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Vulnerability discovery, disclosure, and patching are part of the more gen-
eral process of defect detection and resolution that defines the maintenance
of software systems. On the basis of a large collection of bug reports retrieved
from the Bugzilla issue tracking system for Mozilla’s Firefox Internet browser,
we have started to identify the tensions and strains that appear from this
daily interactions in this emblematic open source project. In particular, we
find preliminary indications pointing to a tendency to ignore contributions
from outsiders who have not yet built a reputation through earlier interac-
tions. Our research is still ongoing, but what this suggests already is a limit
to the absorbtive capacity of open source software communities in general
that might be reason for worry in particular in those casese where highly
critical software is maintained by only a small number of people.

1 Introduction

An important aspect of the economic literature about open-source software deals with the
involvement of users in development processes. For instance, in a study of Apache’s secu-
rity software, Franke and von Hippel (2003) argue that Apache is able to accommodate
heterogeneous user needs because it is structured as an highly configurable “innovation
toolkit.” The highly modular structure that is typical for this kind of software would
allow users to recombine as they see fit and to “develop exactly what they want, rather
than relying on manufacturers to act as their (often very imperfect) agents” (von Hippel
2005).
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An opposite argument, often heard in the early days of the emergence of the open-
source phenomenon, stressed on the contrary that developers would be attracted to
‘sexy’ work and would therefore tend to neglect more mundane tasks — they would
rather contribute to the Linux kernel rather than to the driver for an obscure printer.
This approach stresses the role of reputation within open-source communities, the het-
erogeneity of motivations, and so on (Dalle and David 2007).

Although we are convinced that both of these theoretical approaches convey impor-
tant elements of truth, and that they apply jointly in many cases — for instance, the
first to explain participation in open-source communities, together with other more ex-
trinsic motives (Lerner and Tirole 2002), and the second to analyze the allocation of
efforts within open-source communities, and therefore their organizational processes —
we suggest that further inquiries are still needed to clarify the respective role of users
and developers within open-source and related communities. Indeed, analytical work by
economists (e.g., Bessen (2002) and Arora, Caulkins, and Telang (2006)), and technical
analysis by software engineers (e.g., Banker and Slaughter (1997)) has revealed reasons
why, in the case of computer code, it will be optimal for producers to allocate resources to
extensive post-release repair of defects based on feedback from user-experience. To put
it differently, and somewhat bluntly: the economics of the software industry is affected
by the shift of a good part of the development costs and of the development burden to
the “post-release” stage and this is not without consequences for the structure of the
markets, nor for the quality of the products. To put it in yet another way, software
goods are dynamic goods released in sequential versions, and economic theory is still
relatively far from being able to analyze these characteristics in appropriate depth.

Understanding the interaction, and possibly incentive issues, between users and de-
velopers throughout the process of software development would be an important step
forward. As a matter of fact, such inquiries have become more feasible in the case of
open-source software because of the availability of development traces both in reposito-
ries of the software source code, the code bases, and in databases of fault reports, the
bug repositories (see below). This allows us to track and analyze development traces for
evidence of “users vs. developers” interactions, and possibly misaligned incentives. We
do this in the case of the Mozilla project, and specifically of the Firefox browser, less
because of its large distribution than because of its dedication, from scratch, towards
nave users. Another important, pragmatic, reason for our choice is that the Mozilla
community has also given birth to the issue (bug) tracker Bugzilla and makes extensive
use of it. This allows us to access considerable amounts of development data besides
code traces, pre- and post-release. Note that we feel that a comparison between open
source software development and proprietary software development would be more than
appropriate. At the moment, we focus on open-source software only because we lack
sufficient data with respect to proprietary software development.

Section 2 and 3 introduces several relevant contextual elements about Mozilla / Fire-
fox, and Bugzilla, respectively; section 4 suggests anecdotal evidence of misaligned in-
centives between users and developers taken from 3 specific bug reports; section 5 then
presents quantitative results obtained with survival analysis techniques that stress dif-
ferences between pre- and post-release development processes, on the one hand, and
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provide further support to the existence of post-release misaligned incentives between
users and developers, on the other; section 6 concludes.

