Predicting
Developers’ Negative
Feelings about
Code Review

ICSE '20, May 23-29, 2020, Seoul, Republic of Korea BNFE TR B

|



5=(1)

O—FL Ea2a—lERBEREDITA, MEExEE T 5.
RFEAESH B ET®ZILD

[ pmems |
/ - EER ~

. HAREFRLTETCHATABERZR > T 5 AJEE
SN 5

« FAREDRAMLAVORNHIZIDENSHD LA

o LITHHERTIE [BISETOMREE A L X P E L
T SN T ULz

\_ J

[21] Scott Schieman and Sarah Reid. 2008. Job authority and interpersonal conflict in the workplace. Work and Occupations 35, 3 (2008), 296-326.
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RQ1: How frequent are negative experiences with code review?
O—RFLEa—DRICWRHEREREET HHEEX?

RQ2: What factors are associated with pushback occuring?
PushBackDW\FE 49 5 EH L ?

RQ3: What metrics detect author-perceived pushback?
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CR Criteria for Inclusion ;%EE E/\j 7'3: PushBack 75{‘ 2% 2
Flag: Flag: Flag: t 7 3 7“% D) Lj— %) %,f/_.l___
Surveyed Review Shepherd Rounds of
CR Ti Ti Revi - e
0 Flags zsos - - e Metricl: L E 2 —®[EI%
1Flag 200 v ODUED/NYFDIAL
200 v o
200 Y Metric2 : L E a—[Zhvh o F=FEfE
/ \ N
d—0%
2 Flags 100 v v 487D L E B3]
100 v v

Metric3 : ¥— 2 SN B ETITHD - T=E[H
100 / ’ 1124 LA E D& 5B RS

3 Flags 100 v v v
Table 1: Dist. of surveyed CRs by metric flag combinations. K /
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CR Criteria for Inclusion

Flag: Flag: Flag:
Surveyed Review Shepherd Rounds of
CRs Time Time Review
0 Flags 250
1Flag 200 v
200 v
200 v
2 Flags 100 v v
100 v v
100 v v
3 Flags 100 v v v

Table 1: Dist. of surveyed CRs by metric flag combinations.
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Metricl: LE 2 —®D[E%K

Metric2 : L E 2 —IZHhvh > F=F5E

Metric3 : ¥— SN B FE TIZHH o =K

Feeling of Pushback 0Flags 3 Flags

frustration 1% 27%

interpersonal conflict 0% 22%

acceptance was withheld for too long 4% 27%
reviewer asked for excessive changes 1% 16%
feeling negatively about future CRs 4% 8%
any pushback behavior 7% 49%

1% 27%

2+ types of pushback behavior
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AR Y 2R ECRDEMEZE L TEBHHE (T

Pushback Feeling Precision Recall

frustration 0.11 0.98

interpersonal conflict 0.10 1.00

acceptance was withheld for too long 0.10 0.93
reviewer asked for excessive changes 0.07 0.97
feeling negatively about future CRs 0.06 0.87
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MY F L Recall &KLY
Precision& 7 o 1=

Table 4: Precision and recall by feeling of pushback.
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RQ3 : PushBackZ#&Hd H A k1)U RI(F?

Excessive Feel negative 2+ types of
Acceptance change about future Any pushback pushback
Frustration  Conflict withheld requested  CRs behavior behavior

1 Flag Long Shepherding i 9.9 3.5

Long Reviewing 3.0

Long Rounds 3.7 41

..........................................................

Long Reviewing,

Rounds 2.6

Long Shepherding,

2 Flags Rounds

6.2

Long Shepherding,
Reviewing

Long Shepherding,
Reviewing, Rounds

.........................................................

3 Flags 12.7
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