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Abstract: The occurrence of software security issues can cause serious consequences in most cases. Early detection of security issues is
one of the key measures to prevent security incidents. Security bug report prediction (SBR) can help developers identify hidden security
issues in the bug tracking system and fix them as early as possible. However, since the number of security bug reports in real software
projects is small, and the features are complex (i.e., there are many types of security vulnerabilities with different types of features), this
makes the manual extraction of security features relatively difficult and lead to low accuracy of security bug report prediction with
traditional machine learning classification algorithms. To solve this problem, a deep-learning-based security bug report prediction method
is proposed. The text mining models TextCNN and TextRNN via deep learning are used to construct security bug report prediction models.
For extracting textual features of security bug reports, the Skip-Gram method is used to construct a word embedding matrix. The
constructed model has been empirically evaluated on five classical security bug report datasets with different scales. The results show that
the deep learning model is superior to the traditional machine learning classification algorithm in 80% of the experimental cases, and the
performance of the constructed models can improve 0.258 on average and 0.535 at most in terms of F1-score performance measure.
Furthermore, different re-sampling strategies are applied to deal with class imbalance problem in gathered SBR prediction datasets, and
the experiment results are discussed.

Key words: security bug; security bug report prediction; deep learning; text mining

HEAF SR, TLIBE W A R B33 S 704 B 8% AT 45 M R 3 % R 1) ) I A B K T 4% b A 4 22 A S 11 o A ML [
A g I R A 28 2 1) CVE (common vulnerabilities and exposures) >S4 &7 15 4F 3K, R 4 2 A IR EE &
T EFH:2016 AR I 2 AR A 6 447 AN,2017 4R R LI 2 AR A 14 714 4~,2018 4 B 22 4% I i )5k
FI| 16 555 KA 2 A I AR g 22 A B, A8 TR G B 1) — RS B IR R B I AF AE T e SRR S
i R AT IE B D8R . ok, RGURE e 55 20 4 o) LB P R il S R F . BAT DL g R R
TR A ) R, 2 S A R £ T I ) 32 A B A D R A 0 38 I LA % 22 A U T 2 R AT AR, T B 0T e B
55 HEAT 40 28 15 R R AL B T T R N AAh, FEh B IR R R AR AR AR A TR
(1) 22 4= AU 60 . S A STHR Sl s R i H b V2 g e BB S AR AE i T IT RN BB AR N B 2 A iR
i Z SR 22 SR B I AR e R 22 A AT DG i B R A, AT B i B AR B R £ P, B e A R e AR R I O™ T
457 S 0T il R, N 0 S SR T ML 3 2 20 45 05 W0 AT 22 A B I i 19 sh g -8,

27 A i B R T IO R T 0 T LA 2 3T A 5 VK R (B P R UM S e AR ORI R R AR B 48 e
— /MR PE R (bug report, fiiFR BR), 41 4% BR 522 AAH ¢, BRI 4 22 4 B B4Rk 15 (security bug report, & K
SBR); i1 % BR 5 224 I 3¢, WIFR H: 42 4 B [ 41 75 (non-security bug report, f&j#X NSBR). M K # 1) BR #F i1 4|
i SBR X — (a8, T AR B Ak A — o e )l L T AR B RN TR R T — R VIBE ST T AE 45 40, Gegick
2t NI e A i 5 40 SRR AR 45 45 SR AR 25 DLk (Naiive Bayes). k it 4% (k-nearest neighbor) 7 2 53k
S B R SEBR TR E BB S R AT TN Peter 25 N\ BVt 22 4 i 3 TR0 o R AR AS B3 465 o) S0, 45 11 T —
Toh M 35 B i JEAE 42 FARSEC, % ME 2 1] LU F- 3 i hi NSBR HPY 55 22 4 S 8 ) FH DA T 4 v R0 R A (B Bl B R 745 );
e IR 1, Shu % AUIE—20 R A SMOTE HEAT B A AN 54 1) 50k 24, 95K 1 #8 2 A4k J7 1 SMOTUNED 34T
SR X ST 5T 2 BER A 4 REE S SURIZ IR AR 456 07 16, B 32 0 BR w5 22 4 M DG 1) G B 7
AR AE AR 5 T T U 25 AR R I 06 K S R A A AT T OX 28T SRR SBR ORI B 5E T Al AR
A WF ST I 7 VA U B b0 77 78 5K (K052 T35 18] 451 1 Peter 25 AV 4ty 10 SI2 36 45 SR v A P
B F e bR G-measure(i 3C 32 BR A B PEBE B TR AR ) AL 0 8 53.8%~T1.9% 5 Gl T LA A AL N
47.6%~66.7%, 1Ml 7 41 A1 ik 3.0%~41.8%.

F& 48 (W N3R5 3T 73 FE BN R IR TR 85U, Hh T 28 A i B 11 52 8 PR FORG AT 1, e BE 4R 5 v 22 4 A DR
HIE 2 B PR X, AN T 5 SE80AE TR Y00 2 e DA T Ak T 2 R 4% R IR 25 S B RAEVF 2 AT 55 R e AL TR 4 1
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BLS 2 3 5 1, AT S HURLGE « M1 R G0 LS B R A 40 Py 10 K B AT 45 op B e K ot e 022 i 3k 11
AR SC T VKSR B 2% 21 5N 31 SBR T ) 8 rp T BR [ SCASH A (5 R EAT SBR T, - B J A FH X R 15
2 3]1E SBR T (1 3% SR AT SEAE A 58 0 28 1 SO AR 43 AR Y TextCNIN(convolutional neural networks for
sentence classification)!**/f1 TextRNN(recurrent neural network for text classification)™#4 % SBR T it 114, I %
FHVE 7 J1 HL# (attention mechanism)™ T TextRNN 45 530 AT A0 A4 1] IS, 50t v 2 27 SR 7R 6 SBR FI (9 18 fi& LA A
N TR] FR) SR S s oF 000 45 L 1) 56 R AT T SIERF 5.
FATR LT TextCNN. TextRNN B I 5 7 ALl #a) 2 PR 82 2% S RE AR R 1 4 AN /N BRI 41 (B 4
PEAEAL T 1000 4 BR)FI 1 /MR HURE 0 45 (0.7 41 298 4% BR), 516 48 1) 4y J B VL MEAT LA 5 R W, A S
I T TextCNN A1 Attention+TextRNN [RJVR 227 2 BB SBR il B 77 7 80%[K) 1 L~ L fE 22 1 %
T 4 P G LS 2% A ——Ab R DU, B ERIRIE . Kk B4l BEBLARAR, T BEFR bR Fl-score T3y ml 2
Tt 0.258, 1% % I £ 22 7] LI T} 0.535.
AL FEETTHR AT B
(1)  ARSCHEH T AT R 2] 1 SBR TN J5 2 AR 4 SBR SUARKEAE, I T2 g SUA /> 275 10: TextCNN LA
S TextRNN 157 5 g HLHIAH 25 & k4 i SBR TS

(2) T SEBR AU H WAE T A SCRTER 7 vE 1A APk SSERF S SL 43 BT T >R B Ambari. Camel. Derby .,
Wicket Fil OpenStack iX 5 4~ H 21t 45 298 /4> BR.f5 £¢ 45 L W, A ST $E 5 i i v RE 22 0 A 1
TR LA X 4y TV

(3) W SCIRN AT T AN Il fBU AN [ ) e N 7 ¥ ) R P 5 1D 536 0, AN T g T ] 5 2804 R A SC BT 42
AT R T

ARSCER LT A 21 22 A B TN PRI R 0T S5 R DCHIE AR 28 2 45 A G IR T 27 S 8 R p) el LA R R vk
07555 3 WA IR SCI SR UERE A, AR IR I B VR B PRI R AR . SRR RE LA R OGS B R B 4 Y
Xt SEUEAIF ST 45 S REAT VRN 4 BT R 45 05 5 B 45 4 S0 00 T 2B 90 AR AT R 2.

