category of questions were
timed differently from the others, we performed the post-
hoc analysis using t-tests. We found that questions related
to missing information and debugging are asked early on in
the lifetime (both p < .001), suggesting that soon after the
bug is reported, developers focus on gathering all relevant
information related to the bug and to narrow candidate fix
locations. On the contrary, questions related to correction,
status enquiry, and resolution are asked later on in the life-
times of bug reports (all three p < .001). Note that all cate-
gories, with an exception of status enquiry, were significant
even after Bonferroni correction.

A noteworthy observation in Figure 2 is that question times
for all categories range across the full lifetimes of bug re-
ports; especially notable so for bug triaging, which is com-
monly believed to be undertaken soon after the bug has been
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Figure 2. Boxplot of question time by category.

reported. Instead, it appears to be an on-going activity that
does not necessarily halt after the bug report has been as-
signed to a developer (see Section 6 for examples).

Topic showed also a significant effect on question time in the
ANOVA analysis. The post-hoc analysis confirmed this result
and showed statistically significant differences in the mean
values for the two levels of topic (p < .001). Questions
related to fixes were asked later in the bugs’ lifetimes than
questions related to bugs. This indicates that the focus of
questions shifts from collecting information related to the
bug to how the bug should be fixed.

Project also showed a significant effect in the ANOVA anal-
ysis; however, the t-test could not confirm any significant
effect of project on question times.

Response Rates
As an initial exploration of the challenges developers face
in satisfying their information needs, we examined the ef-
fect that our independent variables (question category, ad-
dressee, topic and project) had on how likely questions were
to be responded to. The ANOVA models showed that cate-
gory of questions has a significant effect on response rates
(p < .001). ANOVA also showed two interaction terms to
be significant, namely project:addressee (p < .001) and
topic:addressee (p < .05). Although the main factors
project, addressee, and topic were also significant, they need
no further analysis since they will be covered by the post-hoc
analysis on the interaction terms.6

6Post-hoc analysis on significant interaction terms is conducted by
keeping the level of one factor constant and comparing the depen-
dent variable by different levels in the other factor. After repeating
this for all levels in the first factor, levels in the second factor are
now kept constant to examine differences in the first factor.



Table 1. Response rates for questions by category.

Replied Not replied Total Response Rate (%)

Missing information 89 54 143 62.24
Clarification 72 42 114 63.16
Triaging 59 35 93 62.77
Debugging 117 59 176 66.48
Correction 189 51 240 78.75
Status Enquiry 56 24 80 70.00
Resolution 38 30 68 55.88
Process 16 9 25 64.00

Total 636 304 940 67.66

The result for the category factor indicates that whether a
question is likely to receive a response depends on the type
of question that has been posed (see also Table 1). In the
post-hoc analysis, questions related to correction were more
likely (response rate of 78.8% vs. 64.1%, p < .001) and
questions related to resolution were less likely to receive re-
sponses (56.0% vs. 68.7%; p < .05). Note that of these two
categories, only correction remains statistically significant
after Bonferroni correction.

For the interaction term project:addressee, the post-hoc
analysis revealed that in the MOZILLA project, questions ad-
dressed to developers have a significantly higher response
rate of 72.2% as compared to questions addressed to users
with a response rate of 50.0% (p < .001). In addition
we found that questions addressed to users in the ECLIPSE
project have a higher response rate of 69.3% as compared to
those from MOZILLA with 50.0% (p < .01). No other signif-
icant differences were found for this interaction.

For the interaction term topic:addressee, the post-hoc anal-
ysis showed that developers are more likely to respond to
questions related to fixes than to questions related to bugs
(78.2% vs. 66.4%, significant at p < .01). No other signifi-
cant differences were found for this interaction.

Response Times
Another aspect relevant for the analysis of replies is response
time, i.e., how quickly does the addressee respond to the
question. Delayed replies can slow down progress on bug
reports, eventually bringing some to a standstill. For exam-
ple, a developer may wish to clarify the conditions under
which she can reproduce the bug. Without a response, she is
less likely to make progress on the bug.

