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Abstract

Recent large scale cyber security incidents such as the Equifax data breach, where
the personal information of around 160 million Americans leaked, demonstrate the
current risk of security vulnerabilities libraries which software projects depend on.
The usage of libraries forms an integral part of modern software development and
is a widespread practice across software projects. Libraries make it possible to use
proven implementations of certain functionalities without duplicating it. However, this
means the usage of libraries creates a set of dependencies for software projects. While
using libraries allows for increased development speeds by reusing existing code, these
dependencies can also propagate problems which exist in dependencies. Therefore, a
security vulnerability in a dependency can have a major impact on the software project
as a whole.

Currently, there are analysers which perform a high level analysis which can iden-
tify vulnerable dependencies. However, these analysers are limited to the package
level, where either a whole library is considered vulnerable or safe. In reality, the
situation is often more nuanced, where only certain functions of a library pose a secu-
rity risk. Considering the growing number of dependencies of software projects and
the increasing number of vulnerability disclosure, the dependency update management
process is currently a difficult task.

Therefor a more fine-grained type of analysis could help developers in identifying
and mitigating actual security risks. In this thesis, we propose a new risk modelling
approach which uses fine grained analysis to concentrate these efforts as best as pos-
sible and increase security of software applications. Further we perform an extensive
evaluation to compare it to existing risk approaches to investigate the accuracy of the
proposed approach. We find that the new risk model is more accurate in prioritising
risk mitigation strategies, with an average increase of 8% of current state of the art risk
models. The model does require function level vulnerability information which does
not exist for all disclosed vulnerabilities and is an active area of research.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In recent years we are witnessing an incredible amount of digital transformation. Activities
that used to require a great deal of manual interaction, can now be completed easily with
the tap of a finger. For example, making a reservation at a restaurant can now swiftly be
done on a website and receive a confirmation via email in a matter of minutes. While it
is incredibly convenient for users, these systems require extensive development time and
effort. Modern software systems reuse proven code that has been created by others to solve
an existing problem. For example, such a library could provide the functionality to send
emails after a reservation.

The usage of libraries creates dependencies for software projects and is the backbone
of modern software engineering. Further, each library which is used can have its own set of
dependencies, thus creating transitive dependencies. The amount of imported code for any
software project therefore likely exceeds the written code by orders of magnitude. While
this reuse opportunities are a boon for productivity, they come at a price. From the secu-
rity perspective, this can have negative consequences since each of those dependencies can
contain vulnerable code which can impact the security of the whole project. A recent ex-
ample of this risk is the vulnerability found in the popular Java logging library Log4J. As a
logging library, Log4J sees prevalent usage in a wide variety of Java projects. Further, the
”Log4Shell” vulnerability is very easy for a malicious actor to exploit and compromise the
security of not only the whole project, but the entire host which runs the vulnerable project.

The consequences of vulnerabilities in dependencies can be seen in recent incidents
such as the Equifax data breach, where the maintainers of a system at Equifax failed to
update a vulnerable version of a dependency, namely Apache Struts. This resulted in a
massive data breach and the private records of approximately 160 million North Americans
leaked [28]. These incidents exemplify the importance of keeping dependencies of software
projects up to date. However, with the growing size of dependency networks, this becomes
increasingly difficult since updating a dependency is not always trivial [7].

Further, not only the total number of dependencies of a software project makes it diffi-
cult to keep up to date and thus mitigate against the risk associated with vulnerable depen-
dencies. The sheer number of disclosed vulnerabilities makes it infeasible to manually stay
up to date with new security issues in dependencies. In 2020 there were a total of 18,325
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1. INTRODUCTION

vulnerabilities disclosed as a Common Vulnerability Exposure (CVE)1, and is on the rise.
In order to make the process of identifying vulnerable dependencies in software projects

easier than manually inspecting vulnerability databases, there are vulnerability checking
tools such as NPM Audit 2 & SIG OS Health 3. This is a massive improvement over manu-
ally checking for vulnerabilities in dependencies. However, these tools are operating pack-
age level, meaning these tools are limited to identifying entire dependencies as vulnerable
instead of the actual functions in that dependency which are vulnerable. This can result in
numerous vulnerability warnings without the vulnerable code actually being reachable from
the application in which these dependencies are being used, and thus are flagged incorrectly
as a security issue. These false positive warnings are a huge problem in software develop-
ment since it has a large negative impact on the adoption, and active utilisation, of static
code analysis tools [5]. In order to reduce the number of false positive security warnings,
however, a different method of vulnerability analysis is required since it is impossible to
inspect if vulnerable code is reachable in a project without a more fine grained approach
than package level inspection.

Recently, Ponta et al. [26] made an effort to reduce the number of such false positive
security warnings present in a vulnerability audit for Java projects. This was done in a
code-centric approach, where abstract syntax tree (AST) comparison was used to verify
whether the installed version of the dependency contained the vulnerability as opposed to
being limited to metadata about the dependency. Using the list of vulnerabilities that are
present in the application’s dependencies, a combination of static and dynamic analyses
were used to generate a call graph for the application which could then be used to inspect
whether vulnerabilities were reachable from the application or not. While this is a great
improvement for developers, it has two concerns. One is that this method does not provide
insight in which vulnerable dependency should be updated first from a security perspective,
and the other is that it is only available for Java projects.

For the first concern, there is a method to estimate the severity of a vulnerability in the
form of a Common Vulnerability Scoring System score (CVSS score)4. For the majority of
disclosed security vulnerabilities, such a score is assigned and thus the estimated severity
of vulnerabilities is available. However, CVSS scores are a very generalised estimation of
risk which in and of itself does not take into account how the vulnerability relates to other
parts of the software project in which it could potentially be exploited.

A good example of how the context in which the vulnerable code is used can have a
large effect on the risk posed by a vulnerability, is the vulnerability which was used in
the Equifax data breach. That vulnerability affected Apache Struts setups which allows
execution of Object-Graph Navigation Language from user input. Recent versions of CVSS
scores allow for environmental factors to be incorporated in the severity score. However,
the developer/maintainer of the software project in which the vulnerable dependency is used
should do those assessments manually, and for a large project with many dependencies this
quickly becomes infeasible. So, while CVSS scores can serve as a starting point in the

1https://www.cvedetails.com/browse-by-date.php, accessed on 17 Sept. 2021
2https://docs.npmjs.com/cli/v6/commands/npm-audit
3https://www.softwareimprovementgroup.com/capabilities/sigrid-open-source-health/
4https://www.first.org/cvss/specification-document
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selection process to prioritise vulnerable dependency updates, they are currently not suitable
for risk estimation.

The goal of this research is to help developers mitigate the risk of vulnerabilities in
dependencies by providing actionable insight/advise for the vulnerabilities which actually
have an effect on the security of their software projects.

In order to properly understand the problem, we will first analyse current update be-
haviour of developers regarding security updates of dependencies. The goal is to investigate
the current state of dependency update management processes, and the extent to which
vulnerability information plays a role in those processes. In this thesis we first focus on
the following research question to properly understand the current state of vulnerable de-
pendency update behaviour and how we can help developers mitigate against the risk of
vulnerable dependencies. RQ.1 Is vulnerability information currently taken into account by
developers of software projects in the update management process?

We investigate this with an analysis on historical dependency update data to establish
the role of risk of vulnerabilities in the dependency update management process. In this
analysis we find that there is no correlation between the severity of a vulnerability in a de-
pendency, and the time it takes to update that dependency. Further, depending on the actual
vulnerable functions also has no effect on the time it takes to update the dependency of the
vulnerable function. This suggests that, in accordance with previous research [21], a major-
ity of developers seem to be unaware of potential risks posed by vulnerable dependencies.

Ultimately, the goal of this research is to help developers of software projects under-
stand and mitigate against risk associated with vulnerabilities in dependencies of software
projects. A new risk model can help in filtering vulnerability warnings which are not rel-
evant for the project using the dependencies, and provide insight in which vulnerable de-
pendencies should be updated first. The improved precision and actionability should have
a positive effect on the adoption of such a risk model by developers of software projects,
which will help in raising awareness of the risk these models estimate.

We propose four different objective quantitative risk models that use function level anal-
ysis in combination with CVSS scores to assess the security risk for an application that has
open source dependencies. The model needs to take into account transitive dependencies
as well as direct ones when determining the security risk for a software project. In order to
asses whether we can help developers in this process, we investigate the following question.
RQ.2 Can a risk model identify which vulnerable dependencies pose the highest risk for a
software project?

We perform an established method of evaluation to compare the models to current state
of the art risk models which exist in different domains on a set of open source projects which
have depended on vulnerable code in dependencies. In this evaluation, we first establish
that a risk model based on relative betweenness centrality and CVSS scores seems the most
suitable out of the four models we propose. Further, the most suitable proposed risk model
performs significantly better than current risk models.

In order to perform the function level analysis for different programming languages,
this research uses a preliminary version of the infrastructure that is being provided by the
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1. INTRODUCTION

FASTEN project5, funded by EU within Horizon 2020 program, which aims to provide a
new framework for static code analysis for OSS. The project is focused on using statically
generated call-graphs to perform analysis on the method level.

The scientific contributions made in this thesis can be summarised as follows:

• A dataset of 193,542 dependency updates performed over 927 open source reposito-
ries, containing version, time and vulnerability information. As well as a method of
establishing such a dataset.

• A risk model which uses the call-graphs of a software project and its dependencies
in combination with function level vulnerability information to estimate the risk dis-
closed vulnerabilities pose for the software project, as well as clearly pinpoint which
vulnerabilities/dependencies are responsible for the most risk.

The implementation and data can be found on https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo
.5777851

5https://www.fasten-project.eu/view/Main/Introduction
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Chapter 2

Related work

In this chapter, existing scientific literature is discussed. We have identified related work in
three areas: Existing scales for risk assessment; Estimating (base) risk for found vulnera-
bilities; Risk propagation in connected networks; Risk model evaluation methods. The goal
of the literature research is to have the necessary knowledge to define, build, and evaluate
models for vulnerability risk propagation in application call-graphs.

The literature research started with several papers provided as a start for this thesis topic.
Ponta et al. [26] which describes a method of using reachability to restrict the list of vulner-
abilities in dependencies to the ones which could actually be exploited, Kotzanikolaou et al.
[20] a paper about risk propagation in networks, and White and Borgatti [32] about relative
betweenness centrality in graphs.

Another important area is establishing an inherent risk associated with the vulnerabil-
ities in software systems. A good starting point for this step is investigating the Common
Vulnerability Scoring System (CVSS). This system is an industry-standard for estimating
the severity of a vulnerability based on its principal characteristics Team [30]. In the user
guide it is stated, however, that it is wrong to use CVSS on itself as a risk estimate. Therefor,
the goal is to incorporate the context of how vulnerable code is used in combination with
the CVSS score to generated a risk estimate. The context of vulnerability usage is derived
from the call-graph of the application

Using graphs in a risk calculation is an established concept, such as in [14, 18, 2]. Most
of these methods of modelling rely on graph centrality measures as an estimate for the
importance of a node in the graph. Therefor we also identified papers which analyse and
compare graph centrality measures [12, 32, 15] Lastly, colleagues from SIG suggested [4]
as literature for scaling software measurements.

2.1 Estimating intrinsic risk for vulnerabilities

The majority of disclosed vulnerabilities are in the format of a Common Vulnerability Ex-
posure (CVE). These are disclosed in public databases such as the NVD1. Nearly all CVE’s

1https://nvd.nist.gov/
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2. RELATED WORK

are accompanied by a CVSS score, and these are determined by a group of experts. As
stated in the CVSS user guide2, a CVSS score alone should not be used as a risk score.