1 #HxIE

It 5 1 R 4 2 4 e £ 1 28 5% HY SBR TNt 52 381l S sk 2 (16 96 v 048 e ot ) — Aol P e o R B R
Zi (1 JIRA. LaunchPad. Bugzilla %5 )% 5 JT- A& MUIE AT H 7 A2 R B 0047 90 SR BR R AE ISR R (1 Kt BR
WAL BR OB AR IC ok SBR(EL WIS CVE Fdi AH ¢ 1 i ), i S R B 4R 45 %5 T 3087 (1 SBR HAF R &
SIS M (AR S SIS 0RATVR 8 2 ST REAT SBR SCASHRAE #2488, AT B e A « S VA A M 52 B SBR TN,
AR N2 A Tl B AR A TN R B I 3 2 3T R SOy X WA A T AT AR REAT 20 .
1.1 RAEFRAIRE TN

SBR TN &t S . B 2R G5 22 4 e W 1) S B 7 vk, 08 24 01 T R 40— AN IT 9 4 T80, 2z 4 ol s
WA LR 5L Ml DA 55 63 22 o 1R K S 950 B o 5 v e IR G R T 2 4 R 84, BT bk 5 2 1 A mT L 5 A - 3 43 A 0% 0 ol
322 A 1) U AT DR e, DT A 28008 S S5 191 PT B o 1 B K i S 0 S8 4k F 0N B 06 i ) LR T T 2 b
iU T

Gegick 2 N[S1p e 45 ok SC AR (0 7 28 0 T SBR ik 5 B0 b 5l AR iC 9 SBR[ term-by-
document AZ R FEXT SAS SCAFZ IR 2 BEAT YN Gk, AR J5 0T S 1A A (B SR e R B R 45 ) AT To0l, - >k 8 S8R}
SR TP IS o4 B B s SO A AT T SRR B E . B S, Wijayasekara 25 A% Linux P9 MYSQL ix
PRSI H AE 2006 4F~2011 47 4 [1) 5 s 1) 22 4 i 2547 7 20 B 45 Hh:Linux 7 3290 SBR Al MySQL ' 62%I]
SBR #fi % T Bl SBR,7E BB 24 127 vh 2R B ke 2 I TR T FLIX — B0 e 3 R PIAE AT LT3 AbATT )
BFh B T 36 T S0AR 4 R R Bk SBR TR I J7 2.

B Peter 2 NP T — Tl 35 $df 10 98 77 7% FARSEC. 1% /7 ¥ & 564 1l TF-IDF(term frequency-inverse
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SRR K NSBR 1 b 22 4 SR ] A B FE A e PR AR 735 ok 12 77 12— 7 1D P AR B i o] BB B i B IR IR RE AR, 5
— AT LAKE NSBR #EAT KR AFE AL B, T A ZL080/0N 1E 5 AR [] (1 4505 22 ¥ FARSEC 78 4 AN/ B R 45
(Ambari. Camel. Derby 1 Wicket)Fl 1 A KA £ P54 (Chromium) L EAT T 5256 56 0F, 45 SR % I ,FARSEC 1]
DAFE— 2 FEE B3R SBR FINME AE. B 5, Shu 2 A5 SMOTUNEDMEE 244k 7 voof SLaE AT el sk, % 43
REVESHARNAEAR TRAL B 7 72: 2 50 Ak %) SBR TR 12k G 1) 57 W E AT S 46 ) L, 45 5 3 B, 0000 T AR 1y v
(BRI T AL FE 770 SMOTE) B S B0 AL B LY 43 2 B30 2 5 Al o 000 45 SR 1 s i 58K, SE 7 B T4 % SBR
TR 1 £ 4

HUOH SBR TR T TAFEAS[F), A S 19 U ER E 2 I NTF 2T 1) [ AR T8 55 A 1K 28 0 SO AR 43 e Y
TextCNN FiI TextRNN 44 SBR Filill #57!.

12 EFREFINXADE

ARG HKIE T BARE T AP — AN 433 Bl A R JE 2 S AE AVARE T A B I 2 R T RS T R 3 TR
JEE 2 2 (¥ SCAR 43 B AR A B T Gk 2 R e T TR B A ) (R SCAR A BB R AL G TextCNN . TextRNN
FastText. TextRCNN. HAN %5 5 T8 B 2% 2] 1 SCAR 43 28— AN Ak i 3822 (1% i 000 2 190 S 23 28 110 D90 4% h A6 5
UL R SCARAL S 2008 & 0 AT S — s T A G — AN WG, o ik ) AR A 5 O 52 % R BRAR T M 4%
AT . Yang 58 AR T —Fh i T4 18 v S 78 HAN(hierarchical attention networks for document
classification), i LA 250wk b o 1] R 22 B A BN 8 A /N B IE AR AR B30 BE A5/ I A 458 1) o RRUAH 0 TR 4 A
T2 RN A9 AN SR 88 AR A I Ghnll g i Ak 2 5 2R 17 KA B 5 3806 i N 8 A AN B0U3K 1 3 09 48 7 b it ok 17
3 4 ) f 18190 fgx ol ) 4% 30 3oF T 5 T B K P02 AR OR e R A 6 i, I e 0 (10 ) R e 1 L AR 5 35
PR 2RI B T 88 22 (145 .

] R N B0 VR FBE 2 S A0 SCAR A B () — AN A0, R B 1A AT ik N B9 T AR At S Bl 3] 33 PR ARLBA DG R T
TG G R AR A A% e (1) SCAR 43 288 0 2% 22 =) 3], J3T LA R 1R 3 ik N B0 T A5 A8 200 P iy Sk K 82 48 T 70 1
S ] i) e PR 208 B I, KB 2 R 9 AR i i) T8 56 S PR e e Z BB AR 4. Yin 28 AP T PIP(pairwise inner
product) 5 2 S Hi A Tl ik N\ 1) 248 B BEARURE 90 ek 526 EAT T U0 AR B AR 3 R ON B3 Miikolov 48 A PUER
) word2vec, ABATTHE HY P AN B A A 28 <34 4823 48 455 B (continuous bag of words, {7 Fk CBOW) 134 45 skip-gram 15
RN G ia] ) F5t. 5 36 45 R AR W ARG T2 - 45 1 X (latent semantic analysis, {5k LSA)F A S 47 AR I, i AH
o} T E Bk R T 40 L (latent Dirichlet allocation, iR LDA)P21EL35: word2vec 75 125 Al B KNG B2 ik /b T AF & A5
ST AEJR B AE L F ST N BRI word2vec AR OR o 6 SCAS i AE /N BN 4R — R AN AR NI,
Bojanowski % A3 1 T 3T word2vec 75 1 745 44 n-gramst®] g SEAN 38 o5k FAF I n-gram BRI A
A i) TR A SR IBG, T P T JU) 2 IR A 3K 8 ) 5 (R 2% 7 2 PR DR s e DN G oA R R 1 SR ] A i T B Ll A
2R AMTILE 9 FAFIVE 5 (0 R AR, F BRI R 7 08 B 1 24 I S 4f 1 2 fig . Pennington 25 A\ AUI4R Hy
T Glove J7¥% AbATT D& 18] R ] 2 () FL 0 00 8 VT B0 A% /o JEARLIRE <9 A ] S ] S 300 £ 000 3 oy, DI 3 94 A 1] )
AH OGP B . B G AR a AR b R SGIE K T-1A] a AR ¢ JUI AT Pap>Pac, 3L H P AR — e BB 4 (% H 1)) 15 A
e () R B FR A 2R AR A i, [ — AN ] 5 A [ (9 18 6] T o A AN TR R R SC(RIT 28 S3A]), Rt Peters: 55 A3 HH T
ELMo(embeddings from language models)®®), 25 i T 51l 25— AN XU I] 935 35 M0, FEAR S5 35 B i — 2 ik 51
HH A B 1] ) 3] ]