Our analysis now focuses on the questions that received re-
sponses. Response time for each question was computed as
the time difference between the comment in which the ques-
tion was posed and the first comment in which it was an-
swered (completeness of answers was disregarded). There-
after, the data was normalised by ranking the response times
to meet the data assumptions for modelling using ANOVA.
The ANOVA models only showed for category a significant
influence on response time (p < .001). This means that re-
sponse time depends mostly upon the type of question.

Our post-hoc analysis on the category factor revealed that
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Figure 3. Boxplot of response time by category.

questions related to clarification (p < .05) and process
(p < .05) have lower response times, i.e., are replied to
quickly. In contrast, responses take longer for questions re-
lated to triaging (p < .01) and resolution (p < .05). Of
these four category types, only triaging-related questions
were statistically significant after Bonferroni correction.

Figure 3 plots the response times by category (note that the
plot uses raw response times). There are cases where ques-
tions did not receive a response until after a year, for ex-
ample, it took more than four years to receive a reply for
question “Is this still an issue?” in MOZILLA bug 4633. To
summarise, although a vast number of questions receive re-
sponses quickly, others questions take much longer and and
many go unanswered.

Threats to Validity (Statistical Analysis)
As with any empirical study, it is difficult to draw general
conclusions because any process depends on a large number
of context variables [4]. In our case, we analysed 600 bug
reports from two large open-source projects, namely ECLIPSE
and MOZILLA. We expect that our findings also apply to other
projects. The observations made from the statistical analysis
are based on 600 randomly sampled bug reports that may not
be fully representative of their respective projects. However,
the questions identified from the sample cover a vast spec-
trum of categories that include nearly every aspect of the
bug fixing process. We can hence expect that our findings
are generalisable and reflective of the projects.

6. QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS
In this section, we discuss bug reports with low response
rates and frequent reassignments in more detail. Our anal-
ysis of these reports yielded several insights, however, our
conclusions should be considered preliminary.
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Figure 4. Illustration of discussion in nine bug reports.

Low Response Rate
Section 5 quantifies the challenge developers face in getting
their questions answered in a timely fashion. In particular,
32.34% of the questions in our sample were never responded
to, and many more required hours or days before an answer
was provided. To explore this issue further we have looked
more closely at five bug reports that contained many unan-
swered questions. This way we have been able to carry out a
preliminary analysis of 27 unanswered questions in context.

To select the bug reports for this analysis, we considered
all reports with at least five questions and selected the five
reports with the lowest response rates. The discussions con-
tained in these reports are illustrated in part A of Figure 4.
All of these reports come from the MOZILLA project, which
we found to have lower response rates in our sample (65.7%
versus 71.3% for the ECLIPSE project). As shown in the fig-
ure, with the exception of issue 99490, these issues all took
a significant amount of time to address and included long
stretches of time without discussion.

For the MOZILLA project 50.0% of the questions addressed
to users went unanswered, and indeed most of the 27 unan-
swered questions were addressed to users (20 questions) and
are related to the bug rather than the fix (26 questions). For
example, during the discussion of bug 242170, developers
asked the reporter six questions about the bug (four in com-
ment 1 and two in comment 2) none of which were an-

swered. After several months with no response, one of the
developers guessed that the problem had been resolved and
marked it as RESOLVED/WORKSFORME.

Our qualitative analysis suggests that there is an expectation
by developers that users reporting a bug, actively participate
in the discussion of the bug if necessary and our statistical
analysis showed that questions addressed to users appeared
throughout the life cycle of a bug report (see Section 5). A
lack of response by users can result in a sense that reporters
are not doing their part and that their cooperation is essential
for progress to be made. For example, during the discussion
of bug 99490, after several questions (asked in comments
1, 3 and 4) had gone unanswered, in comment 6 the devel-
oper encouraged the reporter to respond and explained that
no work would occur otherwise: “Reporter, please work with
us on this [...] Please comment within the next week or so;
otherwise we may have to resolve this worksforme.” Once
the reporter responded to some of the questions, which hap-
pened in comment 7, the bug was quickly resolved.