In order to assess whether CVSS scores can serve as a basis for estimating risk for
vulnerabilities in software projects, it is good to establish what CVSS scores are, how they
are calculated, and their uses. CVSS is a system that attempts to objectively estimate the
severity of disclosed vulnerabilities on a scale from 1 to 10. This system is currently the
most used metric for assessing the impact of discovered vulnerabilities. Several studies
have been conducted towards evaluating this scoring systems, or specific versions there of.
In Scarfone and Mell [27], version 2 of CVSS is extensively compared to version 1. This is
done by comparing how the output for specific input values and ranges differ between these
versions. Further, it investigates how input categories contribute to the final score.

Further Aksu et al. [1] provide a quantitative risk assessment methodology based on the
several components which define the CVSS score, such as the Access Complexity or Au-
thentication, to make a risk prediction as opposed to CVSS itself which provides a severity
estimate. The assessment method also allows for graph-based risk assessment, by formu-
lating a consolidated algorithm. Although few examples of the proposed methodology are
given to evaluate this methodology, it forms an interesting perspective on how a risk predic-
tion could be made from the information available from CVSS.

Another interesting research regarding CVSS is performed by Allodi et al. [3], where
it is studied how different educational and professional expertise backgrounds impact how
someone scores a vulnerability form a textual description. This study finds that security
experts indeed are more accurate in their estimate.

2.2 Risk propagation in connected networks

In order to tailor the risk estimate to the specific application, an analysis needs to be per-
formed on how the risk of a single vulnerability propagates through the call-graph. In
Kotzanikolaou et al. [20], a model is proposed which calculates cascading risks in net-
works, mainly how failures in power grids have cascading effects in which a small problem
can lead to huge problems by overloading other parts in the grid. Some parts of this model
can be carried over to cascading risk in call-graphs, especially how the risk of vulnerabil-
ities of nodes in the call-graph propagate to other elements of the application. In order to
use this model, it is necessary to determine the likelihood that a risk of one node impacts
the next node, for which a formula needs to be defined for vulnerabilities in call-graphs.

Alhomidi and Reed introduce a method in [2] for risk assessment in an attack graph,
which is a graph of all known attack paths of an application, by using genetic algorithms.
Further in Shivraj et al. [29], a risk assessment framework is proposed for vulnerability
propagation in internet of things (IoT) networks. The framework focuses on calculating the
aggregated risk that a specific node in the IoT network gets compromised. This calculation
is a combination of the risk that the node gets compromised directly, and the risk that the
node is compromised via the connection with a neighbouring node. The risk calculation
makes extensive use of attack paths which are identified. The framework works for a wide

2https://www.first.org/cvss/user-guide
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2.3. Existing scales for risk assessment

variety of thread methodologies, such as STRIDE [23], DREAD [19] & LINDDUN [33].
The framework proposed in this paper can be applied to vulnerability propagation in a call-
graph, and could also be combined with the propagation model proposed by Kotzanikolaou
et al. [20].

Another important part of estimating risk for an application is to estimate the importance
of each element for the application. Graph centrality measures are attempting to estimate
that importance [12]. These measures are also proven to be an effective method of defining
important nodes in attack graphs [17] and determining the order of priority for fixing vulner-
able nodes [18]. Since a call-graph is a directed graph, the original betweenness centrality,
as defined by Freeman, cannot directly be used for this use cases. However, White and
Borgatti [32] introduce an adapted definition of betweenness centrality for directed graphs.
Further, Hinne [15] proposes local versions of centrality measures, including betweenness,
in order to reduce the run-time complexity for the calculation of those metrics. This proves
to be effective for undirected graphs, however, for directed graphs, results vary and would
therefore need further investigation in order to be used in this project.

2.3 Existing scales for risk assessment

Lastly, as this projects main goal is creating a method to alert developers of risk within the
dependencies they use in applications they are building, it is relevant to know how to best
present risk alerts. In [24], multiple methods of alerting are compared to see how users
of these systems react to these messages. This study shows that a likelihood scale is, in
general, more advantageous for security alerts compared to a binary/category system.

In Alves [4], an approach is introduced for scoring software quality metrics. This ap-
proach uses two levels of aggregation which can be used to estimate the quality of software
components in terms of a 5 star rating score based on raw absolute software metrics, such
as McCabe complexity. This approach heavily relies on establishing thresholds based on a
benchmark of software projects. This score allows for a good comparison between quality
of software projects, since the score is relative. Meaning, that a 5 star project has a far
higher quality compared to other projects, and a 2 star project slightly below average. This
approach could be fitted to a risk score, but would require a large representative sample of
software projects to establish a baseline score.

2.4 Summary

In this chapter we identified a wide variety of previous works which is relevant for estimat-
ing risk for software projects. Several works have extensively investigated CVSS scores
and these are accepted as the established standard for estimating the severity of disclosed
vulnerabilities. The components which make up a CVSS score, such as Access Complexity,
can be used in risk models to incorporate the context in which the vulnerability exists and
how that influences the perceived risk.

7



2. RELATED WORK

Further, CVSS scores are widely used in several risk models. These risk models exist
in several domains such as estimating the risk of vulnerable hosts in a (IoT) network. Other
more general models also exist, but require a high level of manual estimation.

Lastly, a risk score should be represented on some form of likelihood scale in order to
be as clear for users as possible. An approach could be the 5 star scale [4], which would
require a large set of representative software projects for a proper benchmark. However,
a more straightforward approach would be an approach which, in accordance with CVSS
scores, uses a scale from 0 to 10, where 0 represents no risk at all, and 10 the maximum
risk.

8



Chapter 3

Role of vulnerability information
when updating dependencies

In this chapter, we delve deeper into RQ.1 (Is vulnerability information currently taken into
account by developers of software projects in the update management process?) Previous
research by Kula et al. [21] has shown that developers of software projects generally do
not keep up to date with new versions of dependencies; 81.5% of the systems that were
studied keep their outdated dependencies. They also investigated the update behaviour for
dependencies for which a security advisory has been issued, which finds that still a majority
keep using outdated vulnerable versions. Further, it finds that developers are also unlikely
to act upon security advisories relating to vulnerabilities found in dependencies, with 69%
of the developers that were interviewed stating that they were not aware of vulnerabilities
in dependencies.

However, their analysis does not look into the effect CVSS scores of vulnerable depen-
dencies have on the update behaviour of developers. Considering CVSS scores are used
in automatic security advisory notifications such as Dependabot. It could be the case that
dependencies containing a vulnerability with a high CVSS score are updated more quickly
than those with a lower score. Further, their research does not make a distinction between
projects actually depending on the vulnerable pieces of code, and the projects having a
vulnerable dependency but not depending on the vulnerable code. In this chapter we per-
form an analysis to find if making this distinction has an affect on the update behaviour of
developers regarding vulnerable dependencies.

In order to investigate the effect of CVSS scores and the usage of vulnerable code on
the update behaviour we perform the following investigation.

We first create a dataset of updates to dependencies of open source Java projects to
compare update behaviour of developers. A new dataset is created in order to investigate
the update behaviour from the perspective of a developer of an open source repository. The
data and metrics used by Kula et al. [21] are concentrated around the perspective of the
usage of a library version across software projects. This makes it hard to measure changes
in update behaviour within a single repository. The dataset creation is focused around the
following question: How can we construct a dataset to further investigate changes in update
behaviour in relation to vulnerabilities in individual projects?

9



3. ROLE OF VULNERABILITY INFORMATION WHEN UPDATING DEPENDENCIES

We first perform an analysis of software projects which have used vulnerable dependen-
cies to establish an update behaviour baseline of developers. This includes all vulnerable
dependencies, regardless whether or not the vulnerable code was used. In this analysis we
focus on answering the following question. Do maintainers update vulnerable packages
with a high CVSS score quicker compared to vulnerable packages with a lower CVSS score
or no vulnerabilities?. Subsequently, we can investigate the update behaviour regarding vul-
nerable dependencies where the vulnerable code was used, in order to determine whether or
not depending on vulnerable code has an affect on this behaviour. Does the actual usage of
vulnerable code affect the update delay of vulnerable dependencies?

3.1 How can we construct a dataset to further investigate
changes in update behaviour in relation to vulnerabilities in
individual projects?

In order to investigate the effects CVSS scores and usage of vulnerable code have on the
update behaviour of developers of software projects we need to construct a dataset which
allows measuring the update behaviour and contains the necessary vulnerability information
(CVSS scores and effected functions). We construct the dataset in a few comprehensive
steps. The first step is making a selection of open source repositories to scan. The second
step is scanning all dependency updates which occurred in that repository, in which we are
mostly interested in the timing and the different versions. Finally, we normalise the data to
be able to make comparisons in update behaviour between repositories.

The selection of projects to scan was determined by the vulnerabilities for which we can
perform fine-grained analysis on a function level. In order to determine the effect of using
vulnerable code on update behaviour it is necessary to have function level vulnerability
information. Not all disclosed vulnerabilities have that level of information associated with
them. Therefore we create a list of vulnerabilities with necessary function level information
in the FASTEN Knowledge Base.

The criteria for the selection of vulnerabilities were:

• It should have been disclosed in the last 3 years, so that projects which update to a
fixed version of the vulnerable dependency have done so recently. This is done so
that the projects we analyse are under active development.

• Only select one vulnerability per library. We select one vulnerability to keep the
analysis feasible and comprehensive. Libraries can usually be effected by multiple
vulnerabilities over different versions. We select the vulnerability which affects the
most functions in the library.

For each of those selected vulnerabilities, select the last version of the package which
was affected by that vulnerability. Subsequently find open source repositories which have
depended on that vulnerable library version, but have updated to a fixed version. The repos-
itories are found using the libraries.io API. Libraries.io provides a structured database of
existing libraries and there versions. Further, for each library version it maintains a list
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3.1. How can we construct a dataset to further investigate changes in update behaviour in
relation to vulnerabilities in individual projects?

Table 3.1: The number of scanned repositories per vulnerability

vulnerability found repositories found fix updates for

CVE-2020-8840 104 84
CVE-2019-12402 101 57
CVE-2018-10936 100 37
CVE-2020-11612 92 53
CVE-2020-10683 82 39
CVE-2020-1745 35 19
CVE-2019-5427 33 12
CVE-2019-12400 32 12
CVE-2020-5398 32 19
CVE-2019-10086 32 22
CVE-2019-12401 31 16
CVE-2019-12415 31 17
CVE-2020-5408 30 15
CVE-2020-26945 30 16
CVE-2020-26168 30 9
CVE-2020-5421 30 19
CVE-2019-13990 30 11
CVE-2020-9489 27 4
CVE-2020-13935 26 3
CVE-2020-26883 21 1
CVE-2020-7692 20 4
CVE-2020-13933 19 2
CVE-2021-22134 18 9
CVE-2020-13920 14 3
CVE-2020-8908 13 10
CVE-2019-3802 13 6
CVE-2020-25633 12 5
CVE-2021-22112 9 3
CVE-2020-17530 5 1
CVE-2020-17523 5 3
CVE-2021-29505 5 5
CVE-2021-28168 3 1
CVE-2020-7226 2 2
CVE-2019-9212 2 0
CVE-2021-26117 2 1
CVE-2021-27807 2 1
CVE-2021-28165 2 0
CVE-2020-13949 1 0

11



3. ROLE OF VULNERABILITY INFORMATION WHEN UPDATING DEPENDENCIES
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Figure 3.1: The distribution of days between
a new release of a dependency being made
available and ”Apache/Tika” updating to that
newer version.

metric update delay in days

count 646
mean 251
standard deviation 453
minimum 1
25th percentile 28
50th percentile 84
75th percentile 265
maximum 4077

Table 3.2: Statistical values of up-
date delay distribution.

of open source repositories which depend on that library version. This list is ordered by
activity and popularity.

