A Case Study of Onboarding in

Software Teams: Tasks and Strategies
VIO TP F—LTDAVIN—T A2V ITDIT—RAAIT A -
5 R & HEg

A. Ju, H. Sajnani, S. Kelly and K. Herzig, "A Case Study of Onboarding in Software Teams: Tasks and
Strategies," 2021 IEEE/ACM 43rd International Conference on Software Engineering (ICSE), 2021, pp.
613-623, doi: 10.1109/1CSE43902.2021.00063.

2021/11/24
f[nE - KHFAR



o AVR—=TFT 4T &l FUWX/IN\—=5HY
mbk%@@% Eb,?—A@—Eth% 5 5 1
DICBEBIH - E - AFLEBRTS

o A VMR—FTaVJlcE->THBHEEENENSHTWS
EHdH5[2,3]

’/

l

tZﬁTLWTﬁ%t/ i
Ej;)%—: E%%_g_%)c_ 7Ld~%>7" (yb,
FEZE[4]

2
YIR—T A VT TOEADZ IF/INT1E "P/Jﬁfoadu%ﬁé
Emf£®917?%%ﬁ,QZOﬁW/\—%4/7
52 5 ZEDERNR RIS bnT AR

[1] A.M. Saks, K. L. Uggerslev, and N. E. Fassina, “Socialization tactics and newcomer adjustment: A meta-analytic review and test of a model,” Journal of vocational behavior, vol. 70, no. 3, pp. 413-446,2007.
[2] R. Williams, “Mellon learning curve research study,” New York: Mellon Corp,2003.

[3] K. Rollag, S. Parise, and R. Cross, “Getting new hires up to speed quickly,” MIT Sloan Management Review, vol. 46,no. 2, p. 35, 2005.

[4] A.J. Ko, “Mining the mind, minding the mine: Grand challenges in comprehension and mining,” in Proceedings of the 26th Conference on Program Comprehension, ser. ICPC *18.

2

NECAN
—
)
N
¥
.
S

S\

92




Hiy - 77 0—F

HEY
o YAUMNAYVIN—T 4V TICEZ5ZE#IBRET S

¢ AVUNR=T A VI DEDIRAVEIDHTTLLERAEIND
g ZBHSHICT B

7 7O—F

1470V 7 NORABEENR—IYv—IcLTAIVHYE
1 _%7<ﬁﬁ’;

2A VI E A —TCEONIKERBO 74— RKN\v I %2858
7 T — |\7&7§ﬁ1ﬂ




) —F IO ITRAF gV

*RQ1L:Y R Y |& V7h711ﬁ%? LC BT DT AFRFE
f?ﬁym TAVIRBRICEDLSBEEEEZS

RQ2:V I NI 7HRERF—LICEWT, EFRNLGA VIR

—F AV TRBE(RETBIEHICE, EDESKBYRY
DY TOEEZHWSINED




oI RE
o BE3Y E

AT ET
A HT

A\

o 1BE65 F

U WERZB N > TcARE
U WHEEN N > e R—T v —

TABLE I: Interview subjects. Transfer means new developers from another team within Microsoft. Division A and Division
B are two divisions under Microsoft that have different businesses, cultures, and onboarding practices.

Gender Division Background
Sum Male Female Division A Division B New Hire Transfer
Developers 32 23 (72%) 9 (28%) 22 (69%) 10 (31%) 21 (66%) 11 (34%)
Managers 15 13 (87%) 2 (13%) 12 (80%) 3 (20%) - -

TABLE II: We sent surveys to these developers and managers and received 189 replies for the developer survey and 37 replies

for the manager survey. Seniority is inferred from employee titles.

Seniority Division Background
Sum Junior Senior Division A Division B New Hire Transfer
Developers 1629 978 (60%) 651 (40%) 1048 (64%) 581 (36%) 1097 (67%) 532 (33%)
Managers 754 386 (51%) 368 (49%) 507 (67%) 247 (33%) - -
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Fig. 2: An illustrative overview of the coding process.
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Fig. 1: An illustrative overview of our research process. We get exploratory findigns from interviews and test these findings
with surveys. Interview questions are designed to measure tasks and each task’s role in onboarding. Interview transcripts are
coded into themes (findings); Table [III gives a complete view of our interview findings and Section has more details
about the coding process. Surveys triangulate our findings with a broader audience. Survey questions are derived directly from
our interview findings.
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(a) Developer survey results (b) Manager survey results (c) Practices in use

Fig. 3: Survey results about developer experiences and recommended practices. Labels are listed in Table @ All questions in
the developer survey have at least 172 replies (> 91%). All questions in the manager survey have at least 36 relies (> 92%).
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(a) Developer-reported onboarding strategies (b) Manager-reported onboarding strategies (c) Manager-reported onboarding strategies
(N = 188). for junior developers (N = 36). for senior developers (N = 35).

Fig. 4: Survey results about onboarding strategies.

13



o HERE

I8 (C DU

HERINIAENENTS
RSN AERIIETAEETH S

19 2 EbsE X

¢3DDEIKICDWNT

NA7OYV T MNCEIFTEINR—I v —DfE
KIDIENT=ES

e FHFRE D96.3% DA V— KiREEZ H/\—LTW5

©94.4%, 85.7% DN X — ¥ —03%25%7&?%5)%@“% CENTES

e Exploration-Based (I ZW&EZ (C

FILEICIEZHZED _L\bnTb\fdb\(5 5%) &
—&E—HLTWS

14

ALV NT b\%{)(27 6%) Y,

Eld1r>yEa



CIRIMAVIR—=T AV IICEZABFEDRGE=ZRS
e LK EAESNDAVYIN—T 1 V7 HEBRZ S

7 7O—F
NAUVOVIhDREREEENX—Iv—lc1YIE1—%
T2

°447—h£ﬁ52t?4y&81—?%k%%@74—
NIN\w U %55

o 5 R
o A VIRN—TFT+ yﬁt%?%% REIEE KK FEHRSN53DD
AVM—T a4 VT EEEES

15



¢ I LD HDIREAE TIEARTRRDTIFER U T

UK PA VI I —DRREZ2DDT 1 EI 3 VI
DI TWED, ZOREKRBE SIS RH >

e VT —KNDABEETEEHYNTWERWERD f(FAF
2Dt >3>2)

o SOoNEMEHRERHIFIERMNICHIELWERU

16