2 The Mozilla project and the Firefox browser: dedicated to
“Mom & Dad”

When it was founded in 1998 in an attempt to save what was left from Netscape after
it had lost the so-called “browser wars” against Microsoft’s Internet Explorer, Mozilla
faced several challenges: On the one hand, it wanted to encourage user-innovation in
order to benefit from a larger user-base and a faster developing product, but at the
same time it needed to find a way to channel these innovations back into its ongoing
browser development. In order to encourage user-innovation, Mozilla carried out a major
overhaul of the code-base that it had inherited from Netscape and transformed this
piece of software into a more modular toolkit that was easier to understand and modify
by outsiders (MacCormack, Rusnak, and Baldwin 2006). In addition, Mozilla put in
place a system for change management in order to track the treatment of bug reports
and feature requests. In the terms of Athey and Schmutzler (1995), Mozilla sought
to combine product flexibility with process flexibility in order to enhance demand and
reduce costs.

In the first years that followed this open-sourcing of its software solution, it looked as
if Mozilla would fail. At least until the restructuring of its code base mentioned above,
Mozilla struggled to attract and retain volunteer developers to the project even despite
the vocal support that Mozilla was given by leaders in the open source movement (e.g.
Raymond (1999)). In 2002, four years after its foundation, many felt that Mozilla’s
browser software had become even more bloated and harder to use than what Netscape
had left behind. It was for these reasons that a small group of developers “forked”
and started a separate project called Phoenix that would eventually evolve into Firefox.
Blake Ross, one of the initiators, explained the rationale for this decision as follows
(McHugh 2005):

The Mozilla product at the time had about 10,000 options. You basically
needed to know the secret handshake to get anything done. It sounds corny,
but it was important to make something that Mom and Dad could use.

This minor rebellion marked a turning point for Mozilla. Firefox was pieced together
and started to flourish. Moreover, as Firefox flourished and regained market share
from Microsoft’s Internet Explorer, the process that had created it became a model for
participatory, open source collaboration (Mendonca and Sutton 2008).

Paradoxically, Firefox as several features that would seem to make it rather atypical
as an example of open source collaboration. For example, one important feature of
Firefox is its relative centralization of power in a small group of developers who make
the ultimate development decisions. Centralization may have been necessary as some
kind of hierarchy was needed to match problems with the existing browser with people
who knew how to solve them (cf. Garicano (2000)). More in general, centralization
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seems to be a way to transform user innovations into commercial products (Baldwin,
Hienerth, and von Hippel 2006). Another feature of Firefox is the interest that its lead
developers expressed for “Mom and Dad.” Rather than searching for some sort of cosy
consensus among the community, lead developers at times chose to put themselves at
odds with the community in order to defend the interests of those outside — a stance
succinctly expressed in this message from Blake Ross (Livingston 2007):

We’re making a product for mom and dad. You still have a voice here, but
some of the features that you think we should add may not be the ones that
they want to use. So you have to take our word for it that, even though 500
of you want something right now, you may actually be in the minority of a
much larger group that we’re pursuing that’s going to be silent during this
phase of development.

As Firefox succeeded in attracting mom and dad, it has also become rather atypical
as an example of open source for its ratio of users to developers and for the volume of
change requests that has come from these users. Consequently the ability to filter among
these requests and assign a priority to the most pertinent among them is probably even
more important in case of Firefox that it is in general. Decisions about what priority to
assign to bugs and feature requests are hard because it is not always clear how addressing
the suggested changes will impact the product as a whole (cf. Villa (2003)). In most
cases where the open source development model has been successful, the requirements of
the developers coincide with those of the end-users (Kuan 2005). In the case of Firefox
it was recognized that the requirements were different. This situation made decision
about priority more difficult as it forced developers to take account of requirements and
desires that we not well articulated. At the same time, lead developers of Firefox also
faced pressure from their peers as is evident from this short extract from an interview
with Blake Ross, who was one of them (Ryan 2006):

- Olivia Ryan: And so was it difficult sometimes to strike that balance be-
tween working on an open project and trying to keep end-users in mind?
- Blake Ross: Yes. Yes. Everybody hated us for a long time.

In a sense, Firefox’s lead developers found themselves in a situation not completely
dissimilar from referees in a soccer game who have to decide whether injury time or not,
and it is known that referees tend to yield to the home team under pressure (Garicano,
Palacios-Huerta, and Prendergast 2005). And so, as it tried to satisfy heterogeneous
needs, Mozilla carried out a delicate balancing act. As we shall now see, the system of
change management, which is an important channel of communication between Mozilla’s
lead developers and its end-users, played a crucial role in helping Mozilla achieve this
balance in the case of Firefox.