ELMo RSN, AL TN 53 BN E, KSR I T A8 JRAT 45 KV ] ST A rp 11 &5 f) 7 0k B s P 9 N B T
AN T B B A 2 BERTIZ 54— A GPTRTLGPT 4 TransformerP U & 1L 45t LSTM %%, Jf: FLAEE
FH 7 AR M B T 5 R B O A 45 T 3R AR 2 TAT 45 Hh (A SR 4 T 45) 1R 8] T Ui e K COF O B
TSI 0 EEATE W T PN R 4 AR 4540 3 S 35 4R TH.GPT-2 44— N3l i 35 w27 76 ik 800 J7 4
W T IR R TEAR 24155 Bk B T & R B KT 9F B AT 45 MR O 28 2 T A S MAKCE L, 7R
KB SR ETYISR ] BE 2 K R (1 1234 .Google $2 1) BERT & — AN T (R B4, R FE BT T
transformer, 3 H.A# 1] 1R S0 i P00 POk P91 25— AN 35 478 (masked  language model, fii # MLM), Hogl 37 7

© TEBREEEEIEDT  htp/ www. jos. org. cn



1298 Journal of Software #i#F%4% Vol.31, No.5, May 2020

11 35 NLP fi 31130 535 L Ah, Bt 5 590 A J41 487 o 5% 1 2 S o it 2 1) [N 3% 22— 83031 Huang %5 A\ ¢k 8 g v B 2 20 4%
A RLE A A 4R LI R BLEEAT 7 SEIRI0IF, 38 W 3l 3k 52l 1% )2 ) 4% SR 4 R A2 38 i) R s, 1T LA 27 ) 5 AL
P BE 7 KR JZ R L. Song 45 N\ B2 H I 3R I (R 00 1) SRR 7 12 R BEAT B dls 24 S0 AN 4 47 i A .

KSR 2E 2 51N SBR T i) AR SBR SCARRAE B Z K RAFHER B IAFE . SBR T
B AE P IF REAS (SBR)A /D 3 B i 7 T N S 45 (19 I 7 Peter 25 NPHEAE 1) 5 B4 b HOE REA T &7 e 4l
9 0.5%~9.0%) % ] &, K- H] word2vec [ skip-gram A5 2 (A SCHE 8 1K /NG A 3) ke YN ] ) 1, i 1 A i
2 240 B I (bias) 32 mi A ALz AL R 7 TIN5 A SEBR I H 3T A K W B M@ AT & SBRSUAKHAE 1) 4 28
iRitl

2 ETREZFINZEREREMMNTTE

2.1 AEBIEEIRIESR

FE TR 3] SBR Tl A VA AE AL B 1 o LI E 4 AN B

(1) BB 134T BR RS MR S R 4 HAAR Y WA 2.2 7.

(2)  BYBE 2:8AT SCAR TIUA 2R A B BEKS SCAS B 1Ak B AT B, iR B A SRR T DA i B AR s B 3k
15 3] PR 1) 32 7 (3] 1) ), B AR A Y 2R 2.3 5.

(3) BB AT R AE A IR (R L R — B T M PSS SO IR B A IR, ) 2
TextCNN A1 TextRNNL 3 py AN 570 73 407 74 1 28 1) CNIN B R AN RNIN R, 32 R g A AT AR
P AR 2R T DL R AT SEUE I 9 1) 65 18 T A AR R T B AR T L ER 2.4 Y.

(4) BB A5 B) T 4R (0 IR B 2 ST SR B ic R s e 4 5 v Tl o SBR.

\l, v |
V- = |

R i 5 : O mgn -

| - | e | b X .z & .
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Fig.1 Framework of deep-learning-based security bug report prediction
1 BT VR LS o 1 22 Ax BB AR 3 T 7 VA AE 28
2.2 MrER:GRPAIR & BIUCER

TG0 H TR AS Y B A = A (0B 4R A8 4R 8 B B BR R R Ge (Bl 40 JIRA. Bugzilla. LaunchPad %%)
HEAT 5 BE.BR 2 AN 4 B BT A B I ) U E AT i 3%, 3K 1 /& LaunchPad %4t H' OpenStack Tt H 1) —A4 BR 74,
R R T BR ) B 7 B EL(7F LaunchPad H,OpenStack 1 H 18 ] Tag A% P45k Y BR 287!, 1 security,
performance %;[FIH, (i T Description {5 B AR 6] KB R T 71— 5 375 B). 78 BR 2 AT B i
[ 334 15 JE. (bug description) A2 5 Gl B dpc 1 R IR I8, — M B FE S FE MR I 442« IR G2 . T 45 SR 45 SOAR
AR AL SBR T (5T RE AR SC A ] BR 3R (5 EHEEAT SBR TN £ 4R T U5k [ R i R Bk
£ T RKEN BR, W CAER A5 1B 70 U, (H 2 FR AT B B 4 10 N 5 5 R e TR R 2 S K, TR e e
S TR v R AT 5 R S B B o R A (L 5 A S A 3R A R F) BE 4T 3 €. Chaparro 2 ABUTF Rt —
T IR A B A S Bk B RS 10 TR 1% T A B B4R 4 1 3& 15 )5+ ,OB(observed behavior) . S2R(steps to

© HFBIERAIEIFIDN  hipsswww. jos. org. en



o R TIRE S D YR8 GRS TN F ik IR R, 1299

reproduce)fll EB(expected behavior) g it a4l & Rl (1) B A P 28, Qi SR =38 B D AR ] — AN A D i e B i o
Ry A AR A AN 56 R 0 m DU I 1 AR T 5 AL BRI AT D7 X B Bl AT ) T A AR S T B A ok
PR T O BT 2 A8 FH 0 22 A ol B R 2 B0 4, 59— 0 R AR 1 A T AR R B A 13— 2D e 45 B Y
OpenStack 2 4= e [ T K4 4 A 1% 550008 SR A wie gl R b 3R ATTRIRER AT T Chaparro 25 B 7 i) ik 475
RN TEHE (R B AR AT T 1 K.
Table 1 A bug report example from OpenStack project
F 1 kA OpenStack it H H 1) — ANk B4R 15 7= 4l

FB kA
Key 1218977
Title DOS by passing an ephemeral or swap of arbitrary size
Status Fix released
Importance Critical
Tag Security

Due to a previous bug that was never caught and the fact that we can now pass ephemeral
and block devices through the API, it is possible to ask nova to create an arbitrarily large
ephemeral block device - which nova will happily do (and by default make it raw).

The bug was introduced in commit Oef7e15e225efcce3e02098ch1d57f9f40181f82 as before that
commit the ephemeral device size will be defaulted to whatever was in the instance_type - due to
a bug this defaulting was not done anymore (see compute.api.API._update_block_device_mapping).
Steps to reproduce: ndipanov@Ilocalhost devstack]$ nova flavor-show 1

Description

2.3 XATALER

AR SCAE SCRTRAL PLBH AR IR AT 20 R 4 AP 3R,

(1) S 1R B A,

A2 L] 2 45 0T [0 43 A 5 A S B (L 1) — 264, “this™“that”, “we” “then”,“a™ &5 . # 3 45 1 i) — 777 I )
DA BRI, 55— 5 T AT LA gk /s B0 o, B0 AU A5 05 R 2 1) T 8 3 A1 77 5 1T NI SCTE 438 (g R 1 452 P ) 4. 4HL
A& NLTK S8 0 2R A 500 30] S S B i 45 il 850 1) 0 T R AN 5 35, R ATTIR I N T2 A, A6 b3 Fdk — 25 A S
B AL FH 045 3] 34T T AR 7R

(2) B 2:3k47 H) 137 (sentences padding).