The second step is to scan all identified repositories for the data needed to analyse the
update behaviour. We scan the history of each repository for updates to its dependencies. In
this scan we consider all dependency updates per repository which are found using the git
history of the repository. When analysing the update behaviour of a repository, one of the
most interesting aspects is the speed with which updates are performed on dependencies.
We express this as the time it takes between a new version of a dependency being released
and the dependency being updated, we define this as update delay. We use the released
date from Maven central as the release date of a library version. From the git history it is
known which commit is associated with a specific dependency update, and thus we can use
the commit timestamp to determine when an update is performed. Further, We mark the
commit that updates the dependency which contains the vulnerability we identified in step
1 as the fix commit. Additionally we define the update delay to the fixed version of that
dependency as fix update delay.

Repository scanning results We scanned the update histories for a total of 703 open
source repositories which used 1 of 37 vulnerabilities. An extensive overview of the number
of scanned repositories per vulnerability can be seen in Table 3.1. Note that for some
vulnerabilities the number of open source repositories using the vulnerable version was
limited in the libraries.io database. Now, in order to compare the update behaviour across
these repositories, we need to ensure we can compare the update delays, for which the data
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3.1. How can we construct a dataset to further investigate changes in update behaviour in
relation to vulnerabilities in individual projects?
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Figure 3.2: The log (base 10) over distribution of update delays
of dependencies in Apache/Tika (bars), with its associated kernel
density estimation (blue line), and the fitted normal distribution

(black line).

needs to be normalised.
A first important observation is that the absolute update delays, are limited to non-

negative values, since a repository can only update to a new version of a dependency after
it is released. As a result, the distribution of update delays for any scanned repository is a
heavy tailed distribution containing only non-negative values, as seen in Figure 3.1. Most
of the updates occur within a relative short time frame (< 50 days), but some updates occur
in larger time frames, such as that of ”Apache/Tika”, with an update delay of 4077.

Repositories can have vastly different dependency update management processes. For
instance a project could actively use automatic dependency update tools to continuously
stay up to date with new versions of dependencies. While another project only periodically
manually performs dependency updates. Therefor the distribution of updates for reposi-
tories is not directly comparable. In order to be able to compare the dependency update
behaviour between multiple different repositories, we need to transform the update delay
data to normal-like shape. Specific updates can then be compared to the general update
behaviour of each project to find if that update was performed relatively quickly or slowly.

The general shape of the distribution of update delays, such as seen in Figure 3.1, for
a repository seems to be a logarithmic normal curve. This can be tested by taking the
log (base 10) over the update delay distribution. In order to check whether it is indeed
a logarithmic normal distribution, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test [16] over the distribution
of log update delays was performed. In this test we compare it to a normal distribution
associated with the mean and standard deviation of the transformed distribution (µ = 1.93
and σ = 0.66). This yields a maximum distance between a fitted normal distribution and
the observed data, henceforth referenced as D-statistic value, of 0.063 and an associated
p-value of 0.09, suggesting that the distribution of update delays is indeed a logarithmic
normal curve.

One thing that stands out in the logarithmic distribution, is how the right side of the
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Figure 3.3: Standardised log update delays over all updates
across all repositories

Table 3.3: Percentage of datapoints that lie within 1, 2 & 3 standard deviations from the
mean in the observed distribution

range percentage of data within range

µ±σ 68.3%
µ±2σ 95.9%
µ±3σ 99.7%

distribution is quite a bit smoother than the left side. This can, at least partially, be attributed
to the granularity of the update delays. Logarithmic function are very sensitive to slight
deviations for lower input values. The update delays are calculated in the number of days
between release date and date of update, which has as effect that quick updates (< 10 days)
result in distinct values which are mapped to individual bins in the logarithmic distribution
with gaps in between these individual bins.

Now we have a normalised distribution of logs of update delays for every scanned repos-
itory. However, each of those distributions has a different mean and standard deviation, and
therefore comparisons are not meaningful yet. However, these normal distributions can be
standardised to be able to compare the update behaviour across repositories. For this we
can use the formula associated with Z scores, with µ being the mean of the log normal
distribution for a single repository, and σ the associated standard deviation.

Z(x) =
x−µ

σ
(3.1)
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3.2. Do maintainers update vulnerable packages quicker compared to regular dependency
updates?

The formula ensures the resulting distribution have a mean around 0 and a standard de-
viation of 1, in which the distance from the mean for each value across repositories can be
compared in terms of standard deviations. In order to check if these values can indeed be
used to compare update delays across repositories we can check if the distribution of stan-
dardised log update delays are indeed normal-like. Now, since the sample size of all updates
is vast (N = 193112), any slight deviation from a normal distribution will yield in a rejec-
tion of the null hypothesis (that the observed distribution is indeed normal). The D-statistic
for a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is for this distribution is 0.01, and thus seemingly follows
the fitted normal distribution quite well as is also seen in the two cumulative distribution
functions of these two distribution in Figure 3.3. However, the p-value associated with the
test is extremely low (3.94∗10−10), which suggest the resulting distribution is not normal,
and it can indeed be seen that there are deviations between the fitted normal distribution
and the actual distribution. Firstly, as explained earlier, because of the lack of granularity
of updates occurring within the first few days of an update being made available, the left
tail of the distribution is somewhat rugged, and does not follow the fitted normal cumulative
distribution as nicely as would be expected with an actual normal distribution of this sample
size.

Further, the observed distribution has some extreme values which would not be expected
in an actual normal distribution; the min =−6.1 and max = 7.3) while values smaller then
−4 and larger than 4 would be extremely unlikely if the data was an actual normal distribu-
tion.

While the observed data is not an actual normal distribution, it does share numerous
properties with a normal distribution. For instance, the percentage of values observed within
one, two & three standard deviations from the mean matches with what would be expected
from a normal distribution. Further, if we take a sample of the observed data (n = 5000)
and perform a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test on that sample, we still find a D-statistic value of
0.01 but associated with a p-value of 0.68 which would suggest that sample is drawn from
a normal distribution.

It is clear that the distribution of standardised log update delays is not an actual normal
distribution. However, for the purpose of comparing dependency update behaviour across
software projects, the main goal is to be able to compare the timing of one specific update
to the general update behaviour of the project in which the update was performed. A distri-
bution with a well defined mean and standard deviation are needed. Thus, we assume the
data resembles a normal distribution sufficiently to be able to use standardised log update
delays as a method of comparing update behaviour in software projects.

3.2 Do maintainers update vulnerable packages quicker
compared to regular dependency updates?

The first aspect we investigate is the effect of CVSS scores on the update behaviour of de-
velopers. In general, in accordance with the CVSS specification document, which states
that CVSS scores can be used as a help in prioritisation process for vulnerability manage-
ment. The expectation is that the presence of a vulnerability with a higher CVSS score,
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Figure 3.4: Relation between CVSS score and update to a fixed
version of a dependency corresponding with the CVE with that
score. Updates to non-vulnerable dependencies are assigned a

score of 0. CVSS scores are rounded to the nearest integer

should correspond to a relatively quicker update in that repository, if the maintainers of the
project are aware that the vulnerability is present. This analysis therefore further determines
if higher CVSS scores have an effect of the awareness of security risk in dependencies.

However, as visible from Figure 3.4 there is no clear difference in standardised update
delay based on the CVSS score of a vulnerability in a dependency. This is further motivated
by an R-squared test over the standard update delays in to relation with CVSS scores of
vulnerabilities in dependencies. This yields a score of R2 = 0.040, thus nearly all variance
in the standardised update delay, and to a further extend the update behaviour, is not related
to the severity of a vulnerability.

From this analysis it seems that CVSS scores are not actively used to prioritise security
updates accordingly. These findings are mostly in line with the findings from Kula et al.
[21]. However, one factor which is not taken into account in this analysis is the development
cost associated with performing a specific update. An update to a vulnerable dependency
can take longer to perform based on the associated work with updating the dependency
and ensuring all code still runs properly. Nevertheless considering the low R-squared score
between CVSS scores and standardised update delay, it is unlikely that the perturbation
associated with the development cost of updates has enough of an impact to completely
hide the measured correlation.

This analysis further makes clear the lack of awareness in relation to vulnerabilities in
dependencies of software projects, motivated by the apparent lack of awareness of severe
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3.3. Does the actual usage of vulnerable code affect the update delay of vulnerable
dependencies?

False True
Vulnerable code is reachable by project

6

4

2

0

2

4

6
St

an
da

rd
ise

d 
lo

g 
up

da
te

 d
el

ay

Effect of using vulnerable code on fix update delay

Figure 3.5: A boxplot showing the update behaviour for
dependency versions where vulnerable code was used to a fixed

version, compared to normal update behaviour.

vulnerabilities. However, there is a possibility that developers are aware of severe vulner-
abilities but upon further investigation determine that their projects are not effected by the
vulnerability. We investigate this possibility further in the next section.

3.3 Does the actual usage of vulnerable code affect the update
delay of vulnerable dependencies?

An interesting aspect with regards to prioritising security updates is whether maintainers
of software projects are aware of if the software project actually depended on exploitable
functions in a vulnerable dependency. If that is the case, it should likely follow that projects
which depended on the vulnerable code prioritise updating the vulnerable dependency in
question over projects which required the vulnerable dependency but did not used the vul-
nerable code.

In order to investigate this aspect, we use the detailed vulnerability information present
in the FASTEN knowledge base. Each of the repositories identified in section 3.1 has
depended on a library containing a vulnerability for which the function level vulnerabil-
ity information is present in the FASTEN Knowledge Base. We can compare the stan-
dardised update delays for updates which update from the vulnerable version of that de-
pendency to a fixed version. Then, by producing call-graphs for these projects using the
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3. ROLE OF VULNERABILITY INFORMATION WHEN UPDATING DEPENDENCIES

fasten-maven-analyzer1, we can perform a reachability analysis to see whether or not
the software project depended on the vulnerable code.

The results of this analysis are shown in Figure 3.5, which shows the standardised log
update delay for fix updates performed on the dependencies which contained one of the
selected vulnerabilities as described in section 3.2. Each bar in the graph represents how
long it took for a single project to update to a fixed version of the selected dependency
compared to the mean update delay for that project and in terms of standard deviations from
the mean.

Similarly, for each of the selected vulnerabilities in section 3.2, we can plot the distri-
bution for a more detailed view, as well as showing the names of the repositories, which
were actually using the vulnerable code according to the call-graphs in combination with
the function level vulnerability information from the FASTEN knowledge base.

From these figures it seems there is no strong correlation between the prioritisation of
security updates, and whether or not the repository which uses the dependency is actually
using the vulnerable code. In combination with the analysis regarding the CVSS scores on
update behaviour and previous work by Kula et al. [21], it is clear that the lack of awareness
in relation to vulnerable dependencies is widespread. This further motivates the need of
a novel approach to alert the developers of software projects of the actual risks associated
with vulnerable dependencies to raise awareness and increase software security.

3.4 Summary

In this chapter, we concentrated on answering RQ.1 Is vulnerability information currently
taken into account by developers of software projects in the update management process?.
We have performed a comprehensive analysis to show that, currently, the majority of main-
tainers of software projects do not take vulnerability information actively into account and
are unaware of the potential risk posed by vulnerabilities in dependencies. Building upon
the findings by Kula et al. [21], we show that even when projects depend on vulnerable
pieces of code, the update behaviour is not significantly different from updates to vulnera-
ble dependencies in general. Additionally, the CVSS score associated with a vulnerability
also has no significant impact on the update behaviour. This shows that there is a need
to raise awareness for the potential risks software projects are at regarding depending on
vulnerable code.