The unanswered questions in these five bug reports tended
to be about information that is necessary for proper triaging,
debugging, and especially to reproducing a bug. A lack of
response to such questions is particularly frustrating for de-
velopers because without the ability to reproduce a bug, gen-
erally no progress can be made and developers tend to mark
the bug as RESOLVED/WORKSFORME or let it sit idle. For



example, during the discussion of bug 50151, a developer
asked about the “build number” [comment 13] along with
another question clarifying what the bug is about. There was
no answer to this question and so no progress was made for
one month until a different user added some additional in-
formation (in comment 14).

On the other hand, we also observed that some questions
were superseded or became irrelevant as the discussion pro-
gressed. This is the case for the questions in comments 7,
8, and 9 in the discussion of bug 87503. In comment 7
the commentator asked about what version of MOZILLA the
problem occurred in and then clarified in comment 8 that he
meant “which build”. Commentator 5 suggested that some-
one checks whether or not the latest build, with a particular
patch, still has the problem. The discussion then continued,
but only considering the latest build. In cases like these, the
lack of a response is not indicative of a problem, though this
appears to be the less common case.

Triaging Issues
In Section 5 we noted that triaging-related questions are
posed throughout the life cycle of a bug. We also suggested
that discussion about how to address a bug may influence
who should address it. Related to this, previous work has
identified a bug pattern called the assign/reassign cycle and
hypothesised that such a pattern may indicate a structural
problem in the software or an organisational gap [10].

To further explore assignment and reassignment issues as
they relate to questions asked, we have analysed the ques-
tions asked in four bug reports; three from the ECLIPSE
project and one from the MOZILLA project. To select the bug
reports for this analysis, we considered all reports with at
least three questions and selected the four with the most re-
assignments. In this way we have been able to carry out
a preliminary analysis of 24 assignment decisions (some to
generic component owners, others to individual developers)
in context. The discussions contained in these reports are
illustrated in part B of Figure 4.

An analysis showed that some questions and the reassign-
ments that followed intend to help move the bug towards res-
olution in various ways. The most obvious were questions
aimed at understanding the issue sufficiently in order to get
the assignment correct. For example, during the discussion
of bug 47618, the question asked in comment 6 tried to un-
derstand under what circumstances the bug occured. The an-
swer in comment 7 led directly to the reassignment in com-
ment 8 to the group responsible for the Debug component.

Similarly, there were questions about who was responsible
for a given area and answers to these questions are impor-
tant for appropriately assigning responsibility for the bug.
For example, during the discussion of bug 95224, the bug
was assigned to commentator 5 (see comment 5) because it
was believed that he was the appropriate module owner. In
comment 6 he denied that he was the owner (“when did that
happen?”) and reassigned the bug to a developer who never
participated in the discussion (see comment 7). No further

progress was made until commentator 6 claimed the bug five
months later (see comment 8).

In a few cases a question was asked and simultaneously the
developer who could answer the question (and take the next
steps with the bug) was assigned the bug. This happened
several times during the discussion of bug 26698. In com-
ment 2, the commentator (who was the assignee at the time)
asked a question and reassigned the bug to the group that
could answer it (“moving to Debug for comment”). Af-
ter tying off the ensuing discussion with members of that
group, commentator 3 took the bug back. Once he had fin-
ished his work on the bug, he asked commentator 4 to verify
what he had done and assigned the bug to him (see com-
ment 9). These results suggest that multiple reassignments
are not problematic in all cases and can be a natural part of
the question and answer process.