3 Bug tracking in Mozilla and the CanConfirm privilege

Software, as noted before, is a dynamic good. Over the years a practice of software
configuration management has emerged to deal with the near-continuous change that
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is typical for software (Estublier et al. 2005). This practice encompasses a range of
activities among which version control and issue tracking are the most common. Mozilla
relied on a widely used tool called CVS for version control of its code base and it relied
on Bugzilla to keep track of the issues collected in its bug repository. Bugzilla has been
developed by the Mozilla community and has been adopted by a large number of open
source projects since then (Halloran and Scherlis 2002). The Firefox subproject also used
Bugzilla, but appears to have done in a manner that departed somewhat from previous
practice as it tried to address the concerns of “mom and dad.” In particular, Blake
Ross and other early leaders of the Firefox project had clear ideas about how the bugs
in Bugzilla should be triaged: as mentioned before, they explicitly announced that they
would ignore or downgrade some of the reports filed on Bugzilla because they feared that
otherwise priorities would be skewed in the wrong direction as bugs would predominantly
be filed by power-users who would suggest so-called “alpha-geek” features, much more
than “mom and dad” would like.

Figure 1 is a schematic outline of the process of bug resolution that is adopted by
projects that employ Bugzilla. When someone reports a bug, this bug will be labeled
either “Unconfirmed” or (confirmed as) “New.” The criterion used to decide which label
applies are within the control of the project, and in the context of the Mozilla project, to
be specific, if the reporter was an outsider with little or no involvement in development
the bug’s initial status would be “Unconfirmed”, whereas the label “New” would be
affixed to the bug if it had been reported by an insider. Indeed, only bug-reporters who
have the so-called CanConfirm privilege are able to report a bug as “New” or to turn an
“Unconfirmed” bug into “New.” This privilege is granted by cooptation, based on the
past track record of developers asking for it. We shall therefore consider for the sake of
our analysis in this paper that the CanConfirm privilege characterizes members of the
core of the community, as compared to more peripheral members without this privilege.

The distinction between core and periphery is a particularly important one to make in
the context of open source software development. While the distinction between insiders
and outsiders may be less clear cut in open source development communities than in
traditional firms, some of it still lingers as typically a large part of the development of
open source software is done by a relatively limited core of developers, helped by a larger
periphery engaged in supporting activities ranging from the compilation of manuals to
the detection of bugs (Lakhani 2005; den Besten, Dalle, and Galia 2008).

In the context of Firefox, it would seem very likely that one would therefore find
users among the reporters of “Unconfirmed” bugs, especially among those bugs reported
after the first stable release (Firefox 1.0). Before this first stable release, “Unconfirmed”
bugs would more typically originate from developers who were not intimately involved
in the development process, or in the process of joining it. As a consequence that will
be useful below (section 5), the fact that some bugs start as “New” while others start as
“Unconfirmed” gives us important information about the status of the bug-reporters.

Having entered the process, the bug is first triaged . That is, it is in particular assigned
a priority, and is eventually assigned, i.e. a developer is in charge of dealing with the
report. Next, the bug is treated . That is, the cause of the problem is identified and
patches are proposed. Once a solution is accepted, the bug is declared “resolved” and
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Figure 1: Schematic outline of the Bugzilla bug resolution process (source: The Bugzilla
Guide)
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after it has been verified that the solution (patch) works satisfactorily when integrated
into the code base, the bug is declared “closed.”

Note however that there are a variety of other ways to close a bug apart from properly
speaking resolving the problem it identifies. In consultation with other people tracking
the bug, the developer who has taken possession can for instance decide that the problem
identified does not exist (“works-for-me”) or, on the contrary, that it does exist but has
been reported and is being treated elsewhere (“duplicate”). In the latter case, one of the
two reports is closed as Duplicate, while a message is posted on the forum of the other
indicating that Bug #XYZ was a duplicate of this one.

4 “Users vs. Developers”: anecdotal evidence from 3 bug
reports

The tension between users and developers is palpable in many of the bug reports that
are maintained in Bugzilla and a closer look at some of them can provide many insights
in the multitude of ways in which this tension plays out.