1https://github.com/fasten-project/fasten-maven-plugin
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Chapter 4

Risk Model

In the previous chapter we have shown that, currently, vulnerability information is barely
taken into account when planning and performing updates to dependencies of software
projects. In order to ensure the security of software projects, it is imperative that vulnerable
dependencies need to be updated as quick as possible, therefor project maintainers need to
be aware of the risks introduced by vulnerable dependencies. However, considering more
and more dependencies are being used in software projects, combined with the fact that
each year the number of common vulnerability exposures is increasing, it is clear that the
number of security impact notifications is quickly running out of hand. It is infeasible to
keep up to date with all notifications, and is thus important to help maintainers focus their
efforts on the security problems which matter most.

In this chapter, we propose a model that will help maintainers of software projects focus
their efforts on the dependencies which pose the highest security risk for the application.
This model uses function level vulnerability information in combination with the call-graph
of the software application. More concretely, we focus on RQ. 2 (Can a risk model help in
identifying which methods are of the highest risk for a software project?), by proposing a
model and evaluating its properties to show that it does indeed assess the risk of a software
application to the best of our abilities.

In order to properly assess the risk associated with security vulnerabilities in open
source dependencies in applications, it is necessary to properly define what risk is being
estimated. In a business setting, risk is often expressed in terms of potential financial loss,
or in more extreme scenario’s such as estimated risk in national security expressed as loss
of human lives. There are more abstract scales for other scenarios which range from, for
example, very high to low risk. The goal of the risk assessment method of this thesis is to
use openly available information, such as vulnerability severity estimates and source code
for call-graphs, to make a risk prediction. Therefore, the risk model should work indepen-
dently of the scope of the application in which the open source dependencies are used. This
also means that the scale of the risk prediction will remain quite an abstract concept.

As stated in the CVSS specification, the CVSS score of a vulnerability should not be
interpreted as the risk that a vulnerability poses for software projects which depend on soft-
ware containing that vulnerability. This is mostly due to the fact that the context of the
vulnerability is important [30], for example a cross-site scripting vulnerability in a depen-

19



4. RISK MODEL

dency could be a non-issue for a project with proper input and output sanitation. Previous
research has been performed to incorporate the context of a vulnerability into a risk score.
Various works investigate the risk of vulnerabilities in the context of computer networks.
In these situations the computer network is modelled as a graph, and network centrality
measures are used to identify which hosts in the network are important from a security per-
spective [17][18][2]. When analysing software applications, the call-graph of the software
application allows to include the context of the software project in which the vulnerability
is present. The goal is to create a risk model using function level vulnerability information
in combination with centrality measures on the call-graph to establish which vulnerable
dependencies need to be fixed first.

In order to do this, we first establish a list of criteria which a risk model should follow,
then investigate which centrality measures are suitable for the risk model. Next, propose a
set of models which adhere to those criteria. In the next chapter we perform a more in-depth
analysis to properly compare the models and select the most suitable one.

4.1 Prerequisites

In order to properly define our models we will use the following notations.

• A call graph for software projects denoted by G = (V,E) with order |V | and size |E|

• A set of vulnerabilities V , with a CVSS score (v3) for every vulnerability v ∈ V
given by cvss(v).

• For any vertex n ∈ V , a set of vulnerabilities which are present in n defined by
vulnerabilities(n).

• The set of vertices in the graph which can be reached from a given vertex n defined
as
reachable(s) = {t|∃{v0 = s,v1, ...vk = t|(vi−1,vi) ∈ E,vi ∈V}}.

• Similar to CVSS scores, the risk score for an application should be on a scale from
0 to 10, which will make it easier to compare relative risk of software projects in a
portfolio.

In order to avoid confusion as to what properties a measurement should and should not
have, several works have investigated properties which should hold for risk measurements
(Denuit et al. [11]), and in a greater scope metrics for software projects (Briand et al. [6]). It
is important that any risk score calculated by the proposed models adheres to the following
criteria to ensure the score are intuitive and is comparable. These criteria are:

Non-negativity The risk of any software project should never be negative considering the
minimum risk of an application is no risk at all when no vulnerabilities are present.

Null value In the case that no vulnerabilities are present the risk score should reflect that
in a 0 value.
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4.2. Measuring the importance of a function

Monotonicity with respect to vulnerabilities Another important property is that the risk
score for the application should be monotonic, in other words, additional risks in the
application should only increase the risk score, the only ways to decrease the risk
score should be removal of vulnerable nodes, or decrease of vulnerability scores.

Traceable It should be traceable which pieces of vulnerable code contribute to the soft-
ware projects’ risk, and to which extent, to ensure efforts to decrease the risk of an
application can be focused on high profile targets.

Further, we work under the assumption that if a vulnerability is present and reachable
from the application, it can be exploited.. More specifically, a vulnerability of a transi-
tive dependency is just as important as a vulnerability of a direct dependency and thus the
distance from project code to vulnerable code has no direct impact on the risk score.

Our risk model is created in three steps. First, we need to quantify the importance of a
function. Then we use the importance in combination with CVSS scores to estimate the risk
of vulnerable functions. Lastly, we need to propagate these risks to obtain a risk estimate
for the entire application. These three different parts are covered in the next three sections
that discuss centrality measure as a way to express importance, how to establish risk for a
single function, and finally how to derive the overall risk of a system.

4.2 Measuring the importance of a function

Incorporating the context of a function in terms of its importance is done by investigating its
respective call-graph, which represents the flow between different functions of the system.
Further, risk is often calculated for networks, in which threat propagates between nodes. In
software development the closest equivalent are call-graphs.

Using call-graphs in combination with the function level vulnerability analysis, we will
be able to identify exactly which nodes in the call-graph are vulnerable and which ones are
not. In order to then estimate the risk associated with reachable vulnerable nodes we need
to determine how important a vulnerable node is from an attack perspecive. We can use the
theory regarding attack paths in graphs for this purpose. In this theory the multiple different
paths which result in a vulnerable node being exploited is used to calculate the different
possible ways in which a vulnerable node can be exploited [2]. However, since calculating
all possible (attack)paths in a call-graph can quickly grow out of hand with an exponen-
tial run-time complexity, this quickly becomes unfeasible for software projects. Centrality
metrics have long been used to estimate the importance of a node within a graph [12], they
are widely used across multiple domains, such as, investigating weaknesses of the power
grid [20] and finding prominent members of social groups [10]. Hong and Kim [17] pro-
pose a method of security analysis in which they utilise centrality measures to find which
vulnerable hosts in a computer network are the most critical to fix first.

In this study, we focus on the centrality measures most commonly used in risk estima-
tion papers ([2, 17, 18, 29]): node degree, PageRank, betweenness and closeness as well
as co-reachability centrality, which was is extensively used in the FASTEN project. The
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4. RISK MODEL

simplest of these is the in or out degree of a node. While this metric is very efficient com-
putationally, it lacks in describing the importance of a node with respect to the call-graph as
a whole since it considers only the direct neighbours of a node and is therefore a very local
metric.

PageRank Another frequently used metric to estimate the relative importance of a node
in a graph is the PageRank algorithm [25]. While this is a much better approximation than
the degree of a node, it also has its drawbacks which makes it less suited for estimating
the importance of a node with respect to its potential security risks. This is mainly because
PageRank estimates the behaviour of internet browsing. Since a user on the internet is most
likely to only click one link on a webpage, an incoming edge from a node with a high out-
degree is not assigned a high score. While this might model the behaviour of browsing on
the internet, the actual method calls in the call-graph of a software application often visit
multiple outgoing edges.

CPR(n) =
1−d f

N
+d f ∑

j∈d+(n)

CPR( j)
|d−( j)|

(4.1)

where: d f = damping factor, usually 0.85
d+( j) = Set of nodes with an edge to j
d−( j) = Set of nodes with an edge from j

Co-reachability A more suitable candidate could be the co-reachability of a node (Equa-
tion 4.2), which is defined for node n as the number of nodes in the graph which can reach
node n. This is a relatively simple but effective metric to estimate how well a node is
connected to other parts of the graph, and therefore other parts of the software applica-
tion. Co-reachability is quite similar to closeness centrality (Equation 4.3). The key dif-
ference between these two is that closeness centrality takes distance into account whereas
co-reachability does not.

CCR(n) = |{w|∃{v0 = w,v1, ...vk = n|(vi− j,vi) ∈ E,vi ∈V}}| (4.2)

CC(n) =
1

∑u∈V d(u,n)
(4.3)

Betweenness centrality Lastly, there is also betweenness centrality which estimates the
centrality of a node based on the number of shortest paths that pass through a given node.
This more closely represents the number of different paths possible which can exploit this
node and is therefore a good candidate. Usually, betweenness centrality only counts the
number of shortest paths passing through a node, and therefore leaf nodes always have a
betweenness centrality of 0, which does not represent the impact on risk very well consid-
ering a leaf node in the call-graph could still be exploited and has therefore a non-zero risk.
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4.3. Inherent risk of vulnerable functions

However, it can also be altered to included the endpoints of shortest paths to ensure every
connected node has a non-zero centrality score.

CB(n) = ∑
s,t∈V

σst(n)
σst

(4.4)

Gonda et al. [14] compare several different centrality measures in an analysis of attack
graph representations in order to find which vulnerability to be patched first, in which be-
tweenness centrality shows to be the best estimator to be used in that scenario. However,
since co-reachability was not evaluated in that paper it is unclear exactly how that measure
would perform. Therefore for the proposed risk models we will compare both betweenness
centrality as well as co-reachability.

4.3 Inherent risk of vulnerable functions

In order to use the centrality measures to calculate the inherent risk of a vulnerable node,
we can, in the simplest form, multiply the CVSS score of the vulnerability of the node with
its centrality score Equation 4.5.

Rinherent(v) = centrality(v)∗CV SS(v) (4.5)

However, this has a few shortcomings. Firstly, it could be the case that there are multiple
vulnerabilities present in a single node, in which case the inherent risk formula needs a
method to account for that. Since the risk score should be monotone, taking the arithmetic
mean of the CVSS scores of the multiple vulnerabilities is not an appropriate method of
combining multiple scores considering the risk of a high vulnerability should not be de-
creased by the additional presence of a lower risk vulnerability. A simple other method
could be to take the sum of CVSS scores, but that results in a situation where the potential
risk of a node has no theoretical maximum. This would make it hard to interpret resulting
risk scores and would skew high risk scores to larger projects purely based on code volume.
The simplest method for calculating the inherent risk with a theoretical maximum, is to use
the max CVSS score of vulnerabilities in a node. However, a more suitable method would
be to use the formula which is also used to calculate the probability of exploitation in the
FASTEN deliverable 3.2[13].

CombinedCV SS(n) = 10∗ (1− ∏
v∈vulnerabilities(n)

(1− cvss(v)/10)) (4.6)

Another shortcoming is that the sum of centrality scores in a graph does not always add
up to one, which would mean the range of risk scores for an application is limited by the
chosen centrality. Therefore we can calculate the normalised centrality.

NormalisedCentrality(n) =
centrality(n)

∑w∈V centrality(w)
(4.7)

A different approach would be to compare the centrality measures for different nodes
in the graph with the node with the highest centrality score. However, do note that this also
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means that the sum of centrality scores in the graph does not sum to one. However, using a
propagation function which uses elements to combine CVSS score the appropriate range of
risk scores can still be achieved.

RelativeCentrality(n) =
centrality(n)

max({centrality(w) : w ∈V})
(4.8)

These formulae then allows calculate the inherent risk of a vulnerable node in the call-
graph with the following equations.

