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Motivation and Research Questions

Patch review is the quality gate of open-source software (OSS) projects. B accepted, answered accepted, notanswered [l answered, not accepted neither
: . . O VPN 89% 6%
Developer RO Projects that use mailing lists g:nc 46 oll5°/
coreness: T for patch review are long-lasting “ore . . °
. . . I 0 0 0
high Feedback and still widespread, especially | Wine P I 5%
Expectation: in system software. Buildroot 10% [l 5%
higher coreness —» higher r 17% I 7%
probability of receiving feedback J pmmmmmm————— - 17% N 7%
I RQ3 ‘
, l 18% B 6%
]
- | Do unexpected | Coreutils 28% ST 4%
° i results indicate | Git 17% W 1%
1 .
low Acceptance | problems inthe ! FFmpeg 1% W0 12%
E>.<pectatlon= | >: development i DPDK 80% 5% 8  14%
higher (?Qreness —» higher : orocess? : QEMU 75% 9% B 15%
probability of patch acceptance . | 600 23% 16% EZ
Y - BusyBox 105 NEETN 7%
: : Dl Postgres 1% I8 27%
Measuring the patch-review process on the mailing list:
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Maintainers consider a strict
review process important
for code quality at scale

(U-Boot, DPDK, OE-Core).
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— \ patch revision ' feedback reply Q Integrated 6 never integrated

to [...] why do you not litter in public [...] — itis
not good behavior, and if people did that, the
environment around us would look horrible."

Process deviations in FFmpeg
and OpenVPN were known. Fixing
them led to commit coverages of
77% (FFmpeg) and 99% (OpenVPN)
in 2019-2020.

Core developers who bypass the
process can demotivate others.
A former FFmpeg maintainer left
partly for that reason.

Approach

Quantitative analysis:

Small projects often skip review

Minin Mappin Network Coreness Model : : :
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Feedback (RQ1): mixed results (in some projects, higher coreness leads to
a higher probability of getting feedback; in others not). Check out
Qualitative analysis: Patch Acceptance (RQ2): largely consistent (higher coreness leads to our paper:
o . . . . a higher probability of getting a patch accepted).
Identification of process-deviant projects Expert interviews Problems in the Development Process (RQ3): deviations from expected
commit coverage (i.e., share of Unexpected == about the integration process phenome.na .(e.g., being less strict with t.he submission
commits sent to the mailing list P process) indicate procedural problems in the process.

RQ2 result answers received from

9 of 16 projects Our method can be used to find indications of

procedural problems in OSS projects.

as patches for review) <66.7%
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