TR RE 2 )RR JEAT SCAS 504 Ak 3 1 0%, 55 B AT A IR AR R AR (B 4 — ) T ). — MRS A ib 1 R
BRI FIRE AR T BR IR AE B 22 5 40K, W SR A F AR 8 foe 1 1) F AT Hi 7, — 5 T 43 K 82
VA 284 14y 4% ) 85 R BT ) R, 5 — 5 T 23 5 I N K S e R b, e A TR 97 S I T 260 R B 3 KB ) 1.5
R A e KA T L AR

L=ceil(Laygx1.5) Q)
oo Layg 1RFAY 7P IIKE ceil ARFR ) RICE AR T S 45 T A0 7 S i PP G BISE L AMiA LS 1Y)
AT TR RN AR EASEFIE W W & R ¢ RO RS S

(3) ALHR 3:E L IAIC-R T W .

R NS TR LI PR R — AR R AT 5 AR A BRI R AR SR — AN B E B
X I, HBT A A B ] K £ R ] 3R P IR R AR 0T R

(4) DU 433 73R B\ (word embedding) i .

TR AN FE B A& — A Sxd K/INRAE B, L, S ) 2 v (1) 0 3R AN A2 R AN TR 1) 3R RN T S 11 4 A B 1
BF— AT W ARAREE T — /N1, FH HL A2 0P i) 38 A (9 45 — AN 1 AH 6 B Word2vector £2 41 skip-grams F1 CBOW
PR 0 e R B A 2 ¥ AR SO R AT T skip-grams 7 1%, AR i 40 A BB STACREE B 5 B 1 KN 3,58 K
ol R N A ) A 2.

XA AR P IR — A W SRR RS B TR L & 5 s s s 7T — 4
T=LxN [PHEFE, e L 2 A TN AR AR M T — AN KB N 31 ) & La A de— A~ B4R
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R, 45 La=f(T).
2.4 REFIEE
AL B PR T W PRIE B 2 TR TextCNN HT TextRNIN, I 5% 93 725 Sy LA B HE4 T4k
241 TextCNN
TextCNN & —A i 28 L (1) 25 R oH 28 Y 4% (CNIN) AT AR H SR (1) 1 S AR 73 28 R 8 I 24 L 28 Fg G 81 2 B s
HEM

WAL=

Lyl
| EEEEE E"H

LR
e[ e

P B O AL

Fig.2 Network Structure of TextCNN
K2 TextCNN 444k

R S A ] i) AR 1 AN )R B 8 B A AR B AN B BRZ AL T — AN T I R I DB 4% S U 14 48
I RFAE, AR5 H A B4 R 22 W0 pR B X L IRATT T A . ReLU) A PG i N B34k 123 Tt A 2 2 7 13 B i 4 1 1)
AR AL R R 45 RAE L dropout JZBEALLE R 5 GXFE AT LA— 2 T2 R b S i 4013 ) 3 o 40 4 2 1 4% de i
(SIS
CNN (¥ %5 7] [ 352 2% S 01 BT 7, -5 i N B AR 5 1R K/ INTE 0%, 3 89 S R 10 2 MK R A J 2 4 14
LR (A PNA)Y
Space ~ O[ZD: K xC, , x C,J 2

1=1
Horp KO B BUZ I R ~F,C B IE S, D S W45 (1.
BE R 22 A B AR A AE, AT BRI A T S X PR B i 0 TRATTEE T 2 A S B, KN4
A ixd,i=1,2,3, 5 d R RN I R RN [ e P 4 R P b B AT DA AR LT 4 B i(i=1,2,3) 4 3] B
0o 15 30 y=f(C1+Cy+Cs), HoH1,Cy,Cp, Ca R A R K /NG FZ (1) i i 25 .
2.4.2 TextRNN
TextRNN J2& A SCHEFE 1) I — Bl J5 2 20 I 5 R 70 0 02 48 e 1) ) - SCA b BB ) 9 5 2 S B 6T RNIN 17
FEAR AR R 45 52 2 A P A7AE (PR B (A0 SCAR) 45 58 — R 41 vl K 1] 1R AT 202 R 7~ (Glo Ve 8% Word2Vec)
T3k B 4 28 P 248 JF SR PR VSR AN B (0 3 4 % SRR — AN B (% ORNING 2 T AR A
IR B kg e AT P S8 i o B0 i 6T 4 R B 7 28 BT A TR) A4 o 5 AR ATAT 20 B8 RNIN AT BL T TF 8
RNN(t)=f(Wx x, +UxRNN(t; 1)) 3)
Horb W R U RS0 F R AL M B U RNN(G) 2 55 1 A timestep [R5 Y, 7T LU SRR A, 0 7T AT AN 5
Btk 55 K, f softmaxt® HARE g T 22 B AT (AR 5% VI 25 T 2ok K 40 4 75 B 40 timestep AR R 4652 45125 H bR
bR H, IR R el D 493 2 R e . 3R AT 48 T 3 T BILSTM(bi-long short-term memory)(¥) TextRNN 4 £% 3 s 5 £
BRI RNN BN 3 B I T(RIPR AT i HE T 1RSI 177) 1 SE R, JL g5 fy ] 3 o,
AT BT VREUS T ] DO AE Bk Pt i, % 2 3 Bl — A sigmoid 14 2 F1— A& s I
[ AE S L. JE A sigmoid 3 A HH R — AN 1) & 1) S IR AN T B IUE A 1[0, 1] 2 0], e s bkt B 145 @ i 11
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BCEE (10,0 FoRAS SRR, 1 FoR SRR (5 i),
BN LYCE T — 0 A2 D HE BN E cell IRZ&H, i “input gate layer” 1) sigmoid JZ £k 52 M L6 £ 5L 22
S AR
i=o(Wix[hy_1,%]+b;) 4)
o, o O BB heog A2 AT I 2 B3 2 IR xo 2 2511 I Z0 1R i N Wi R by 2 e 00 2R 1 R AL
o L DA S e 2t L RS A — AN I RS RPIRES B AT — A sigmoid 2 SR 58 At IR S R AN 1 45
H 23 AR S HE AN IR A& T tanh HEAT A3 A5 31— AN [-1, 1] ) (9 4, 945 &0 R0 sigmoid 77 1% 4 H AR 3, e 44X
A 25 Hi Hh A 5 A R T
he=o(Wo[hi_1,x]+bo)xtanh(Cy) (5)
Horhr, o2 0T BRI E hy_g A2 T — B 220 B3 Z0IR AR X A2 207 I 220 PR N W T b 2 2 MEOC TR I R 4K
B TTILSTM 28 125 Yo A2 A Hh i 0 145 JE P9 45 0 0o J s T R S B A 1) S5 W g 1 g, B HE—1M[0,1]
2T (R B0 25 B A 70 4 IR
fi=o(We-[he_1,%]+by) (6)
oA Wi R by S 2756 28 B R B, o ST R B gy S AT — 0 BRZ IR e S 2RI 2 R BN
LSTM 4 % AN A5 R 45 35 AN [ 135 8 3 45 AN PE e M B 3 o] DU 31, A0 T 3 1) B A X1 ) LSTM
AR B S5 R AT B e S 1 A B 2 (full connection, R PR FC)49 343 2 45 B FRATAE I XU LSTM 11 )i
PRI X LSTM 1T LAAG 2850 2% i AT I P B ] %oF 5 SR 56 I s O ] A8

o
F
| Comal |w Concal | = Comal | = Concal fw
I '} : F'Y [
e — e o
..." \". H/ \ / / , .
| | | | | . ! | 3 |
—3 M| A Lsim BV g L5IM J,4- —
Fa . / AN / /
N A AN/ N
I N o
»  L5TM ¥ L5 » sTM =l sTM e —
N _ N~ | S
I " & | I
. \