Rinherent,normalised(n) = NormalisedCentrality(n)∗CombinedCvss(n) (4.9)

Rinherent,relative(n) = RelativeCentrality(n)∗CombinedCvss(n) (4.10)

4.4 Aggregating inherent function risk to risk of a system

The last step is to use the inherent risks as calculated for the vulnerable nodes by Equa-
tion 4.9 or Equation 4.10, and aggregate the risk for the entire application. In an incre-
mental model, the propagated risk for node n could be the combined risk of direct reach-
able neighbours of n, in which the risk could be combined in a similar fashion as com-
bining multiple CVSS scores in a vulnerable node, or as described in a formula, where
d−(n) = {w|(n,w) ∈ E}.

R(n) = Rinherent(n)+
d−(n)

∑
w=1

R(w) (4.11)

This approach has as drawback, however, that risks in a node can be counted twice. For
example, in Figure 4.1 node D could contain a vulnerability, and has therefore a non-zero
risk. Since there are two separate paths from node A to node D, the risk associated with that
vulnerability would be counted twice in the propagated risk for node A, because the risk
from vulnerable node D propagates through node B to node A as well as through node C to
node A.

A

B

C

D

Figure 4.1: Simple graph to demonstrate how risk could be
counted twice in an incremental model.

Therefore a more suitable calculation would be to combine the inherent risks of all the
methods which are reachable by the software application. The methods reachable by the
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software application is the set of methods which are reachable by any of the ”entrypoints”
of the application, in which entrypoints are defined as the functions which are run first when
the application starts, and should have an in-degree of 0

Vreachable =
⋃

n∈entrypoints(app)

reachable(n) (4.12)

Risknormalised(app) = ∑
n∈Vreachable

Rnormalised(n) (4.13)

In the case relative centrality scores are used for the inherent risk score, instead of
summing the values, the inherent risk values should be combined in a similar fashion to how
multiple CVSS scores in a single node are combined. Since the total risk of the application
under test should be propagated through these nodes, combining them in a similar way as
combining multiple CVSS scores in a vulnerable node, will yield a single risk score which
should adhere to all criteria stated in section 4.1.

Riskrelative(app) = 10∗ (1− ∏
n∈Vreachable

(1−Rinherent,relative(n)/10)) (4.14)

4.5 Proposed models

Based on the two different suitable centrality measures and two methods of risk aggregation
described in Sections 4.2 to 4.4, we propose 4 different models. The first difference is the
centrality measure which is being used in inherent risk calculation, and secondly how the
centrality measure is transformed in order to compare graphs of different sizes and ensure
the risk scale form 0 to 10 is achieved.

model centrality measure inherent risk calculation

A co-reachability (Equation 4.2) normalised (Equation 4.9 and Equation 4.13)
B co-reachability (Equation 4.2) relative (Equation 4.10 and Equation 4.14)
C betweenness (Equation 4.4) normalised (Equation 4.9 and Equation 4.13)
D betweenness (Equation 4.4) relative (Equation 4.10 and Equation 4.14)

Table 4.1: The set of proposed risk models to compare

4.6 Illustrative model calculations

In this section, we will take a look at a small example on how the different models calculate
risk scores to get an indication into their properties and how suitable they are as risk models.
We designed the example to clearly showcase the differences between the four different risk
models. The graph used in the example is shown in Figure 4.2. This graph contains a com-
bination of factors which are interesting with respect to the risk modelling. These factors
are: a node with high number of incoming edges, a chain of nodes, and a highly connected
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a b c d e

f

g

h

i
j k

Figure 4.2: Example graph to show proper-
ties.

node co-reachability betweenness

a 0 0.05
b 0 0.05
c 0 0.05
d 0 0.05
e 0 0.05
f 5 0.32
g 6 0.31
h 7 0.28
i 8 0.09
j 9 0.08
k 9 0.08

sum 44 1.44
max 9 0.32

Table 4.2: Associated centrality
scores.

component. Further, we calculate the risk score with a different number of vulnerabilities
in the graph to highlight how vulnerability density affects the risk score of a model.

4.6.1 Centrality measures

In the graph shown in Figure 4.2, a clear difference between co-reachability and between-
ness centrality measures can be observed. Where the co-reachability measure has a bias
towards nodes close to leaf nodes. This is because those nodes can inherently be reached by
more nodes than its ancestor nodes, since each node that can reach its ancestor(s) can also
reach the leaf node.

This is in contrast to betweenness centrality which concentrates its higher scores to
nodes which are in the chain from node f to h. Since the edges between these nodes form
the bridge between the two larger connected components in the graph. Therefor, nearly all
shortest paths in the graph pass through these nodes and thus yields higher centrality score.

4.6.2 Maximum risk score

In order to gain more insight into the behaviour of the different models, it is a good ex-
periment to demonstrate how the max risk score for each model is obtained. Model A &
C both need all nodes with a centrality score > 0, to have a inherent risk score Rinherent of
10. This would mean for model A that all nodes except a,b,c,d,e would need to contain
vulnerabilities which combine to an Rinherent , for example, each containing a vulnerability
with CVSS score of 10. Whereas model C would require all nodes in this graph to have an
Rinherent of 10.
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4.6. Illustrative model calculations

For model B, which uses the relative Co-reachability score, the simplest case to obtain
the max risk score is if node j or k would have an Rinherent of 10, whereas that would be
node f for model D.

4.6.3 Realistic scenario with traceability

In order to show how the risk model behaves in a more realistic scenario, and to demon-
strate how to calculate the degree to which a vulnerability affects the risk score and should
therefore be prioritised, we place two vulnerabilities in the call-graph. The nodes which the
vulnerabilities affect have been chosen at random. Further, the CVSS scores for the vulner-
abilities are randomly generated using the distribution of CVSS scores of all disclosed vul-
nerabilities in the NVD One vulnerability v1 in nodes h & k with a CVSS score of 5.8, and
another vulnerability v2 in node k with CVSS score of 9.1. The first step is to calculate the
inherent risk scores for these two vulnerable nodes: These example CVSS scores are ran-
domly drawn from a distribution of CVSS scores associated with vulnerabilities disclosed
between 2015 and 2020. It was chosen to have one node be affected by both vulnerabilities
to demonstrate how the inherent risk is calculated with multiple vulnerabilities present in
one node.

CombinedCV SS(h) = 10∗ (1− (1− 5.8
10

)) = 5.8

CombinedCV SS(k) = 10∗ (1− (1− 5.8
10

)∗ (1− 9.1
10

))

= 10∗ (1−0.42∗0.09)

= 10∗0.9622≈ 9.62

The next step is to calculate the Rinherent for both vulnerable nodes for the different
risk models, using the the combined CVSS score and the associated relative/normalised
centrality score.

Rinherent,a(h) = 5.8∗ 7
44

= 0.92 Rinherent,a(k) = 9.6∗ 9
44

= 1.97

Rinherent,b(h) = 5.8∗ 7
9
= 4.51 Rinherent,b(k) = 9.6∗ 9

9
= 9.62

Rinherent,c(h) = 5.8∗ 0.28
1.44

= 1.13 Rinherent,c(k) = 9.6∗ 0.08
1.44

= 0.54

Rinherent,d(h) = 5.8∗ 0.28
0.32

= 5.08 Rinherent,d(k) = 9.6∗ 0.08
0.32

= 2.41

For which the following application risk scores are calculated. Since the two vulnerabil-
ities are placed in a leaf node and a direct ancestor of a leaf node, the difference between the
two centrality metrics is immediately visible in the higher risk scores for the models which
use co-reachability (A & B) compared to the models which use betweenness centrality (C &
D). Further, in most call-graphs the number of vulnerable nodes is quite sparse, on average
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4. RISK MODEL

only 0.3% of nodes in a call-graph for an application are vulnerable for the scanned vulner-
able repositories in section 3.3. Additionally, the sparse population of vulnerable nodes in
a call-graph models A & C, which use a normalised sum over inherent risk scores, the risk
score for the entire application is quite low. It seems therefore a better fit for the purpose of
calculating risks of vulnerabilities in software to model B or D.

Riska(app) = 0.92+1.97 = 2.89

Riskb(app) = 10∗ (1− (1− 4.51
10

)∗ (1− 9.62
10

)) = 9.80

Riskc(app) = 1.13+0.54 = 1.67

Riskd(app) = 10∗ (1− (1− 5.08
10

)∗ (1− 2.41
10

)) = 6.27

The last step is showing the relative contribution for both of the vulnerabilities to the risk
score for the entire application, the proportional risk PR(v). This shows that even though the
normalised and relative centrality scores yield different risk scores for the application, the
proportion to which a vulnerability contributes to that score is the same regardless. Further,
both prioritise the vulnerability with a lower CVSS score but with two exploitable nodes
over the vulnerability with a single exploitable node but a higher CVSS score.

RPa(v1) =
0.92
2.89

+
5.8

5.8+9.1
∗ 1.97

2.89
RPa(v2) =

9.1
5.8+9.1

∗ 1.97
2.89

= 58.4% = 41.6%

RPb(v1) =
4.51

4.51+9.62
+

5.8
5.8+9.1

∗ 9.62
4.51+9.62

RPb(v2) =
9.1

5.8+9.1
∗ 9.62

4.51+9.62
= 58.4% = 41.6%

RPc(v1) =
1.13
1.67

+
5.8

5.8+9.1
∗ 0.54

1.67
RPc(v2) =

9.1
5.8+9.1

∗ 0.54
1.67

= 80.3% = 19.7%

RPd(v1) =
5.08

5.08+2.41
+

5.8
5.8+9.1

∗ 2.41
5.08+2.41

RPd(v2) =
9.1

5.8+9.1
∗ 2.41

5.08+2.41
= 80.3% = 19.7%

4.7 Validation of model properties

As stated in section 4.1, a risk measurement should adhere to a set of criteria to prevent
confusion as to what the measurement exactly represents and how it should be interpreted.
In this section we demonstrate how the proposed models adhere to these criteria.
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4.8. Summary

• Non-negativity: If that the risk models does not adhere to this property, then there
should be an inherent risk score Rinherent < 0, for which either a negative Normalised-
Centrality, RelativeCentrality or CombinedCvss needs to exist. Since centrality scores
are non-negative in nature and the normalised and relative centrality scores only alter
the scales, the altered centrality score NormalisedCentrality & RelativeCentrality
cannot be negative. Further, CVSS scores are all on a scale from 0 to 10, thus the
combinedCvss can also not be negative. Therefore, no negative Rinherent can exist,
hence no negative risk scores can exist.

• Null value: If this property would not be upheld by the risk models, there would be a
scenario where an application call-graph G exists with an empty set of vulnerability
V = /0 which yields a risk score Risk(app)> 0. For that to occur, there would need to
exist a node n such that Rinherent(n)> 0. However, since the inherent risk is a product
of centrality scores & combined CVSS scores, and the combined CVSS score for all
nodes is 0 since no vulnerabilities exist, the inherent risk for all nodes is 0. Therefore,
Risk(app) = 0. Alternatively, if there are no nodes in the call-graph G = (V,E) &
V = /0, it logically follow that the sum of inherent risk scores over all nodes is 0.

• Monotonicity with respect to vulnerabilities: Assuming this property would not
hold for the risk score, there should be a vulnerability v, which when added to the
set of vulnerabilities in a call-graph V , the risk score for that application Risk(app)
would decrease. Since the combination method of CVSS scores in nodes is a mono-
tonic function for all inputs ≥ 0, and all CVSS scores are in the range [0,10], no
inherent risk score can decrease and therefore the Risk(app) cannot decrease. It is
good to note that adding notes/edges to the call-graph can decrease the risk score,
since that could alter the relative/normalised centrality score for vulnerable nodes.