Consider bug 213186.1 This bug report is a request to alter the text in the preference
pane of the browser menu and in replace the statement that “Cookies are delicious deli-
cacies” with a more appropriate explanation of cookies, a technical term, for concerned
users without prior knowledge of the concept. Blake Ross, the Firefox initiator, was
responsible for the “delicious delicacies” joke himself in the first place and his mom and
dad might well have approved. Many other users however might be put off by the lack of
information provided to them if they seriously wanted to consider whether want to ac-
cept cookies or not. That is why this bug was marked as one that had to be fixed before
the official release of Firefox 1.0. The record in Bugzilla shows that the phrase “delicious
delicacies” was eventually replaced by “pieces of information stored by web pages on your
computer[...].” However, considerable effort seems to have been required to resolve this
bug as developers were determined to hang on to this bastion of insider humor against
the wishes of people who yearned for something a bit more “professional.” It required
over a year to resolve in which 18 persons made 55 comments and 9 possible solutions
were proposed as patches. Many contitued to prefer the quirky “delicious delicacies”
definition over the more mundane one that replaced it and in true open source fashion
an extension to Firefox was developed that restores the old description for Firefox 1.0
till 1.5.2 In later versions, a definition of cookies is left out altogether.

The bug record for the “delicious delicacies” bug is an example of a mostly internal
discussion among the software developers. Yet, there are also many bug records that
show something quite different: the attempts of the external user-community to get
heard. The record of bug 171349 which reports that the Windowing System’s Standard
Icon appears as Firefox icon is such an attempt.3 This bug, important to be resolved in
order to give Firefox a more professional and clearly recognizable appearance, took so

1https://bugzilla.mozilla.org/show bug.cgi?id=213186
2https://www.squarefree.com/extensions/delicious-delicacies/
3https://bugzilla.mozilla.org/show bug.cgi?id=171349
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long to be treated that peripheral bug contributers started to despair. As one commenter
remarked:

This bug was first discovered about 2 1/2 years ago and is still listed as
“NEW”?

Upon which someone else replied:

Mozilla, like all the other big projects, has a LOT of bureuacracy [sic] going
on. I reported this so long ago I forgot all about it, and probably would’ve
submitted it again if it weren’t for the recent activity of my report being
marked as a dupe... But even if it requires 5 people to check it and give it
their OK,surely adding a .ico to the package can’t be /that/ hard, can it?

In the end, it took 31 duplicate reports of this problem, 200 comments to which 89
people participated with 11 proposed solution to bring this bug to a close after almost
three years. The reason that this particular bug took so long to close, was not that
the core developers did not notice it. They also do not seem to have given the bug as
serious a consideration as they would have in case they had known the bug-submitter.
In comment 25, Blake Ross himself steps in and marks the bugs as a duplicate of another
bug. An assessment that the original bug-submitter disputes while also making clear that
he doesn’t care anymore one way or another. A few comments later, another developer
finally agrees with the original submitter and offers to work on the bug on condition that
the submitter provide more contextual information. This the submitter cannot do, as it
has already been such a long time ago since he came across the problem and hasn’t used
the software since. We then see responsibility for the bug being passed around from one
developer to the other and it is only after the resolution of the bug has been linked to
the target milestone of Firefox 1.0 that proposals for solutions start to come in. Were
it not for the persistence of the original submitter of the bug report, this report would
probably have remained classified as duplicate of another bug, as it had become straight
after the report, and would not have been dealt with directly.

Sometimes, Bugzilla can also become a place for coordinated action. Bug 439604 is an
example of this.4 It illustrates how people from the periphery can still use the Bugzilla
change management system to get their point across. This bug is an expression of dis-
content about the fact that the latest version of Firefox requires the user to agree to
an end user license agreement (EULA) upon installation. The bug has been submitted
by someone from the periphery as is evidenced by the bug’s initial status of “Uncon-
firmed.” Nevertheless the submitter and his allies are clearly at home in Bugzilla: the
bug description and subsequent follow all the right conventions of proper bug reports.
Moreover, the bug-reporter has been able to mobilize support and get people to vote on
the importance of the bug classifying it as very important. In this case, the pressure
thus generated seems to have worked: Mozilla relented and the EULA requirement was
removed. However note that outrage was not only expressed through this official channel
but also at public places like Slashdot. And other interesting detail to note is that this

4https://bugzilla.mozilla.org/show bug.cgi?id=439604
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is not the bug report that is acted upon according to the records. Instead, the record
of bug-resolution can be found as bug 443918 — a bug that expressed the indignation
of one of the core developers.5 Lerner and Tirole (2005) notice with respect to soft-
ware licenses in general that more mainstream oriented projects tend to have different
licenses from developer-oriented projects. Concern with the imposition of end-user li-
cense agreements seems more likely to stem from open source idealists than end-users
who are accustomed to click through in any case. Hence, the resolution of bugs 443918
and 439604 was probably more about keeping developers on board than about making
sure that the best was done for “mom and dad.”