Fig.3 Structure of TextRNN
3 TextRNN 45 #

2.4.3 R IIHLE
A SCHE— 5 A8 B R I HLEI R TextRNN A5 288 3E 47 00 46 .SBR 19 1)) & ZHAK #t BR 1 (W # 1k 5 1B
(description), >R FH B 2R 15 & Hii ik JE 2, 2 AR K SORFFER N Wi, 45 SBR SO ME A P ok — e WAE = 0
WL T 568 N SERLBE RV BIF 5, A5 Y1 25 T 550 2 v 1 i N 5500 P O 38 43, 2208 6 6 3 43 112180 3 3 g WL o A 7 o
Bahdanau 25 AUSHEE Hy 5 BT L% 81 PRAT 45 f LR A AR 35 T encode-decode B, 156 1 L RNN 57
PR AR R LS A (7).
P(Yily1,-- - Yi1.X)=0(Yi-1,5i,Ci) (7)

© PEBEERKCEIFR  htps/www. jos. org. cn



1302 Journal of Software #t#F% 4% Vol.31, No.5, May 2020

FCrp S 2 RNN 7E i I 2 ) B IR 24, 2t 5507 i 24 X (8) .

Si=f(Si-1,Yi-1.Ci) (8)
ci A bR, o m A () IR,
TX
¢ = ah, 9
=
aij A EFNAR by B, o 5 A 5 (10) i .
_exp(ey)
By =t (10)
zexp(eik)
k=1

FCr ey=a(siog,hy) 2 P A 2 AR08 5540 K0, T S o 2 RS N RIVSE B8 1 A0 A e P DG E R B2 BT P & v 0 HL AR
FEVRTE 5 i 10 A U] 27 ) 70 2 32 A 224 7 PRI P 3] D AR TR R, AR B B I R i AR eV R AR B
HH AR 5 IR S5 AR

3 Tt

H T ZLFFBAI 48 BATTE T T W' 4 ANFS ) 8 (research question, & #x RQ)JR 5 3 FAl T 14 5L 36 ¥ 1T

o RQLIRREH: X J7ik 5 OA HEHETT 2 LU 2 A5 a] DUEE 2 4 i e ik 25 100l 11 M g 2

o RQ2:EF N2 4 il BEAFR 1 PO 7] R, AN (] ) LE SRR AR LSRR B 27 S BE P i () 5% 1 Qi e 2

o RQI:AN [ [ B 25 I B (3B AR I 2 AR BL?

o RQAUER A J7 RN B TR 2 3] 1) 22 A il B TOUII 07 325 1 1 e S e R ey 2

B, 1% 1R SEUE IS T 7 BRI AR . R REVEMN R R AT N0 R S 4 SIS TR RO S U Bk
WIE.
3.1 MR

A SCAE SEUE RIS A T P o0 B .

5 1 553 4 Ohria 25 N BEHR AL (1) 4 A /NSRS, 20 500K 1 4 A AR R T H :Ambari®, Camel™9. derby!]
A1 Wicket*23x 4 A1t { #5k [ Apache, 318 1] JIRA 1 Jo i [ ER 155 2 45 Ambari 45 Apache Hadoopt 14 42 (it
R AA A IR A P 2 1 .Camel T84k T 45 8 SUEE S 16 B bl R A A U 57 Derby St —AN5E 4 H Java
2 55 [ 1B 2 I B0H R Wicket 2 — N JET Java 1K) web TR R RESEIX 4 ANIBHACE 4 208 W ] 2 45 .Ohria 2%
BN AT opr &35 88 T 1 000 A AT 5 K S F it B, SR PN oG A R A (6 7 sRBEAT T oy b 2 8
f4% 6 Z:surprise. dormant. blocking. security. performance Fll breakage.Peter 25 A\ BIZE b 5L ifi [ M4k security
PRSI T 4 AT 22 A B Y0 ) 50 8, I8 H0 2 I DRt A SC AT T AT 1 AR 3R 2 IS 1 4 AN /N AR B
i 2E.

AT BB A — A Bl R R AT A ST OpenStack 35 H G b 1 75 # 8 B) — A4S KA S 4
41 298 £k 19 OpenStack 15 H (11 # k4K 15 . Openstack J& —> 1 NASA F1 Rackspace 5 1 /i 1 JT Y5 z 45 B
SEE 1A 8 A TR 25 6 I 2H 4 %0 (G Novas Neutron., Swift. Cinder £5). 3241175 2 1 BIRIFFT LA th 3%
%} OpenStack (1] 41 298 AMERBEAR S WA I LEREHEAT TR AT AL FE GBS BT L BB 8 TRt it 5 A 3
TR TAESEA b iE— P 454 OpenStack [ CVE Ul AT T 2 A R d, AR & 7 H T2 2ot Rk o
TR (7 OpenStack 34 4. OpenStack [ 4t B4 15 48 ] LaunchPad k4T FRER 4 31, 55 4 OB 2 7T 14 7 4%k
Bt 1 AE 2 B RIBIE ST T AR BRATTRG A T 40 AR ol o 4 75 97 I 45 1

e Importance F-B{X 2% & Critical. High I Medium.

e Status B X% & Fix Committed F1 Fix Released.

e Report data 7~ Bt [¥7 i) [A] 22 5 T~ 2018 42 5 H 1 H.

PATTR FH 3K B8 5 1k 45 A, — 7 THT R A 4 3K 8 4% A ) 50 70 S B I H vh T R N B I Dy S B v o — U T
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XG5 A B S 58 B, JF B T 0 Al B, LS50 WA LB AR X 3 AN, B LR R B 48 255
S AR AR SR L, BT R AT Chaparro 25 A BRIk () T S 4 R S A0 (0 Bl 0 55 AT T 30— 20 ik D,
B AT F) 41 298 S TG 4N B BE I S A5 5 TR L IR Al b AR AR P4 R AT 22 4 AH DG B B 1 75 IR A
N 1. BR 5 CVE it A )
CVE 2 ¥ b3 A g 1 B 5 5 & A 41 21, OpenStack 4t H #i /1 CVE R4 4147 180 4&kidk. b THET T 1%
I T VE AR C S X T IT R R 4, CVE  detail® B ik 2 4 A AN I I T 6E I () S Ay e B AR R AT O BBEL IRk, 2
OpenStack 7 LaunchPad 91 ik fE R 15 5 CVE Bt S TR INS, ) 2 B 12 it [ J2 22 4 4 5 ke 4.
U 2. BB E LaunchPad REEH A G 4ibric T security [ label.
7t LaunchPad %4+, 0penStack (1) SBR i it K “label” 7 B 5 B 4 “security” Kk 47 kR ic 16, IR e, A S0 %
#7> BR AE SBR 1Y —H4).
23 A 3K P 25U A A I AT TA A S A ol 2 41 75 2 22 A A SR i I R 7 e 2 AR SC SR SR T I
BAREM G RN 2, FEEFELARE M AR 222 AH G i B4R 25 HOR 22 43 T8 G 11 e B 4R 425 4.
Table 2  Statistics of security bug report prediction datasets
2 Auh bR PO AR g B
B 5 44 5 22 A TR R R B AR 7 3 A0 K R B B AR A B

Ambari 29 971
Camel 32 968
Derby 88 912
Wicket 10 990

Openstack 239 41059

3.2 MR
o 58 MR AE TP AT 75— BRI AT BE (K 45 S 4 4 B TP(true positive). TN(true negative). FP(false positive).
FN(false negative), 5 B T Tl &5 5 FH 55 B 25 B 10 OC &R, 1T HH TR 30 PRk R 7, BRI 3.
Table 3 Confusion matrix of security bug report prediction