• Traceable: Since the risk score associated with a software application is a combina-
tion of the inherent risks of all methods reachable by the application, the contribution
of vulnerable methods to the application risk score can be prioritised by the associ-
ated inherent risk scores. Further, for the normalised risk calculations, the inherent
risk score divided by the application risk score, is the relative risk contribution in
percentages. In order to find which vulnerabilities contribute most towards the risk
score, the following formula can be used.

PR(v) = ∑
n∈{n|v∈vulnerabilities(n)}

CV SS(v)
∑w∈vulnerabilities(n)CV SS(w)

∗ Rinherent(n)
∑u∈Vreachable

Rinherent(u)
(4.15)

4.8 Summary

In this chapter we have proposed four different models which can be used to calculate
an estimation for risk regarding vulnerabilities in dependencies. These models are shown
to uphold the criteria which we set for these models. Furthermore, from a small scale
theoretical evaluation it is demonstrated how the different properties of the model affect the

29



4. RISK MODEL

risk score, which shows that the there are different biases for the different methods in the
models. The models using a normalised risk score tend to require a large portion of nodes in
a call-graph to yield a significant risk score, whereas relative models are sensitive to only a
few nodes being vulnerable but quite central. Further, the co-reachability centrality measure
has a bias towards leaf nodes compared to betweenness centrality which is more sensitive to
how uniquely a node connects components in the graph. In the next chapter we will further
expand the evaluation to determine which model seems to be the most suitable for the risk
estimation process, and measure its accuracy.
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Chapter 5

Risk model evaluation

In the previous chapter, we have proposed four different models which could be used to
estimate risk regarding vulnerabilities in dependencies of software projects. The goal of
these risk models is to help developers of software projects be aware of security risks in
their projects, and prioritise updates to dependencies which are most critical from a secu-
rity perspective. In order to achieve that goal such a model needs to be accurate, since a
high number of false positive warnings has a negative effect on the adoption rate of analysis
tools [5]. More concretely we need to answer RQ.2 Can a risk model identify which vulner-
able dependencies pose the highest risk for a software project? Establishing the accuracy
of risk estimators is a complex task, since risk is inherently subjective based on which as-
pects are important for the users and owners of a project. However, risk models have been
proposed and evaluated in other domains.

One such model in a different domain is the model by Hong et al. [18] which estimates
which vulnerabilities to fix first in a network of computers. In that paper, the proposed
model is evaluated by comparing the prioritised list of vulnerabilities (PLV) calculated by
the model, to the PLV as calculated by an exhaustive search over all possible attack scenar-
ios. As the name exhaustive search suggests, this is a resource and time intensive process.
In their paper, they analyse network graphs up to 100 nodes (hosts). The number of edges
in their simulated graphs are not discussed, but it is very plausible that the topology of
call-graphs generally differs from computer network graphs. Therefor we first perform an
analysis, to determine the maximum call-graph size which can be used to feasibly compute
an exhaustive search approach over, by investigating the question: What is the maximum
size call-graph for which exhaustive search can be computed?

Then, we can use this to perform an in depth comparison of our four proposed risk
models to establish which one is the most suitable for prioritising vulnerable dependency
updates, for which we define the following question. Which scalable risk model, based on
graph topology and vulnerability information, is most suitable to estimate risk for software
projects?

Finally, we can compare our most suitable risk model with the model by Hong et al.
[18] using their method of evaluation to determine accuracy and if it poses any benefit over
existing approaches, which is the last question: How accurate is our risk model in estimating
risk of vulnerabilities in dependencies compared to other risk model approaches?
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5. RISK MODEL EVALUATION

5.1 What is the maximum size call-graph for which exhaustive
search can be computed?

Computing all paths in a graph is a complex problem with a worst case run-time complexity
of O(n!) where n is the number of nodes in a graph and an exponential number of paths,
if the graph is fully connected. Therefore, computing an exhaustive search over all paths
in a call-graph is currently infeasible. For instance, the average number of nodes in the
call-graphs which we analysed in section 3.3 is 14375 nodes, see Table 5.1. Computing an
exhaustive search over graphs with 200 nodes can already take well over 3 hours [18]. In
order to be able to compare our risk models to an exhaustive search ground truth we need to
work with sub-graphs of the original call-graph. We base our evaluation on the method used
by Hong et al. [18]. In their case, they use a maximum graph size of n = 100. Since call-
graphs can differ in topology, we further investigate the performance of exhaustive search
for samples of the call-graphs of the vulnerable projects as found in section 3.3. The goal
is to have a single graph size threshold which is representative of the whole call-graph with
regards to risk of vulnerabilities, so that we can use it to determine the accuracy of the
proposed models. Using the same graph size threshold for all projects ensures that we can
compare the risk calculation results between projects.

Methodology In order to investigate the performance of exhaustive search on samples
of call-graphs, we first need to generate these sub-graphs. Generating representative sub-
graphs can be done using a forest fire sampling method with a 70% burn rate [22]. Since we
are interested in risks posed by vulnerabilities, we can start the forest fire sampling from the
vulnerable nodes in the call-graph. Further, the evaluation method used in [18] performs an
exhaustive search over all possible attack paths. Attack paths are paths in the graph which
contain vulnerable nodes. The risk calculations for exhaustive search then consider the sum
of maximum vulnerability scores per node in each path. Since only vulnerable nodes have
a non-zero vulnerability score, we can restrict the exhaustive search to all paths from a
vulnerability to another vulnerability (including paths of length 1).

We compute all attack paths in sub-graph sizes in vicinity of the threshold used in the
evaluation by Hong et al. [18] to establish whether the threshold of 100 nodes is suitable
for samples of call-graphs. Concretely, we investigate the exhaustive search over all attack
paths for sub-graph sizes ranging from n = 10 to n = 250. However, if the exhaustive search
for a single sub-graph takes longer than half an hour we terminate the search for that sub-
graph, and subsequent sub graph sizes for that project. This timeout is maintained to keep
the run-time of the analysis manageable, while still being able to use the resulting curves of
run-time over number of nodes to establish the a proper graph size threshold. This results in
a curve corresponding to how the run-time of exhaustive search increases as the graph size
grows. Further, we investigate the number of attack paths identified by exhaustive search
for the different sub-graph sizes. If the number of attack paths remains stable at a certain
graph size, we can use that size for all further investigations.
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Figure 5.1: Run-time of calculating all paths between all vulnerable nodes for increasing
graph sizes (in terms of nodes in the graph). Each line depicts the runtime curve of a single

project.
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Figure 5.2: Run-time of calculating all paths between all vulnerable nodes for increasing
graph sizes (in terms of nodes in the graph). Each line depicts the runtime curve of a single
project. Plotted for projects with significant increases in runtime to identify those projects.
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Table 5.1: Call-graph properties of the analysed projects

project nodes edges vulnerable nodes vulnerabilities

wvp 52148 838500 63 31
pg2k4j 18893 169381 8 18
hibernate-json 19826 245458 8 18
zjsonpatch 6397 70934 7 17
bigtable-autoscaler 66284 1190803 8 15
gazetteer-tiles 26893 271166 3 8
gazetteer-cli 28801 297380 3 8
webtau-cli 6016 31917 6 4
unity-types-api 14112 79983 3 4
webtau-http 6654 33662 6 4
webtau-browser 24258 383499 6 4
webtau-open-api 21742 226606 6 4
webtau-report 4615 26009 6 4
webtau-cache 5806 31192 6 4
webtau-core 6238 31495 6 4
webtau-test-server 7944 38250 6 4
webtau-config 4450 22688 6 4
webtau-console 4173 21841 6 4
webtau-utils 4362 22055 6 4
webtau-java-runner 4565 25927 6 4
wechat-mp 20789 396669 3 2
x8l 28686 930876 22 1
spring-boot-swing-reservations 21970 269271 1 1
zeta-api 50622 498365 20 1
docker-client 29525 537244 1 1
swiftmq-client 18965 127737 22 1

Results As can be seen in Figure 5.1, a majority of projects have no problem calculating
all possible attack paths up to graph sizes with 250 nodes. However, there are a number
of projects for which calculating all attack paths for graphs smaller than 250 nodes takes
longer than the 30 minute run-time limit. These projects are plotted separately for clarity
in Figure 5.2. There are two major factors which cause the rapidly increasing run-time:
the edges per node density in the sub-graph, and the number of vulnerable nodes. From
previous work, it is known that generating all paths for a fully connected graph is bounded
by n!, where n is the number of nodes. It follows that the more edges per node in a graph, the
run-time for generating all paths increases. Further, since we generate only possible attack
paths, paths originating and ending in a vulnerable node, higher number of vulnerable nodes
in a graph increases the run-time of the exhaustive search.

As mentioned before, the worst case for the run-time of an exhaustive search over all
paths in a graph (O(n!)) occurs when the graph is fully connected. To further investigate
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most suitable to estimate risk for software projects?
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Figure 5.3: The affect of edges per node density on the runtime of an exhaustive search
over all attack paths, for increasing sub-graph sizes in terms of nodes.

the differences in run-time for exhaustive search for the different projects, we can inspect
the relation between the density in a graph in terms of edges per node and the run-time
for exhaustive search for that graph. This is shown in Figure 5.3. In this figure it can be
seen that an increase in edges per node means an increase in run-time for exhaustive search.
However, there are instances where the run-time does increase for similar edge per node
densities such is the case for webtau-browser project. Therefore, it is possible there are
other factors which play a major role in the increasing run-time, and future investigations
could look into these factors.

In order to establish an appropriate maximum size for sub-graphs it is important to
understand how an increase in sub-graph size corresponds with additional attack paths in the
aforementioned sub-graph. The number of attack paths found in increasing sub-graph sizes
is shown in Figure 5.4. An important observation is that the number of attack paths remains
stable for n > 75. From [22], it is known that larger sub-graphs are more representative of
the original graph. Further, computing an exhaustive search over graphs of size n ≤ 100 is
trivial. Therefore, we use 100 nodes for all sub-graph sizes, hich also matches the threshold
as used by Hong and Kim [17] in their evaluation.

5.2 Which scalable risk model, based on graph topology and
vulnerability information, is most suitable to estimate risk
for software projects?

In the previous chapter we have proposed four different risk models based on centrality
metrics and CVSS scores. In order to find which one of these models is most suitable to
estimate risk regarding vulnerabilities in dependencies of software projects, we perform
the following analysis. First we compare how the normalised and relative aggregation ap-
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Figure 5.4: The number of attack paths found by exhaustive search in increasing sizes
sub-graphs.

proaches relate to the density of vulnerable nodes in a call-graph. Further, we compare the
co-reachability and betweenness centrality metrics with an exhaustive search approach to
determine which is most accurate for estimating importance of nodes in an attack path.

Methodology In order to determine which of our four risk models is most suitable for
estimating risk of vulnerabilities in dependencies using call-graphs, we use two metrics
which determine the suitability of a risk model based on the topology and characteristics
of a call-graph. These metrics are the density of vulnerable nodes in the call-graph, and
similarity of centrality measures to the importance of nodes as computed by an exhaustive
search. We perform this analysis in the following steps.

From section 4.6, we know that the relative models are more suitable for graphs where
the number of vulnerable nodes is sparse, whereas normalised models work better with a
higher density of vulnerable nodes. We can investigate the call-graphs of the vulnerable
projects identified in section 3.3 to get a representative idea of the density of vulnerable
nodes in the call-graph, which we can use to determine which of these two approaches is
the most suitable.

