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Abstract

Past research suggests that individuals’ experience and
task training are the factor to software review
performance. However, there is no empirical evidence in
the software review literature to show how individuals’
experience, task training and performance are connected.
As results, the aim of this paper is to presents the
important relationships between individuals® experience,
task training and software review performance. A

‘ratory experiment was conducted in autumn 2003 at
Tue University of New South Wales in Australia. One
hundred and ninety-two volunteer university students
were employed. Subjects were required to detect defects
from a design document. The main findings include (1)
role experience has a positive effect on performance; (2)
working experience In the software industry has a positive
effect on performance; (3) task training has no significant
effect on performance.
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1. Introduction

Software review is considered to be one of the most cost
effective techniques in finding and removing defects at

v stages of the software development life cycle [1], [2],
. 1 [4]. The main goals of software review are to
improve software quality of the product and increase
software developers’ productivities [5], [6].

Software review (inspection) was originally introduced by
Fagan [2]. The review process essentially includes six
major steps: planning, overview, individual preparation,
group review meeting, rework and follow-up [2], [5].

1. Planning - organize and prepare the software
review, typically for preparing the review
materials and review procedure, forming review
team and scheduling review meeting, selecting
review participants and assigning roles [2], [7].

2. Overview - author explains overall scope and the
purpose of the review.
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3. Individual preparation - individual reviewers
analyze and review the software artefact.

4. Group review meeting - find errors [2],
sometimes also called “logging meeting” [9].
Review teams correct and the reader summarizes
the work.

5. Rework - defect correction {2], which involves
the author in resolving problems by reviewing,
revising and correcting the identified defect [2]
or by decreasing the existence of errors [9] of the
software artefact.

6. Follow up - validate the correction quality and
decide if re-inspection is required [2], [10].

Since Fagan [2] introduced software inspection (review)
as an important technique to assure the quality of software
projects, researchers have investigated ways to improve
software review performance. Wong [11], [12] suggested
that experience is critical to review performance.
Researchers also believe that training can improve an
inexperienced reviewers’ performance [13]. However,
there is no empirical evidence in the software review
literature to show how individuals’ experience, task
training and performance are connected. As a result, this
paper examines the above-mentioned issue by an
empirical experiment.

2. Literature

2.1 Experience

Past research has shown that experience has a significant
effect on performance [12]. Individual abilities and skills
have the most important influence on task performance
[12]. Abilities refer to the knowledge an individual has of
a specific task and skills refer to the specific
competencies required to complete the task.

According to the “EI1O” theory [11], [12], it is suggested
that mmplicit inputs are one of the major factors of review
performance and are difficult to articulate with formal
language or notations [14]. Implicit inputs include
reviewers’ personal knowledge and expertise as well as
behavioral aspects (norms, beliefs, values etc) [14] of
reviewers. Individual performance is determined by two
major types of implicit inputs that include task-relevant



abilities and skills (AS) (i.e. Can I do it?), and motivation
and effort (ME) (i.e. Will I do it?) [15]. “When capacity,
interest and effort are present; the best performance is
likely to result” [16].

Expert theory suggests that it is important to employ
expertise to achieve the highest performance. The
achievement of experts is the result of acquiring many
years of experience in their domain area. The scope of
expert theory that consists of [17]:

e Age associated with peak performance - the age
at which experts attain their highest level of
performance is closely related to their domain of
expertise.

e  Ten years of necessary preparation — preparation
is essential in most domains in order to achieve
the highest performance. In other words, the ten
years experience rule is necessary even for a
talented individual.

¢ Role of deliberate practice — domain knowledge
often draws from effective training and
qualification with significant feedback and
improvement in order to achieve the highest
performance.

In fact, Saver et al [13] theorize that expertise is a key
driver of software review performance. Wong [12] found
that experience (i.e. knowledge and skills) is the most
significant input influencing performance. However,
some studies have shown that individuals who have
experience do not necessarily perform beiter than in-
experience individuals [18].

In this research, we look at the effects of role experience
and working experience in the sofiware industry. Role
experience is defined as the experience gained by
performing a similar task (i.e. software review), as long as
the experience is the relevant to the experimental task.
Working experience is defined as any experience gained
in the software industry.

