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Impression Formation: A Survey
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Characteristics of Useful Code Reviews:
An Empirical Study at Microsoft
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Wen et al.
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Moreover, reviewers of a dependent review may need to review its
dependency as well. For example, a reviewer of Review #1027498
was added only because they reviewed its dependency (Review
#101424). We further explore the usefulness of these linkage-based
reviewer invitations in Section 7 (RQ4).
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