In order to find the most suitable centrality metric for the risk model, we can compare
the centrality measures on which they are based with an exhaustive search calculation over
all paths in the graph. The exhaustive search can serve as a ground truth for the application
of centrality measures for risk estimation as described in Gonda et al. [14]. Since exhaustive
search over all paths in a graph has a run-time complexity of O(n!) for n nodes in the graph,
we cannot compute this for entire call-graphs. Therefore, we will need to construct sub-
graphs from original call-graphs with a more limited number of nodes. In accordance with
the findings in section 5.1 we use sub-graphs of size n = 100, which are sampled from the
original call-graph using forest fire sampling with a burn rate of 70%

For each of the vulnerable projects identified in section 3.3, we generate a sub-graph for
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Table 5.2: Spearman correlation between the betweenness and co-reachability centrality
metrics and an exhaustive search over all paths in subgraphs with 100 nodes

Betweenness Co-reachability

project vulnerability density correlation P-value correlation P-value

wechat-mp 1.44×10−4 0.81 0.00 0.63 0.00
swiftmq-client 1.16×10−3 0.88 0.00 0.57 0.00
hibernate-json 4.04×10−4 0.23 0.02 0.32 0.00
webtau-http 9.02×10−4 0.68 0.00 0.52 0.00
webtau-utils 1.38×10−3 0.93 0.00 0.43 0.00
gazetteer-tiles 1.12×10−4 0.69 0.00 0.57 0.00
webtau-report 1.30×10−3 0.82 0.00 0.68 0.00
webtau-console 1.44×10−3 0.81 0.00 0.56 0.00
unity-types-api 2.13×10−4 0.84 0.00 0.05 0.61
zeta-api 3.95×10−4 0.96 0.00 0.03 0.79
wvp 1.21×10−3 0.99 0.00 0.69 0.00
webtau-config 1.35×10−3 0.92 0.00 0.37 0.00
webtau-core 9.62×10−4 0.88 0.00 0.61 0.00
webtau-cli 9.97×10−4 0.87 0.00 0.62 0.00
pg2k4j 4.23×10−4 0.97 0.00 0.55 0.00
gazetteer-cli 1.04×10−4 0.83 0.00 0.34 0.00
webtau-cache 1.03×10−3 0.87 0.00 0.63 0.00

mean 7.95×10−4 0.82 0.48

the entire graph of size 100, and calculate the co-reachability and betweenness centrality.
Further, for each of these graphs we generate all paths in the graph, and then assign an
exhaustive search score based on the number of paths which pass through a node (including
start and endpoints) over the total number of paths in the graph.

These two steps will yield the combination of aggregation approach and centrality mea-
sure which is most suited for the purpose of estimating risk of vulnerable nodes in a call-
graph. The best model will be the one which combines the results of analyses performed by
the aggregation approach and centrality measure.

Results The results for the relevant projects is described in Table 5.2. The first thing to
note is the overall low density of vulnerable nodes in the inspected call-graphs. The mean
percentage of vulnerable nodes in the call-graphs for these projects is quite low, with only on
average 0.08% of the nodes being vulnerable. It is clear that vulnerable nodes only sparsely
populate call-graphs of software projects with vulnerabilities. Considering the sparsity of
vulnerable nodes, risk models based on the normalised risk aggregation method are less
suitable for vulnerability risk analysis.

The second step in this analysis looks into the best centrality measure (Betweenness
centrality or co-reachability) to use in the risk model. In order to investigate this issue,
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5. RISK MODEL EVALUATION

we calculated the Spearman correlation between the exhaustive search score and the two
centrality measures. This calculated correlations can be seen in Table 5.2. Betweenness
centrality shows an overall strong correlation with the exhaustive search scores, with a mean
correlation of 0.82 over all projects. Co-reachability shows a much weaker correlation
with a mean correlation score of 0.48. Further, in two cases there is no clear correlation
between co-reachability and all paths (P-value of 0.61 and 0.79), and thus do not estimate
the importance of a node.

This is not unexpected considering betweenness centrality is based on the number of
shortest paths passing through a node and quite comparable to the approach of the exhaus-
tive search scores which considers all paths. Co-reachability, however, is only affected by
the portion of the graph which can reach a specific node and is thus quite different.

From this information it is clear that betweenness centrality is more suitable for a scal-
able risk model. This is also in line with intuition since it is important to incorporate in how
many different ways a single method can be called, which will increase with more subse-
quent nodes. Thus, from the four risk models we proposed in the previous chapter, model
D based on betweenness centrality scores with a relative risk aggregation approach is the
most suitable.

5.3 How accurate is our risk model in estimating risk of
vulnerabilities in dependencies compared to other risk
model approaches?

A key feature of our risk model is to prioritise which vulnerable dependencies needs to be
updated first. In order to evaluate this aspect of the risk model we compare our model to the
Hierarchical Attack Representation Model (HARM) by Hong et al. [18]. The HARM intro-
duced in that paper can calculate risk for an entire computer network, based on the possible
attack paths a malicious actor could take from their host to a specified goal host. Further, we
use the same method of evaluation by comparing the Prioritised List of Vulnerabilities of
these two models to an exhaustive search over samples of the call-graphs of the vulnerable
projects identified in section 3.1.

The goal of our risk model is very similar to the model by Hong et al. [18], determining
which vulnerability needs to be fixed first in order to reduce risk as much as possible. The
model and evaluation in that paper are in a different domain. Between these domains there
exist several differences. For instance, one key difference is that while one vulnerability can
infect multiple hosts in a network, fixing that single vulnerability requires fixing it on all
hosts individually. Whereas a single vulnerability affecting multiple nodes in a call-graph
can be fixed with one update.

However, both domains proof to be quite similar. In both approaches nodes in the graph
can contain any number of vulnerabilities. Further, computer networks can be modelled as
graphs where hosts are nodes in the network and a connection between hosts is an edge in
the graph. This is similar to how we denote call-graphs, but in said model, methods are
nodes and method-calls are the edges. As such, we think that this is a good methodology
for our evaluation and a great baseline.
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5.3. How accurate is our risk model in estimating risk of vulnerabilities in dependencies
compared to other risk model approaches?

Methodology In order to determine the accuracy of our model and compare it to exist-
ing vulnerability prioritisation methods, we can compare our risk model to the model and
exhaustive search approaches proposed by Hong et al. [18]. Therefore we propose the fol-
lowing methodology:

In order to map the problem from computer networks to call-graphs, we have to establish
which nodes serve as entrypoints and which ones are the target nodes between which all
simple paths are calculated. In the computer network scenario, these are clearly defined.
Entrypoints are the hosts to which a malicious attacker has access and the target nodes are
private servers such as user information databases. These entrypoint and target nodes are
not as clearly defined for the call-graphs, especially in sub-graphs.

However, the exhaustive search in this evaluation is used to obtain all potential attack
paths a malicious actor can use. The risk score for the exhaustive search is then the sum of
Impact Scores of vulnerable nodes in the attack path with the maximum sum. Since only
inherently vulnerable nodes contribute to this risk score, the exhaustive risk can be restricted
to the portion of the path containing vulnerable nodes. Further, because all nodes in the call-
graphs we analyse have been tested for reachability, each node can be reached. Therefor we
can compute all possible paths from each vulnerable node to every other vulnerable node,
including path length 1, while maintaining the same risk score.

We compare three approaches (i). Exhaustive search, (ii). The HARM, and (iii). Our
risk model D. Each of those approaches yields a Prioritised List of Vulnerabilities (PLV),
the list of vulnerabilities ordered by which vulnerability needs to be fixed first. In order to
compare these PLVs, we can calculate the Rank Biased Overlap (RBO) [31]. Rank Biased
Overlap [31] is suitable similarity metric for this purpose, which places high weight on the
highest priority items, and can handle non-overlapping lists. Further, this metric takes into
accoun the order of elements which is of importance since we compare prioritised lists. The
high weight on the items with highest priority is also essential as is clear from the findings
of Christakis and Bird [8]. From those findings it is clear developers usually only act upon
short list of actionable advice which means the first few items in the PLV are the most
important to be correct. From the RBO similarity scores, we can evaluate which approach
is the most suitable for calculating risk related to vulnerable nodes in a call-graph.

In short, we have three different models (Model D, HARM, and Exhaustive Search (ES))
each calculates a list of vulnerabilities prioritised by which need to be fixed first in order
to reduce the risk as calculated for that model as much as possible. In order to evaluate
the accuracy of these models we compare Model D and HARM to the Exhaustive Search
approach, by calculating the similarity of the prioritised list of vulnerabilities to fix. These
similarity scores serve as an estimation of the accuracy of the model and can therefore
determine which of the two models is most suited for helping developers mitigate risk of
vulnerabilities

Results The results for the comparison can be seen in Figure 5.5. In nearly all cases Model
D matches the PLV for Exhaustive Search completely. Further, it consistently outperforms
the HARM, suggesting that our risk model has a high accuracy and is well suited to help
developers prioritise updating the vulnerable dependencies which actually pose the highest
risk. This is not to surprising considering the HARM was created for an other domain,
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Figure 5.5: Similarity of Prioritised Set of Vulnerabilities between the model by Hong et al
and Exhaustive Search (blue), our Model D and Exhaustive Search (orange) for sub-graphs

with 100 nodes.

further exemplifying the need for a risk model for estimating the risk of vulnerabilities in
dependencies of software projects.

However, for most projects in this analysis there are only a limited number of vulnera-
bilities present in the call-graph, see Table 5.1. In most cases, there are therefore not many
degrees of freedom in the PLV, making it quite easy to generate matching PLVs. This is
further demonstrated in the cases where Model D and Exhaustive Search do not generate
the same PLV.

An important factor for the cases where our model differs from exhaustive search ap-
proach, is the number of distinctive vulnerabilities present in the graph. Most graphs have at
most 8 distinct vulnerabilities, while wvp, hibernate-json, pg2k4j contain 31, 18, 18 distinct
vulnerabilities respectively (see Table 5.1). Therefore in general for software projects we
would expect our risk model to not be 100% accurate, but should still pose an improvement
in the majority cases compared to the HARM.

In addition, the number of nodes of the original call-graph is also an important factor.
For example, zjsonpatch contains 17 vulnerabilities but the PLV of our risk model is the
same as the PLV of the exhaustive search model. The key difference being that the original
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Figure 5.6: The affect of different sub-graph sizes in terms of nodes on the RBO between
the PLV’s of the three models.

call-graph of zjsonpatch only contains 6400 nodes, while the aforementioned projects all
have around 20000 nodes.

Lastly, to verify whether using sub-graphs with 100 nodes for the analysis is not impact-
ing the results we investigated the effect of increasing graph sizes on the RBO scores. In
order to investigate this, we compare the RBO scores for increasing sub-graph sizes of the
call-graph of wvp which contained the most vulnerabilities. This is visualised in Figure 5.6,
in which can be observed that the RBO score for the HARM remains constant, while the
RBO for our risk model D does increase with larger sub-graphs though this increase is
limited.

From these findings it is clear that our risk model D is well suited for prioritising vul-
nerability updates. The proposed model has a mean RBO of 0.92 when comparing the list
of prioritised vulnerabilities with an exhaustive search approach. This is a significant 8%
increase over the mean RBO of 0.85 for the HARM which we compared our model to.