2.2 Task Training

‘he software review literature suggests that training can
improve defect detection skills [19], [20]. Training
outcomes have an effect on knowledge and skills and this
can be evaluated in terms of both its immediate and its
long-term effects. However, experience gained from
training may not be the same for all individuals. This
refers to an aptitude-treatment interaction (ATT) effect.
An aptitude is defined as any characteristic of a trainee
that is a determinant of their ability to benefit from
training, including knowledge, skills and previous
experience [21]. Kirkpatrick’s [22], [23] typology
suggested that four levels of training effectiveness which
include trainee reactions to training or affective responses
to training, training learning or cognitive responses to
training, subsequent outcomes of trainee behaviour and
organization results. As a result, we are particularly
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interested in the effect of task training experience on the
software review performance.

2.3 Performance

In this paper, performance is defined as how well the
individuals carry out the decisions they make but not the
quality of decisions itself, even though decision quality is
often used as an indicator of performance (e.g. [24]). In
the human performance theory, Campbell’s theory [25]
suggests that experience, knowledge, and motivation
could affect task performance (see Figure 1).

Performance = f (declarative knowledge, procedural
knowledge and skills, motivation)

Figure 1: Determinants of task performance

In particular, Campbell [25] proposed that performance is

‘a function of an individual’s declarative knowledge,

procedural knowledge and skill, and motivation.
Declarative knowledge is defined as knowledge required
to complete a task. Procedural knowledge refers to skiil-
based knowledge about how effectively a task is
performed. Declarative knowledge and procedural
knowledge are based on education, training, experience
and motivation.

In the context of a software review, at the completion of
defect detection, there are two types of quantitative
outputs: the reviewed software artefact, and quantitative
outcomes such as defect information recorded in defect
forms (e.g. number of defects). There are four possible
outcomes of defect detection as shown in Figure 2. These
include:
o  hit (defect exists and is successfully detected),
o miss (defect exists but is not detected),
e false positive (defect does not exist but is
wrongly identified), and
e correct rejection (defect does not exist and is not
identified).

The probability of results in each of these cells is
determined by the performance of individuals {2].

Behaviour
Defect Defect not
detected detected
Defect
exist Hit Missed
Defect
Defect False Correct
does not positive rejection
exist

Figure 2: Possible Outcomes of defect Detection



3. Research Hypotheses

Studies have shown that task experience has a positive
effect on performance under most circumstances (e.g.
[12], [26], [27]). Korman [28] suggests that role
experience also has an effect on performance. Further,
we believe that work experience in the software industry
provides an understanding of software practice that has a
positive effect on review performance. The experiment
we conducted explores the impact of role experience and
work experience on software review and tests the
hypotheses as follow:

Hypothesis la: Role experience (RE) will have a
positive effect on individual performance.

Hypothesis 1b: Individuals who have working
experience in the software industry (IND) will have
a positive effect on individual performance.

uer et. al’s theory [13] states that expertise is a key
—1ver of software review performance. They claimed
task training can improve individual performance and the
literature suggests that task training can improve defect
detection skills [13]. However, there is no empirical
evidence to support whether software review training has
a significant effect on review performance. As a result,
we formulate:

Hypothesis 2: Task training (TT) will have a positive
effect on individual performance.

Further, studies suggest that the level of task training
needed is determined by the levels of individuals’
experience [26], [29]. The more experience an individual
has, the less task training they require. Thus we
formulate:

Hypothesis 3a: Role experience will have an effect on
task training.

Hypothesis 3b: working experience in software
industry will have an effect on task training.

3. Methodology

3.1 Experimental Settings and Subjects

A total of 192 subjects voluntarily participated in the
research. The subjects were undergraduates students
enrolled in an information systems course at The
University of New South Wales in Australia. All the
subjects majored in Information Systems and enrolled in a
three-year course. Age range of the subjects was between
19 to 42 years old (mean = 21) (see Table 1). There are
approximately 58% male and 41% female (see Table 2).
Table 3 shows that more than half subjects have software
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industry working experience (mean of months experience
= 11 months) and about 25% had role experience in
software review and about 18% of subjects received
formal (documented) or informal (undocumented) task
training. The means of role experience is 3 months;
industry experience is 11 months and training is 2.5

hours.

Table 1: Age
Age Frequency Percent
19 8 4.1
20 54 27.8
21 58 29.9
22 40 19.6
23 13 6.7
24 11 5.7
25 S 2.6
27 1 5
30 2 1.0
36 1 S
42 1 .5
Total 192 100
Table 2; Gender
Frequency Percent
Male 112 583
Female 80 41.7

Table 3: Role Experience (RE), Software Industry
Experience (IND) and Task Training (TT)

RE IND TT
Y=24.48 Y=55.21 Y=18.75
Percent ’
N=75.52 N=44.79 N=81.25
Mean 3 months 11 months 2.5 hours
3.2 Task

The software review task employed in this research was a
design document in which subjects were required to find
defects. The aim of the task was to allow groups to
perform individual defect detection processes.