7. IMPLICATIONS FOR BUG TRACKING
Previous work discussed various shortcomings of today’s
bug tracking systems [15] and proposed several improve-
ments such as interactive feedback systems [5] and alterna-
tive handling of bug duplicates [6]. Based on the results re-
ported in this paper, we suggest four new ways in which bug
tracking systems and practices can be improved.

Evolving information needs. From the analysis of ques-
tion time in Section 5, we learned that the kind of ques-
tions and thus the information needs change over a bug’s
life cycle. In the beginning most questions request miss-
ing information or details for debugging (in order to locate
the source of the bug). Later questions are mostly focused
on the correction of a bug and on status enquiries. A direct
consequence is that bug tracking systems should account
for such evolving information needs. For example, in the
beginning, when more information about a bug is needed,
easy ways to provide screenshots, stack traces, or steps to
reproduce, are important. Later in a bug’s life cycle, such
interfaces can be replaced by interfaces that facilitate dis-
cussing the correction and tracking the bug’s resolution.

Tool support for frequent questions. In our study, some
question categories were very frequent, e.g., review re-
quests or status enquiries (see Section 4). Introducing
tools that help addressing these questions in a timely and
organised manner will streamline bug tracking activities.
As an example consider the request for reviewing a sug-
gested fix. If this is clearly assigned by the bug tracking
system to a developer, e.g., through a separate work item,
a code review is more likely to be completed and is eas-
ier to track. Thus, reviewing bug fixes becomes an active
rather than a passive part, dependent upon the emergence
of a volunteer code reviewer.

Explicit handling and tracking of questions. For the
MOZILLA project 50.0% of the questions addressed to
users went unanswered. We believe that many users
do not understand the jargon used by developers and
require explicit requests, like “please work with us on
this” (see Section 6). A solution for this problem could
be to make the state of the discussion explicit, not just the



state of the bug report. For example, developers could
mark up crucial questions, which the bug tracking system
recognises and puts the bug in a state “answers pending”.
Making this state explicit sends a clear message to
all stake-holders of the bug report. One can take this
even further and collect bugs that are stuck because of
insufficient information on a special dashboard; they
could then be specifically targeted.

Community-based bug tracking. The high number of
unanswered questions in MOZILLA could result from users
who feel their job is done after initially reporting a bug.
This sentiment is heightened by a form design in bug
trackers that emphasises reporting of information rather
than interaction. To overcome this, bug reporting and
tracking should be understood as a social activity within
a community, supported by the bug tracking system. For
example, it could be more of a project portal, which indi-
cates the assigned developer and her recent activities, the
status of a bug, new questions in bug reports, the history
of the reporter, including bugs she had reported previously
and maybe even reputation of reporters.

Joel Spolsky once noted “I’ve always felt that if you can
make it 10% easier to fill in a bug report, you’ll get twice
as many bug reports” in his blog [13]. While usability is of
importance to us, we focus on improvements after the initial
submission of a bug report. Therefore our suggestions are
unlikely to increase the number of reports. Instead, we hope
that our ongoing research will contribute toward the devel-
opment of social and interactive bug tracking systems that
address the needs of users and developers alike. Our long
term aim is to increase the percentage of fixed bug reports.

8. CONCLUSIONS
Bug tracking systems are an important part of how teams in
open source interact with their user communities. This in-
teraction goes beyond users simply submitting bugs. Many
follow-up questions are posed to the reporters of bugs and
often, if a reporter does not play an active role in the dis-
cussion of the bug, little progress is made. Our results high-
light the importance of effectively and efficiently engaging
the user community in bug fixing activities, and keeping
them up-to-date about the status of a bug. We believe that
our results will help to form the design of new bug tracking
systems that will aim at eliciting the right information from
users and facilitating communication between end users and
developers as well as among developers. An integration and
active participation of users in bug tracking will result in
bugs being fixed faster and more efficiently.

All cards, the categorization, and R scripts to replicate our
study are available as a technical report [7].
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