T3 BN A A T ] (K YRV A

. IS

Sz 4

SR SBR NSBR
SBR TP N
NSBR Fp ™

FEF IR TR I R B BRATTHC IR A B AS SCAE R I VP I0 45 .
TR 2R (accuracy): Sz it T AR 7R TR0 ) 1 A 26, e S A SRR,

TP+TN
accuracy = (11)
TP+TN +FP+FN

{ELJE: 78 S AN 8 1687 1) 1) 5P A P accuracy Tl TG ¥k 2500 S R L A T BE AN A8 R G 40 1 DL T I
DB 9 22 B AR IR A 2 B0y Lot 2, B DA RIS A 3R AR o, R (A8 28 I s AT 45 R AR X f 2D 3
ZE A HORS R O TN

A4 (recall): T 4 SBR IFEA SR & S4B SBR FEARKE L% Lk AKX W T,

recall = — 1 (12)
TP+ FN
7 Uk (precision): i 1F# 1) SBR &kt 5 il b SBR £ 1) Lo % JLok S A X F.
ision = 13
precision = ——— (13)

F1-score: £ 43 F N1 A v 4w DL — 0 AR S IR bR 4 23 v, U IR 2R B {0 7 45— M FREAS N 32 IE
FEAS T o4 2 v, D) 5 W R TR AE F00I0 Ol SBR IR B I 11T F1-score WU 55 % i A A AN A vE ST A 5K
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.
2 x precision x recall
precision + recall

F1-score = (14)

3.3 HitHAE
A SCAE Y Wilcoxon rank-sum K56 ORI 8 2 2 T ik 4 Fifk 4t 4 2 8% 2 1) 4 SBR HIN FVE fiE A 75
BAH g0k 2 54 . Wilcoxon rank-sum & —ANAE S B BRI J7 v, F SRS T 7 A S50 412 2 75 5k 18 T AH IR 23 A 1) A
A 6T A B I A G 4, F R B0 R 5 Tk 2 AT AE 235 22 e n St Willcoxon rank-sum A 56 75 51 (1)
p-value /T 5 35 P KT W FE 246 R R .t gl U, PR PR 9 Y 2 T ) 2 S e o B g W M AR S
0.05 1y i3 PE/K 1,24 p-value<0.05 I, A 15 21 K504 45 LA 45 i 0 3 1 OL AR SO S0 B 2 D 0k 5 A 4 4
Jiik Mk ReFR bR Fl-score {E11 CIiff’s delta Sk /& & — & [0 2 5 1% .Cliff"s delta #1552 X1 F.
d=2W/mn-1 (15)
Hod W & Wilcoxon rank-sum 56 88 v1-EL,m A1 n 23 51 4 9 21 2 556 TL s 48 1) /N W=R-n(n+1)/2, .4 R Jy
Cliff’s delta {11 1177 F.Cliff s delta f¥) 2% il FHUE G B WL 3& 4, 83550 4 A9,
Table 4 Level and range of Cliff’s delta!*®
4 CIiff’s delta 125 -5 HUE i F R 6 321400

25 Cliff’s delta ) U {E i [l
Negligible |d|<0.147
Small 0.147<d|<0.33
Medium 0.33<d|<0.474
Large 0.474<|d|

34 EHFE
T YR AE IR B 2 3056k 2 A BB R R TN 1) i B, FR A T A SO R S 2 S TN AR S Peter 45
ANELE Wk T TSE )73k FARSEC HEAT A EE.i% 7 10048 SCA 9 AR 15 15 45 00 F STV M 45 & AT 22 4 ik
B 5 IR0, I 45— AN AE SR FARSEC A 1 55 e i 8 1% 07 72 1 2 Al FH ARG AE S I 7 725 tf-idf A 22 A e e ot
YU 2 A DG I DR 1A 2 S B T R B R L e A DB 2 IR] R AR BLE A543 S ik B R 4 HEAT HE 44,
B HH Il A4 B v (A B R 2 Ay M 5 4 G AN 50 R O Bk 7 S 0 0 I e, i 3 s 1 DGR R B B v B 100
ANBIE 0.75 i M A A R T IS DRI 25 43 0 AR AT VP A T FARSEC Xt 5 AN%di 4 (Ambari. Camel.
Derby. Wicket H1 Chromium) {175 &5 1. % 5 2 57 48 F 30 1) 43 S S0 H AR 22 DUy B4R R1IH L K J5eal 48 bl
BLARAE.
(1) A DU A b 28 ULk 02 3 T DL S0 v D) R e A 28, T A 18 25 AN RR AIE 2 IR AE BB T DLOE 4R
B VRIS /N RS G R AR B[R] AN I 56 A BEALI, PR S 4 2k — o A
(2) &% RlJH (logistics regression, A AR LR). & 45 (0] U 7F 28 1 [ Y 55 280 1) il b 8 b Bt o B (A 2k v v
K, — A~ A ) 7t 2 sigmod), {3 73 1) B 45 SRAR R T A3 2R A R
(3)  k-HTAB.K-IT AN VERE T — AN B R B R — D FEA I kA SRR A oK 2 40 T 5 — 2801,
WA FEA AR 8 T — 28001,
(4)  BEYLARHR (random forest, A FX RF). BEALAR bR 2 40 73 46 15 20 (17, 1L rby AEA5 43 A48 288 1y BB ATL 1 A9 A
BEML AR AE DN 2RI R B T 05 N T BIASBENL R 38, i LU 25 5 3045, 9 B A 24 80 A AR (1 Ak 2L 285
RBLF.
35 LWHREMAESHIEE
o B IEHURKI 4y
SR F B A 1 AR BAR A AT AT RAE R DL B I 2 B 5 44 48 Uik SBR TR ) fie
HEAT S EL. 1 58,78 5 AN EUE AR Lo BT IR S0 SR I 2 Fhig R 2% SRR 4 Rl 55k 5 ik, 8 3 5256 % Eb 56 4E IR
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J5E 25 SRR SBR TN (V075 0Pk 565 2 4 S50 2 B U AN [R) R AR L 80 3 9 55 2% S B8 114 s i 30 3ok 3t ) R e 4
HEAT FOBT AL, BR 2R SBR £ 5 NSBR i 52 AN 7] F A7 100 T %% B2 2% >3 Tt v R 1 5% . 5 2% A B A vh
IR A B I SRR A HEAT 43 2SR AE (N ik BE Loy 9 3 B0 U Rde . SR Ur 4R R 4R, 20 Fic L 490 AR 4% Tk 15
H AR A 22 90 AT 1508, YR AR A AR BRI SR AR 250 B Sk A A B 1) BB Dy 6:2:2. FRATTAE T N 718 SBR
HIH H Npsor 78 NSBR i H X T 4 AN/N R4 Ambari,Camel,Derby F1 Wicket, AT 1458 F “ R RFE” J5 12,
FRIF P 1F SORE A LU AP 152 B BB ML 3E B AH B B2 10 SRR AR 4 AN /NG B2 26 DR AE A A 16 LE AP % BN Nigor:Nebr =X,
x=1,5,10.%F T KMIBHHE L OpenStack, B 4 JLIE FFE A S & 22 BEAECR (24 1:200), 45 4 MEOKCR A Jy AT AL B,
K ) R K S 25 59, T AR W] A8 25 2R K ek A R REAIE SCASA 2, I 5 i 900l &5 SR K1 B B X6 OpenStack [
FEAR 43 AN V) 1887 1) 850, A SCOR 3 SR A g v R AT Ak B8 3k B WL A2 ) TF A A R R U R 3 4 b IE AR A
o3 A b,

o AV LR

AT IF UL AS 2 STHESE Py TorchMAHEAT AR S B 4 T 4 AN /N UBBHE 42, X REA B L D i 4
&, 45—k (batch)30 M FEAS, I Hill%k 1 000 AR (BN epoch), i A 4 4 OpenStack, % — ik (batch)100 M4 A,
Nk 1000 kAR, A8 IR B 0 185 R AT Y11 5, a0 3 B0 i 4R VRAN B 20, 5 254 2 2% 2 2609 0.01./1 T~ SBR
TR H A o 1IEFE AR (SBR) S i 520, IR b A7 78 ™ FE 288 Gl AN 39 4887 1) RO (U A S #8615 AN v IEFE AT
di LE 7R 0.58%~9.00% 2 [H]). 41,4 AN /N 4 & T~ IE A AR S 3 /b, 5 3097 ) A B A/ DK b A8 28 i
TP FRATT NS A 2 AR T (bias) HEAT T IR, LA = B AV AR T AR R A AN y=wx+bias, How J2 AL
i bias i B0 2R M EESH AT T 24 bias {8, &K bias=0.2 I, KA MR TLE 4
AN B E A B R I, PR AR A SC SR v FRAT 1K bias BUHUERE R 0.2.