3.3 Measurement Model
The measurement of individual (I_) performance include:
o True defects (TR) - defects that actually exist
and bave been successfully detected
o  False positive (FA) - defects that do not exist but
were wrongly identified




* yncomplele information (IN) - defects that were

}deptiﬁed but lacking detailed description to
indicate they are trye defects.

°* Net 'defects_(NE) - true defects minus false
Pposttive and mcomplete information.

Total issues. (TL) - true defects plus false
Positive and incomplete information.

Note that measurement of performance is based on the

number of defects found, T assess the reliability of this

meas iter:

. orltlsrlng ;Eter}on, two lecturers evaluated all the defects

legmr& ¢ Interpreter agreement between the two
§ was found to be 90, which indicated that the

performance-measmin .
o g criterion
of reliability, has a reasonable degree

Measure, .
ment of experience can be classified into role

experie : .
trali)nin aneef and software Industry experience.  Task
B TEIEts to any form of training in software review.

This could be formal :
(undocumented) (documented) or  informal

3.4 Experimenta] Procedure

:::pozzps?‘&mil kProcedure includes (1) briefing the
defect detectie Sk, (2) performing one-hour individual
debriefin lnonl; (3) post meeting survey and (4)
diStribute% the ttaekﬁ'rSt Stage, a laboratory supervisor
requirements IS instructions and went through the
individuslly D the second stage, all subjects
questionnay examined the design document. Next, a
completed re dsurvey was  conducted. All subjects
SuDervi and retumed the questionnaire to the
PeIVISor.  Finally, feedbacks and comments were
collected from the subjects in the debriefing stage.

4. Analyses ang Results

4.1 Hypotheses Test

All data analyses were carri i
arried igni
of 0.05, two tailed. p oreltion tt we mied o

e, Fearson’s correlation test was used to

:;S(; tll)l:rfr:latlonshxps between experience, task training
Pearson’s (T:I:;chi.' Table 4 shows the results of the
positive relat'e alon test. The results show that there is a
and individ llonSh‘P between software role experience
0.05: i ua Perf(?rmance (true defects: r = 0.18, p <
25 1n-completed informatiop:  — -0.26, p < 0.01; net

defects: r =

Hlaciss Slrlpp(?r.tlefi’ 1;1 <0.05). These results indicate that
- However, there j i i

between people who o ere 18 a weak relationship

€ working experience in software
performance (true defects: r =
eted information: r = -0.18, p <
akly supported.

industry and individua]
0.05, p < 0.05, in-comp|
0.05). Hence, Hip 1s we,

Interesting findin :
. gs show . ..
relationship be that there is no significant

tWeen task trainin indivi

g and individual
Pzg(t)inna.nce (true defects: r = 021, p = ns.; false
positives: r=-027,p = n.8.; in-completed information: r
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=-0.4, p=n.s.; net defects: r = 0.28, p = n.s; total issyes:
r=102, p=mns) The results do not support H2. 1y
Addition, it was found that there is positive relationship
between role experience and software industry working
experience (r = .36, p < 0.01); and a negative relationship
between training and software indusiry working
experience (r = -.66, p < 0.01); plus no significant
relationship between role experience and task training (r
=-3,p=ns.).

Table 4: Results of correlation analysis on the
relationships between experience, task training and
erformance

ITR|IFA|IIN|INE|ITL}| RE | TRA | IND
Re | 18* | -04 [-26**) 6% | .14 | 1.00

TRa | 20 | =27 | -04 | 28 | -02 | -30 | 1.00
IND | 05 | -03 [ -18%| .06 04 ] 36%* |- 66*+| 1.00
* p<0.05.

*+p<0.01.

Although correlation analysis demonstrated the positive
relationship between experience and performance, a
regression analysis 1s necessary in order to test the cause-
and-effect relationship. Also, because correlation analysis
showed both role experience and current working
experience are positively related to performance, we want
to know which wvariable is the most significant
determinant of individuals’ performance. Hence, we
carried out a set of regression analyses: performance on
role experience, performance on working experience.
Table 5 shows the regression results. Hypotheses la and
1b are supported because experience is a significant
determinant of individual performance. However, results
also indicate that experience does not determine the net
defects. Figure 4 shows the revised model.