5 “Users vs. Developers”: quantitative evidence

Methodology From the CVS, we retrieved for each bug the number of different authors
referring to the bug in their commit-comments; the number of files touched by these
commits; the number of distinct comments and the number of commit; and, finally, the
number of lines of code added and deleted through the commits.6. From the bug-reports,
we retrieved the number of persons copied in the bug resolution discussion; the number
of other bugs the bug depends on or blocks; the numbers of attachments, patches and
comments and the number of distinct contributors to the discussion; and, besides, the
number of bugs that were identified as a duplicate of the bug reported. In addition,
we retrieved the priority assigned and the severity estimated for each bug. With help
of the change-log of the bug-reports, we also retrieved the time that passed between
the opening of the report and the assignment of someone in charge of the resolution
process; we retrieved the number of times the bug was (re-)assigned whether its priority
was incremented or decremented or had been changed more than once; whether its
severity increased or decreased or changed more than once — where the importance was
judged to be in order of trivial, enhancement, minor, normal, major, critical, blocker.
We determined whether the initial status of the bug report was New or Unconfirmed;
whether the bug was reopened at least once; the number of report edits by the bug-
reporter, and the number of report edits by the last person in charge of its resolution.

We drew two samples of bugs from the 40 000 or so that have resulted in a change
to the Firefox code base. The first from the early stages of the project, when Firefox
was still called Phoenix, in between release 0.1 and 0.5; the second from a later, more
mature, phase between release 1.5 and release 2.0. For the moment, we ignore bugs
where the severity was judged to be an enhancement as we want to focus on bug reports
rather than feature requests.

Limitations Sack et al. (2006) note that developers coordinate their activity in three
main information spaces: “the implementation space, the documentation space, and
the discussion space.” Our collection covers each of these spaces, at least partially. It

5https://bugzilla.mozilla.org/show bug.cgi?id=443918
6See Ayari et al. (2007) for a discussion of the pitfalls in trying to retrieve bug-numbers from CVS
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covers the implementation space in so far as we only consider bugs that are mentioned
in commits to the official code base that were kept by the Mozilla concurrent versions
system (CVS). For those bugs, in so far as they are associated with a file of which at
least one revision is part of a Firefox release, we retrieve the bug-reports and the logs
of changes to those bug reports kept by the bug tracker system Bugzilla. Thus, we
are covering the documentation space as well. We also cover the discussion space since
mailing-list style comments relating to the bugs are included in the reports. However,
if Blake Ross is right in his assessment that Internet Relay Chat “was a big means of
communication and especially with Firefox early on” (Ryan 2006), then we might have
a problem, because, too our knowledge, archives of those chats have not been kept.

Analysis In order to get an impression of the general patterns of bug resolution in
Firefox, we performed a survival analysis of a variety of samples of bug-reports related
to Firefox. Table 1 presents the results. We carried out regressions on six samples: A
sample of bugs related to Firefox in the early phases of its development; a sample of
bugs related to Firefox in a later phase of its development; and for both of these samples
a sub-sample of bugs started their life as New and another sub-sample for those bugs
that started their life as Unconfirmed.

Bug patching is positively affected — that is, its length is statistically reduced — by
direct activity in the code base, a probable proxy of the number of tentative solutions
provided (Number of Commits). During the initial stage of development, it is also affected
by the use of Severity and Priority levels. On the contrary, it is negatively affected by
assignment and diagnosis issues, i.e. by Number Of Times Bug Was Assigned, even
controlling by Log Time To First Assignment, which could also be related to the fact
that Priority Was Increased, Priority Was Decreased, Severity Was Increased, Severity Was
Decreased all impact negatively the patching time when they are significant — only at
the later stage of development for the latter two.

Indeed, bug treatment in the early phases of Firefox appears different from treatment
at a later stage. This is the case for Priority, which does not appear as an appropriate
tool at the later stage, whereas the commitment of the bug reporter (Number of Edits
By Bug Reporter) on the contrary appears as significant — although this last situation
might also be related to self-assignment. Such as for Severity Was Increased and Severity
Was Decreased, various other differences are visible in Table 1.