o AREALYIZR AN 25 Rt

AR (TextCNNL - Attention+TextRNN)ZE 5 AN [8] i B PE 48 - 47 sz 56 A5 Il 25— AN 14K (epoch) w48 1
MRRAE AT MK, $RAF 5N FE B R AR{E.

4 FERHH

41 $HHRQLMLR SR

RQLVRBE 2 3 J5 10 5 T AT SEHE T 10AH LU A 75 0] LLSR T 22 A (i 41 o5 7000 1 28 fig 2

EI R A TTN 0BT 0] 2 A B B 4R 000 i) B L 42 T 56 T & P AR e 4 R BVE S SORAZ AR 45 6 10 7 1,
AL, FRATTLA Peter 25 NV T4 E A FEAE T 1%, K A SC 2 HH FOVR T 2% DB 00 (00 8 i 5 L 4 o i et 2
RELVEI R REIEAT LA, 43 T0) 43 W7 VR B8 25 = U7 V40 /0N RUASE 50 R0 K RSS9 00 S5 2 4 e B R A5 T 00 1
AR I FRATE H Fl-score fF Jy = 2R Wi dg 4, IR W) 145 H4 Accuracy. Recall F1 Precision F{E. A T 1 SE 46 45 4R

TEFR S 2 S R BT dee £ Fl-score FRAR 1K1 45 F0 LU 58 2 9“4 Gt 43 R 5087 R R 4 A baseline 43 2885 R I
5 1 () Fl-score, 45 3 1) “V4 B 2% ) "HL TextCNN I Attention+TextRNN 7 1% 3 #t 48 th 75 31 1) Fl-score [#1% K 1H,
R — AN T IR IR B A 45 AR XS T 4 ML G873 RN Fl-score A4 THEA.
Table 5 Comparision of the best F1-score for traditional classifier and deep learning based method
=5 LG REIENIR L 1 U551 B AL Fl-score X bt

" . (AN AT WIES Tk o
Al e 7 VLR F1-score AP F1-score Fi-score # 7}
Ambari NB 0.125 Attention+TextRNN 0.615 0.490
Camel LR 0.108 TextCNN 0.643 0.535
Derby NB 0.360 Attention+TextRNN 0.464 0.104
Wicket KNN 0.048 TextCNN &} Attention+TextRNN 0.000 —-0.048
OpenStack NB 0.201 Attention+TextRNN 0.410 0.209
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T 5 AN AR b A 4 B AR vh R B 22 IR PR e 0 T4 484y ISR TE Wicket B4 48 b VB IR 2
SRS Gy R 2 AR S PR b ARG REEAR FUR IER N B T — AN IEFE A (TP=1,F1-score=0.048), ] it 1y
BEREE RN,

h T W AER B2 2] TV GE T B T FRATK A 3 th g R A A B AR b R IR e A e 43 SR SN
IR S B A8 AT 10 I I R B 2 o) R T 49 B 1 &5 R 5 A% G2 0y R EVE T AT 85 R AT X v
Wilcoxon rank-sum 5 it 5 p-value F1 Cliff’s delta, it 75 45 5 WL % 6.

Table 6 Comparison results in terms of p-value and Cliff’s delta
£ 6 FET p-value F1 CIiff’s delta 1) Eb 55 45 51

HoAm L 4 R p-value Effect size
Ambari <0.05 1.000 (large)
Camel <0.001 1.000 (large)
Derby <0.05 0.721 (small)
Wicket <0.05 —0.745 (large)

OpenStack <0.05 1.000 (large)

Wit 5 AR 6 I LUK I IR 2 2 %) SBR MTRMN 1 REAE 80% 11137 5t ik T+ 4% 48 4y B0 G SR 78 /NI
FEHHE AR 3 2 R B 4 £ OpenStack, ¢ FE 2% > A5 2 (1) Tl 12 R 410 22 2 A T % Ge o k.
42 $HIHRQHILR SR

RQ2: 41 22 4 B B H A5 TR0 1] 3L, AN 5 1) T S AR L A1) el 328 J88 2 > Y P e 178 5% i) 2 ] 2

TE SCAR 43 25 1) 0 v AN ) 21 RRURE AR 1) BT £ 56 i i 99000 465 S v i 2 290 IR e /i A RQ v BRATT L4 BT R
FHVRBE 2% SRR BEAT SBR T 17 751 v, AN [ IE G A% AR B 451 ) A5 700 ) 03000 o e AT 7= 2 RO S i FR AT 4 A/
R AE AN 1 AN K FBE R 4 R AN R SR A S s, 3 1 5548 FH TextCNIN AT Attention+TextRNN 5 5 284 i iy
1314 Fl-score {8550 T 4 D/NEUBERE 42 Ambari. Camel. Derby F1 Wicket, Al 1% HI KSR AL 7 56, BE AL I
ZRAEAS I (1) SORE AR, AL RE AR H A1 IE B8 8 B 1B Nigor:Nopr=x,X=1,5,10, 3L &5 JE 3K 7~ 10(Npsor KRS
555 1) NSBR %t Nep #7822 5 52501 SBR L), 0 T 70 A AN [RI R FE 2% ST BT R ik AT, AT T HT B T 7
AR AE B A S0 o it e (36 1000 PRI 4R)F1-score B A AR HEAT (AR A1 o, 32 P T 45 HE 1) /2 1 000 VRIE AR
PR R AR Fl-score. [RliF, AR Fe 46 55 3 4145 H T BUAS S A0 F (1 3k AR 4L

TR HR AL OpenStack b FRATR i SRAE™ 5 VA EAT 1E S RE AN 54087 () 0 A0 2, MR 48 80 5 L 491 % 1
FEAREAT BENLA . BATE R S LL B 2 500k 1 f5 . 2 f5R0 3 £, JLBAT 45 SR L3R 11,

Table 7 Results on Ambari dataset

F 7 Ambari B4 4

FIEARE | BEAR LG (Nnsor:Neor) | S FEIER KB | MERf R (accuracy) | 4% (recall) | #ryfE#(precision) | Fl-score
1 50 0.873 0.640 0.271 0.381
TextCNN 5 444 0.957 0.400 0.833 0.541
10 147 0.966 0.440 1.000 0.611
Attention+ 1 13 0.922 0.480 0.387 0.429
TextRNN 5 52 0.959 0.440 0.786 0.564
10 6 0.966 0.440 1.000 0.611

Table 8 Results on Camel dataset
#=8 Camel HIi&E4 R

vt oo | FEAREL] | B RHBLN | W | A% PR

SRR (Nosbr:Neor) A (accuracy) | (recall) | (precision) Fl-score
1 933 0.866 0.529 0.084 0.145