5.4 Summary

In this chapter we set out to find if risk models can help developers in mitigating risk by
identifying which vulnerable dependencies pose the highest risk for a software project. In
section 5.2, we show which of the four risk models defined in the previous chapter is most
suited for risk estimation for software projects. Based on the density of vulnerable nodes in
the call-graph and comparison with exhaustive search to centrality metrics, model D is the
most suitable.
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5. RISK MODEL EVALUATION

Further, we analysed how our risk model perform compared to existing risk estimation
models by investigating the accuracy of our model and the accuracy of the HARM proposed
by Hong et al. [18]. In order to measure the accuracy of each model we compared the
prioritised lists of vulnerabilities which should be fixed for each model to an exhaustive
search approach. In this analysis we show that our model is has a mean similarity to the
exhaustive search approach of 0.92 in terms of identifying which vulnerable dependencies
must be updated first, which is an 8% average increase to the results of the HARM. This
indicates that our most suitable proposed risk model can determine with high accuracy
which vulnerable dependencies must be update first. However, this evaluation was limited
to a theoretical comparison and therefore future work should investigate how well our risk
model performs in practice.
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Chapter 6

Discussion

In this work we set out to help developers in maintaining secure software projects by es-
timating the risk of vulnerabilities present in dependencies of such projects. Vulnerable
dependencies are a growing problem in software development, and should therefore be
minimised. In order to understand how we can help developers in mitigating vulnerable de-
pendencies, we performed an investigation into the current update behaviour of developers.

First, we investigated the extent to which CVSS scores play a role in the current update
management process. We investigated this by comparing the relative speed with which de-
pendencies are updated to the CVSS score of vulnerabilities present in dependencies. From
this investigation into CVSS scores, we found that CVSS scores currently do not affect the
update behaviour of developers. Further, we find that actually depending on the vulnerable
pieces of code similarly has no clear effect on the update behaviour. This is in line with
the findings by [21], which finds that developers are generally unaware of vulnerabilities in
the dependencies of their project. However, Cox et al. [9] have found a relation between a
dependency containing a vulnerability and the freshness of that dependency, which would
suggest vulnerability information is actually used in this process. A future study could
compare the relative update delay with the dependency freshness proposed in that paper
to investigate this discrepancy in order to determine which factors are responsible for the
difference in measured update behaviour.

In the investigation into changes in update behaviour with respect to vulnerable depen-
dencies we used our own metric standardised update delay instead of an established metric
such as dependency freshness [9] or one of the metrics by Kula et al. [21]. We have not
used one of these established metrics because there are slight differences between what we
want to measure, and what the metrics in these works measure. The metrics by Kula et al.
[21] are concentrated around the number of projects which rely on a specific library version,
from which they can determine how developers react to a new version of a library. Further
dependency freshness is mostly used to estimate how up to date a project is with new ver-
sions of its dependencies. These are slightly different from what we need in that we want to
measure the priority assigned to a specific dependency update in a software project. Which
we estimate using the speed with which an update is performed to a dependency relative to
other dependency updates in a software project in the standardised update delay. While the
results of our investigation using this metric are in line with previous work, future research
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could be performed to determine if the standardised update delay does indeed accurately
estimate the priority of a dependency update. This could be done by forming a dataset with
dependency updates and their standardised update delays as well as a priority label, which
could perhaps be derived from pull-request or associated issue labels on GitHub.

The prevalent non-usage of CVSS scores in the update management process begs the
question if CVSS scores are even suitable for the purpose of helping developers mitigate
security issues in their dependencies. As stated by the CVSS user guide, the score alone
should not be used on itself as a risk estimate. Maybe the scores are interesting for main-
tainers of the libraries in which vulnerabilities are disclosed.

However, most project maintainers seem to be unaware when an update to a dependency
fixes a security vulnerability, and were therefore at risk before the update. With the ever
increasing number of dependencies of software projects, this is an alarming insight, and
any effort into raising awareness should be top priority. As stated, considering a large
number of vulnerability warnings are not actually relevant for developers, considering the
dangerous pieces of code in a vulnerable library are often not depended upon. Ultimately,
we tried to answer the question: Is vulnerability information currently taken into account
by developers of software projects in the update management process? From the analyses
in chapter 3, we know that, currently, vulnerability information is not taken into account in
this process. Therefore, to help developers be aware of the actual risk posed by vulnerable
dependencies and how to most efficiently mitigate against that risk, we proposed a risk
model. By decreasing the false positive rate as well as providing a short actionable list, this
model can raise adoption rate and thus awareness.

Our proposed risk models use call-graph topology and CVSS scores as input for the risk
estimation. This approach is therefore limited to vulnerabilities that have been disclosed,
and cannot detect insecure code in and of itself. Since the security advisories are only avail-
able for publicly available software, insecurities cannot be detected in private dependencies.

In order to asses if the models we proposed can help developers in the future in their
dependency management process to reduce risks for their software projects, we performed
a similar analysis as used in [18], where we compare the results of our risk model with their
model and an exhaustive search approach. The exhaustive search approach in this evaluation
serves as ground truth to compare the models to. This approach prioritises the highest score
vulnerabilities in the most risky attack path. A key assumption in this evaluation is that risk
calculations for call-graphs of software projects are similar enough to risk calculations in
computer networks. There are numerous resemblances between these domains in how their
graph structure models the communication between pieces of software. However, there are
also key differences such as Firewalls and VLANs in computer networks which can restrict
access to certain parts of the graph. From this assumption, it also follows that it is currently
not entirely clear if the exhaustive search does indeed correspond fully with the real world
risks, future work should further test if this theory holds up in practice.

We have investigated what a suitable sub-graph size is on which to perform the accuracy
of our risk model to the exhaustive search approach, which is in line with the sub-graph size
used in the evaluation by Hong et al. [18]. However, in the run-time investigation exhaustive
search over all attack paths was trivial to calculate for 14 of the 23 analysed projects on sub-
graphs with 250 nodes. Further investigation could investigate the run-time complexity for
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attack paths in a call-graph to better understand the factors that contribute to the run-time
increase.

We proposed the risk models to determine the following: Can a risk model identify
which vulnerable dependencies pose the highest risk for a software project? With the eval-
uation from chapter 5, we know that the proposed model is an accurate estimator for de-
termining which vulnerabilities pose the highest risk. This follows from the high overall
Rank Biased Overlap similarity between the PLVs our risk model and the exhaustive search.
Therefore, this model should theoretically be able to help developers in the update process,
and thereby see increased adoption and thus raised awareness. In the investigation into the
accuracy of our risk model we have used a fixed threshold of 100 nodes for each project sub-
graph. However, with these differences in run-time between projects it could be interesting
to use a different threshold per project, and investigate if that has a meaningful impact on
the accuracy results.

However, in this research we were not able to investigate the practical usage of the risk
model. There are two assumptions which the current method of evaluation was not able to
verify. The first is that distance in a call-graph is irrelevant for vulnerabilities; vulnerabilities
in direct and transitive dependencies are treated equally. Further, we assume that the call-
graph topology does indeed have an influence on the actual risk of a vulnerability in a
software application. Additionally, using only call-graphs and function level vulnerability
information as inputs for the risk model does not fully incorporate the context in which the
software application is being used. Software applications are used in numerous different
settings, and this can have a high effect on the perceived risk.

Future research should look into a more practical evaluation to verify these assumptions.
A study can be performed where developers are given access to the model and investigate
whether that significantly changes their update behaviour and increases awareness with re-
spect to vulnerable dependencies. In this experiment, a group of developers of projects
could be asked to use the risk estimation in their dependency management process, and
another group asked to use a tool which reports the CVSS scores of present vulnerabili-
ties. This would allow to compare the dependency update behaviour of these groups and
assess whether or not risk scores serve a better basis for vulnerability information in the
dependency management process.

Another interesting idea for future work which could be conducted using the proposed
risk model, is to use the model to analyse whether they could have been useful in scenarios
where vulnerable code was actually exploited. By running the models on projects which
were actually affected by vulnerabilities and verifying whether the models correctly esti-
mate a high risk score for the vulnerable dependency which was exploited.

Threats to validity Threats to construct validity mainly concern the differences between
theory and real observations. In this work, these threats are mostly comprised of the follow-
ing.

Implementation Bugs. Our implementation for the risk models, and the reachability
analysis for CVSS scores might contain bugs that cause these models to falsely report on
vulnerabilities.
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6. DISCUSSION

Vulnerability information. The proposed risk models rely on the function level vul-
nerability information and reachability analysis thereof. However, this information is not
necessarily complete and could therefore yield false negatives. A good example of this
property is the vulnerability which was responsible for the Equifax data breach (CVE-2018-
11776). The function level vulnerability information for this weakness was present in the
FASTEN KB. However, considering it was a configuration issue, the call-graph analysis
could not have pointed out that the vulnerability is affecting projects, but, as is clear from
the data breach, it in reality was affecting projects and exploitable by malicious actors. If
a high enough percentage of vulnerabilities are such vulnerabilities, the analysis based on
call-graphs and function level vulnerability information is not entirely correct.

Threats to internal validity which consider if other extraneous factors could explain
causal inferences in our study. In particular, the CVSS score investigation as well as the
quantitative risk model evaluation could be affected by our selection of projects. The main
way we have mitigated this is by selecting a random diverse set of open source projects for
the analysis from libraries.io1. Further, we selected for maturity for these projects by using
the popularity based on the SourceRank2 metric from Libraries.io.

Another threat to internal validity is the fact that we draw our conclusions regarding
update behaviour based on the relative speed with which projects perform dependency up-
dates. However, as stated before other metrics such as dependency freshness by Cox et al.
[9] exist, and in this work a relation is observed between the dependency freshness and
whether that dependency contains, or used to contain, a vulnerability. It is thus possible that
the metric we used skewed our findings, for example due to the associated development cost
of performing a dependency update which the used metric does not take into account.

Lastly, the threats to external validity are focused on factors which influence the extent
to which the findings of this work can be generalised to different situations.

Sample Size and Diversity. Our evaluation would surely benefit from the analysis of a
larger sample of projects. In this work, the analysis of projects had technological limitations
(Java, MAVEN) and do not affect the relevance of the detected anti-patterns, as explained
in Section IV.

1https://libraries.io
2https://libraries.io/data#repositories
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Chapter 7

Summary

In this thesis we set out to help developers in their dependency update management process
by researching risk models based on CVSS scores as well as centrality measures from a
call-graph from the application. We first investigated the update behaviour of developers for
vulnerable dependencies based on CVSS scores and the usage of vulnerable code. Based
on this investigation, as well as previous work, we find that developers of software projects
are generally unaware of security risks posed by vulnerabilities in dependencies of such
projects. Further to answer RQ.1: Is vulnerability information currently taken into account
by developers of software projects in the update management process?. We conclude that
vulnerability information is currently not actively taken into account for prioritising and
performing dependency updates.

Our proposed risk model can help in notifying developers when their projects actually
are at risk. One major problem in using CVSS scores for this purpose is that these are scores
generalised to describe severity across all different use cases, and that a project can contain
a vulnerability on a package level, but not actually depend on the vulnerable code. These are
two areas in which the proposed risk models can help. Using function level vulnerability in-
formation from the FASTEN Knowledge Base in combination with call-graphs of software
projects, only the vulnerabilities which actually affect the software project are reported,
which should result in less false positives compared to CVSS. Further, the proposed models
do use a combination of CVSS scores and centrality measures on call-graphs to estimate the
risk of associated with a vulnerability, and propagate that to the risk for an entire software
project. In our analysis we find that a risk model based on betweenness centrality in combi-
nation with a relative risk score aggregation approach is the most suitable for vulnerability
risk estimation. Further, when compared to existing state of the art risk models existing
in different domains that our best model is around 8% more accurate. The evaluation was
performed to answer RQ.2: Can a risk model identify which vulnerable dependencies pose
the highest risk for a software project? In the theoretical evaluation we show that our most
suitable risk model can accurately identify highest risk vulnerabilities and should therefore
serve useful for developers in prioritising updates to high risk vulnerable dependencies.
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