Table 5: Research Hypotheses (individual
performance)

TR FA IN NE TL
RE | R=21* R=.38* R=26** | R=.16 R=.14**
R’=.043 | R™=.01 R*=065 | R=026 [ R=019
IND | R=54* R=26* R=18** [ R=1356 R=.035%*
R=.03 R’=.01 R=032 | R*=03 R*=.001
*p<0.05.
**p <001

5. Discussions and Conclusion

The main goal of this study was to validate the
relationships between experience, task training and
performance. Two main findings of this study are
summarized and discussed below.

As expected, the experienced individuals have a positive
effect on individual performance (Hla and Hlb were




supported). Although this finding is interesting and may
help researchers to explore why the experience and

rformance relationship is always controversial in many
other research studies, our research indicates that
understanding the key attributes and characteristics of
reviewers is important in selecting the people who will
perform the software review task. For example, do
different types of experience and/ or number of years of
experience affect performance? It is suggested that the
selection of reviewers is an important area of research in
future empirical studies of software review.

It is interesting that the results indicate that task training
does not have a positive effect on individual performance.
The findings demonstrate that task training is not
determined by role experience but by working experience.
The results suggest that the more work experience an
individual has in software review industry, the less task
training they require. However, role experience did not
impact on the task training required. The authors suggest

't further research should investigate reasons behind

se relationships. Repeatable control experiments are
required to validate the revised model.

5.1 Implications
These findings can have some implications for
researchers and practitioners. For researchers; the findings
indicate that there is a positive relationship between
experience and individual performance. It is suggested
that further research should investigate what types of role
experience and software industry experience could have
significant effect on software review performance.
Though Fagan [2], [5] proposed that role assignment
would improve the performance, it would be interesting
for researchers to find out how many years of experience
and what types of role experience would be optimal in
individual performance. Investigations should consider
the effect of different kinds of individual experience on
nerformance, for example the characteristics (computer
‘hnical skills vs. business skills) of experience should

v considered when carrying out experience-performance
related research.

Task training does not have a significant effect on
performance in this study. This finding contradicts
current software review literature. One of possible
explanations is that subjects lacked appropriate training in
Sol.’tvyare review. The authors believe that appropriate
traming such as task oriented reading techniques (e.g.
perspective reading technique) [1] might have a beneficial
effect'on reviewers. However, whether task training really
can improve software review performance remains
questionable. Given that most projects have tight
schedples and budgets, it is necessary to ask the
quc':spons: does the effort and cost of software review
tramlgg yield benefits? What are the costs and benefits of
a fraining program? Is software review training cost
effective? Studies show that even though U.S.
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organizations spend more than $50 billion on training
annually [15], less then 50% of organizations evaluate the
value returned from this budget expenditure [19]. We
suggest that future research should evaluate the
organizational cost of conducting training in software
review.

Practitioners should pay more attention to the experience
of the reviewers. The authors validated experience as a
critical factor in software review performance. Role
experience and software industry experience should be
considered important attributes when seeking a software
reviewer. The results indicate that the value of current
software review training programs (either in university or
industry) has not been determined conclusively. Does
current software review training really improve
performance? Managers should be concerned with the
evaluation of training programs. These research findings
on experience-performance, experience-training and
training-performance relationships can also help human
resources managers to make a better selection of potential
employees.

5.2 Limitations

Five limitations associated with internal and external
validity in this study remain and will be incorporated in
future research.

One of the limitations of the study was the training effect.
Training effect is due to (1) subjects learning as the
experiment proceeds. Subjects had six weeks intensive
course training in the software package used and most
subjects were familiar with the software itself.  The
software review task was conducted in the last week of
the training course. The authors believe that that is the
major reason why task training (i.e. software review
training) had no impact on performance. (2) Subjects who
have previous software review training experience (this
could include formal training or informal training) may
not benefit from this in performing the task. Another
limitation is experience effect. The subjects may not be
representative of software developers. The average mean
of software industry experience is only 11 months and
role experience is only 3 months. Plus, the design of task
instruments and performance measurements may not be
representative of real problems. Further, the sample was
relatively small (192 subjects). In fact, small sample sizes
are a common limitation affecting many laboratory
research studies. Although the small sample could have
contributed to lack of support for some of our hypotheses,
full support was found for the research hypotheses.
Finally, laboratory based experimental studies are often
limited by low external validity although internal validity
1s high. As a result, generalization of the research findings
into real world contexts should be done cautiously.
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