TextCNN 5 794 0.976 0.412 0.438 0.424
10 185 0.981 0.529 0.563 0.545

Attention+ i 937 0.870 0.471 0.078 0.134

TextRNN ) 12 0.981 0.412 0.583 0.483
10 9 0.968 0.353 1.000 0.522
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Table 9 Results on Derby dataset
=9 Derby g}

FEA LL A1

o B 45 Y BLRG

FTEs

s

AR

Y S

SRR (Nnsbr:Nspr) IEARIREL (accuracy) | (recall) | (precision) Fi-score

1 271 0.884 0.432 0.390 0.410

TextCNN 5 31 0.927 0.405 0.682 0.508

10 10 0.909 0.351 0.520 0.419

Attention+ 1 18 0.886 0.432 0.400 0.416

TextRNN 5 12 0.929 0.459 0.680 0.548

10 8 0.898 0.486 0.462 0.474

Table 10 Results on Wicket dataset
% 10 Wicket $ds 445 1
o | PEARLLE) | BAFSHMBE | ek | Be% | BiE%

Stk B (Nnsbr:Nspr) IEARIREL (accuracy) | (recall) | (precision) Fi-score

1 449 0.078 1.000 0.011 0.022

TextCNN 5 958 0.781 0.625 0.029 0.055

10 47 0.988 0.125 0.333 0.182

Attention+ 1 0 0.023 1.000 0.010 0.020

TextRNN 5 0 0.023 1.000 0.010 0.021

10 41 0.978 0.125 0.091 0.105

Table 11  Results on OpenStack dataset
% 11 OpenStack ¥t 4 45 3
o v | BIFEE R e | e R

HEER | LHALE AL (accuracy) | (recall) | (precision) Fi-score
Sl 1% 86 0.997 0.607 0.773 0.680

TextCNN S 2 % 330 0.997 0571 0.842 0.681
S 3 f% 23 0.997 0.571 0.800 0.667

. 1% 12 0.996 0.321 0.818 0.462
Artet)e(?é',(\’";\f S 2 1% 36 0.994 0.250 0.467 0.326
Sl 3 £ 6 0.993 0.036 0.250 0.063

1307

M T~ 10 FATATLUR I TE 4 AN Nogpr:Nepe A1 /N (BIDAS 3 27 7 82 R ARG ), 2F B 4 B
Recall [¥]HU{E 8K {H /2 Precision 48 b (1 UM HI6- 16 AH S, B 2438 B F1-score 48 Ax 1 U B S/ 3. 5 R
BRI AR RIEAT RAE)PAT 45 R (ISR B) AR LL,“RORAE" 7%t 4 AN/ N BB 45 (¥ PE e sk AR o A IR, A 7
HHhi 5 Wicket bx Fl-score 47 it $ i 4 T KRR K 4 5 OpenStack, % He ¢ 11 g€ 5(e i — 47 ) Budh nT LUK IR,
ST SR F 0 3 SR 7 vk T LA S 42 i Fl-score FRARIUAE, JU L AEAS Y TextCNN 1, F1-score $5 s 1 55 K HUAH )
LA J5 4y $dh 4 P ) 0,410 42 5 21 0.68L(KZ i 2 £ IEFEATE B R), BN i T 66.10%; {H & 7F IEFEA S il 3 £i5 11
5L R F1-score F b (K UE ) 52 R Bt 34 b A 78 4 AN /N IUASS B0 4 b R CRFE ™ J7 v 6F TextCNIN AT Attention+
TextRNN A5 78 () 52 i JALL, 7 43 21 10 4 R P o (i AE 5 200 () n 5 46 Ambari W 7E NosoriNepr=10:1 (15 0L T,
1571 TextCNN F Attention+TextRNN f1 75 1) Fl-score {H #54 0.611). i 4 K MUA £ 4% 42 OpenStack 9, X Il 25 4%
ARTEAT I RAE MBS A TextCNN 3£ AR B EL T Attention+TextRNN.
4.3 $RQIML RN

RQ3: 2 A5 A 7] [ I i 2% 2 AF 2R f i AR R IUAH ABA2

RIE 2 ) SR 1 22 Yk AR T AT ASE R 5 A0 A R AR v KR 14 7 152 1 /N 41 e 5000 1 AR R 1 R A 25, T
SR B 1 bR 5 backward /N BEALAS I, U A ARAL ST Adam a2k A QAR AR 2 B0 A% O il A TG PR AR
P I BT PR A A VA 2 TR P 4~ 7 2 4 A/ NI ES s S 7 AN IR RE AR 38 67 8 15 L T F 1-score Bii%
A H (epoch) (184 T 7™ AL 1 A& k.
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Fig.4 Trend of F1-score by increasing epoch (Nyspr:Ngp=1:1)
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Fig.5 Trend of F1-score by increasing epoch (Nyspr:Ngpr=5:1)
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Fig.6 Trend of F1-score by increasing epoch (Npspr:Ngp=10:1)
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Fig.7 Trend of F1-score by increasing epoch (without sampling)
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I A~&] 7 ST DUE B, 7E A R B REAS 345 B T, TextCNIN Bifi 25 34 € i 2647, F1-score F4% Ak, i i %582 i) 3%
T TextRNN.X —J7 T 22T CNN [, 5 —Ji Tt 55 Dropout 245 2% 7 FLBHAG A 38 (M 0 £ 999,

3£1 000 #K), TextCNN F Attention+TextRNN 3543 T — & (I a5 TextCNIN RIS & 2 IA S R B 0L %
SR Ry IR 43 18 A B AE O Ak Ay I I sk b Attention+TextRNN U A4 7 A 52 1t 1) 338 0 R 5 v 41 FC) 388
AR R AE LA )5 B, Attention+TextRNN JLF- %A s, 10 TextCNN A7 L35 B 5 i 28, 3 SR B A 75 3l i
JE B9/ RO 43 P A5 BE AR O A B0 INFAD 2D TG 18 2 TextCNIN I Attention+ TextRNIN F 58 i 48, K #8215 0L T
Y0 ACHT WA 3. Ak 35 A AR Akt B v Attention+TextRNN {1954 5 1 B 5 A8 T TextCNN.
4.4 SHFRQAMERS

RQ4: ik AN 7 303000 J25 T VR B 2 30 1) 2 A 5 WA TR0 7 25 V0 P e 2 v 2 52 4 ] 2

H AR T 5 AL B T8 1A R NS — AN YRR P T B ERCE 1 v S (R RO\ — AN R RIS 2 Ak )
] e A PR ] s 4 e O S 8Osk () DO A SR word2vee ) skip-grams 5 2R 2 T RN AR,
BAVE 5 PyTorch BRI “BENL A 5 18] ) 5 7 v 8E4T 06} bb, 3641 skip-grams 7E5& T ¥R 5 22 =) SBR Tl F i ¢
RESE M. FATTRE 4 AN /N UBCECHR SR 76 A [ R e = 4 word2vec A48 F B BILAE /] 19 & 1K) Fl-score 45 ALk
ATXTIG, I 8 FE 9 433k TextCNN i Attention+TextRNN 145 5, AR yE T N [F 2 AL A 5] 1) 2 110 45 4.
AT LA 21,48 B word2vec 7E 46 k2 B0t ol T AR T BEHL A i1 1) 2 HAA 035, 828 word2vece A= i ] n) &= 7T
AR 47 i fso g B 4] 1R ARLBURE BE T MABURE BE S BB B TextCNN FI Attention+TextRNN P 5 2 30 i 5 451 i, 4
RSB O F i B AR ] 1) 2, 23 45 1S 280 e SR PRI, BRI A 58 280 2 S AN — NS H0nT LB & X A 6 .
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Fig.8 Comparison of word2vec and Random for embedding on 4 small-scale datasets
(classification model is TextCNN)
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Fig.9 Comparison of word2vec and Random for embedding on 4 small-scale datasets
(classification model is Attention+TextRNN)
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