The difference between the treatment of bugs that were reported by outsiders — more
peripheral members without the CanConfirm privilege — in contrast to the treatment
of bugs in general is apparent at both stages development. “Big” bugs (Number Of
Lines Of Code Added) tend to slow down the patching process when they are associated
with Unconfirmed bug reports, as compared to New ones, at the Phoenix stage. On the
contrary, the processing of New bugs that attract attention (Number Of Persons Copied)
at the Firefox stage is slowed down, specially compared to New ones for which attracting
attention appears particularly significant.

Further differences between New and Unconfirmed bugs appear at the later stage
of development. First, Severity levels do not seem significant for Unconfirmed bugs.
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Table 1: Significance and impact of variables controlling for bug fixing regimes (Survival
analysis; Weibull fit; ***< 0.001 <**< 0.01 <*< 0.05 < • < 0.1).

Sample: Phoenix (< 0.5) Firefox (> 1.5)
Parameter Description All New Unconf’ed All New Unconf.

# Bugs 7596 6200 1366 4721 3465 1256

Intercept +*** +* +** +*** +* +**
Number Of Different Committers +*** +*** +*** +*** +***
Number Of Files Touched in Codebase +*** +*** +*** +*** +** +•

Number Of Different Comments in Commits +*** +***
Number Of Commits −* −*** −*** −*
Number Of Lines Of Code Added −*** −*** +***
Number Of Lines Of Code Deleted +*
Number Of Persons Copied −** −** +* −***
Number Of Attachments +* +*
Number Of Patches +•

Depends On How Many Other Bugs +** +* +* +•

Blocks How Many Other Bugs +* +**
Number Of Comments • +**
Number Of Authors Of Comments +*** +*** +*** +*** +*** +***
Severity Trivial +*** +*** +*** +*** +***
Severity Minor +*** +*** +*** +*** +***
Severity Normal +*** +*** +*** +*** +***
Severity Major +*** +*** +*** +*
Severity Critical +*** +*** +*** +** −*
No Priority −* −*
Priority 1 −** −* −*
Priority 2 −* +*
Priority 3 −* −* +•

Priority 4
Log Time To First Assignment +*** +*** +*** +*** +*** +***
Number Of Times Bug Was Assigned +*** +*** +*** +*** +*** +***
Priority Was Increased +* •

Priority Was Decreased +** +* • +** +**
Priority Was Changed More Than Once • • +•

Severity Was Increased +** +***
Severity Was Decreased +* +*
Severity Was Changed More Than Once
Initial Status Was New −**
Bug Was Reopened At Least Once • −•

Number Of Edits By Bug Reporter • −** −** −**
Number Of Edits By Last Assignee +*** • +*
Number Of Duplicates −* −* −*** −***
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Furthermore, at this stage of development, the fact that a bug starts its life as New
(Initial Status Was New) implies that it is statistically solved more rapidly if it starts
as Unconfirmed. But this could just be a consequence of the existence of an additional
step in the life of Unconfirmed bugs, from Unconfirmed to New, precisely. When a
bug originates from the periphery, from users or from less known developers, without
the CanConfirm privilege, the willingness of the development community is statistically
not affected whatever the number of other duplicate bug reports, that is to say, if we
consider the number of duplicates as a proxy for frequency, whatever the frequency of
a bug. Finally, one last element that would further provide support to the existence of
users vs. innovators incentive misalignment is the significance of Bug Was Reopened At
Least Once for Unconfirmed bugs which, again slightly counter-intuitively, statistically
tends to speed up the development process.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have provided preliminary quantitative evidence for the occurrence of
incentive misalignment situation between core and peripheral members of the Mozilla
community at later stages of development, which we interpret as indirect evidence of
“users vs. developers” incentive issues. Anecdotal evidence gathered from the analysis
of several bug reports supports this view. This is all the more significant, we believe,
since the Firefox project was initially thought of as specifically addressing those issues,
and being intended to “Mom and Dad.”

It should be also noted, however, that developer communities are actually aware of
the eventuality of such problems. For they have actually implemented voting systems
in Bugzilla and in other bug repositories, from 1999 onwards in the case of Bugzilla,
precisely to allow “the community”, including users and peripheral members, to vote for
bugs that they would consider of particular importance. In that sense, we would believe
that economists would be neither surprised of the existence of incentive issues within
open-source communities, nor of the nature of the solutions and of the mechanisms
implemented to contribute to their solution.

The focus of our current and future work is to strengthen the econometric side of our
analysis through the exploration of alternative probability density functions to fit the
data and alternative coding of some variables in the data themselves.
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