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Instruction(fn 53)

TABLE 1 . - B3
PERCENTAGES OF INSTRUCTIONS AND REPOSITORIES USING DOCke rflle-t:ﬂi:t'd:
INSTRUCTIONS AT LEAST ONCE <ﬁﬁ é;h.'é ﬁi%
Instructions Repo?altlsli:ags til:)sl:::)c tions ‘j: R U N -G % ) T: .

Instraction RUNECOMMENTZ
RUN
o AhEBHELHKT
FROM 56%% G &HTLVS.
CMD
COPY
EXPOSE
MAINTAINER
WORKDIR
ENTRYPOINT
VOLUME
USER 001 | 0.10
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TABLE 11
BREAKDOWN OF RUN INSTRUCTIONS IN SIX CATEGORIES

Instructions

Category Examples All TI1000 | TI100
Dependencies | apt-get, yum, npm, pip, mvn

Filesystem mkdir, rm, cd, cp, touch, In 0.304 | 0.293 | 0.294
Permissions chmod, chown, useradd 0.073 0.052 0.023
Build/Execute | make, python, service, install 0.053 0.083 0.135
Environment set, export, source, virtualenv | 0.006 0.01 0.002
Other 0.113 0.115 0.094




Docker Ecosystem

[T EAE DDockerfilehNOSTER— R A A—
DELTHEALTLM =N oD 0SA A—
D55, Debian*®UbuntuliE DHEL S 1=
VAT LIEY A XNETHERELN($I125MB)
D, AlpineZi E[FAMBIFE LDV,

FLT T —avEP A ZDNEL
R—R A A= S TEITT HETRARDY A
ZEMIL, EILFBMLERTES.




Dockerfile D) da B LR ZEZEHL

Docker LinterD 5 RZx D9 H_&ET
Dockerfile D gu & 2 51
T—R2EYRD I RXTDDockerfilelZxFL
;&C'ﬁ/’ﬂ E1TL, ENT-IL—ILER
*71=, IEEIZEIILFENT=Dockerfile D%,
Y5 3E (560D H T I)L THRE)




Dockerfile D) dan B LR ZE ZEHL

RUERIN TN =Z)L—IL

TABLE III
12 MOST VIOLATED RULES ACROSS ALL REPOSITORIES, TOP 100 AND TOP 1000 REPOSITORIES BASED ON THEIR STAR RATING, AND A RANDOM SAMPLE
OF 560 BUILT DOCKERFILES.
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g £ 3 & 2 b % ! F £
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g B8 ED 8 35 23 &g =S &3 iZ g %z EZ
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£ 33 23 £2 g3 o3 2§ ¢ 83 g3 g3 83 E3
® %8 %tz 3z ¥z =z %% iz gz %2 %z iz 3B
- 25 £ E 2 2 - 3 = z % £
] i= E g &b ] g g- POy =
) E = ] < g E
All (n=33670) 8.8% 1.3% 2.0% 2.2% 3.4% 4.2% 4.3% 9.7% 10.0% 11.9% 12.8% 13.5% 15.9%
Top-100 9.5% 0.6% 4.8% 1.3% 3.2% 7.1% 4.8% 11.1% 12.2% 5.0% 14.5% 1.7%
Top-1000 7.9% 0.9% 2.2% 1.6% 29%  55%  5.3% 7.7% 9.1% 11.1% 12.2% 13.8%
Build Failure (n=203) 10.8%  0.4% 2.3% 1.7% 31% 47%  3.5% L.9%
Build Success (n=357) 6.6% 0.7% 1.9% 1.7% 4.1% 3.7% 6.4%
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TABLE IV
BUILD TIME STATISTICS OF FAILED AND SUCCESSFUL DOCKERFILE
BUILDS IN SECONDS

ensity

D
0.000 0.004 0.008

Failed  Successful
% 0.34 0.66
me: 90.5 145.9
median 24.7 76.7 T
mi 0.0 0.7 0 500 1000 1500
ma 1539.0 2742.0
sd 197.4 264.0 Build time in seconds

Fig. 7. Build time density
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TABLE V
RELATIVE CHANGES OF ALL DOCKER INSTRUCTION TYPES.
All Top-1000 Top-100
RUN
Dependencies

Filesystem X X 0.23 X K

Permissions 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.03 0 0 0.04
Build/Execute 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.1 0.09 0.06 0.14

Environment 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.0 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0
COMMENT 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.09
ENV 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.16 0.05 0.10 0.06 0.16 0.12
FROM 0.06 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.26 0.00
ADD 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03
CMD 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.02
COPY 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.03 0.04
EXPOSE 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 | 0.01 0.01
MAINTAINER 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01
WORKDIR 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 | 0.00 0.02
ENTRYPOINT 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.03
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