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ABSTRACT

Managing open-source software (OSS) projects requires managing
communities of contributors. In particular, it is essential for project
leaders to understand their community’s diversity and turnover.
We present CommunityTapestry, a dynamic real-time community
dashboard, which presents key diversity and turnover signals that
we identified from the literature and through participatory design
sessions with stakeholders. We evaluated CommunityTapestry with
an OSS project’s contributors and Project Management Committee
members, who explored the dashboard using their own project data.
Our study results demonstrate that CommunityTapestry increased
participants’ awareness of their community composition and the
diversity and turnover rates in the project. It helped them identify
areas of improvement and gave them actionable information.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Diversity has been shown to have many positive effects on organi-
zations, including a better ability to innovate, a better reputation as
ethical citizens, and a better “bottom line” for businesses [41, 56, 58].

Research has investigated the influence of different diversity fac-
tors on productivity in Open Source Software (OSS). For instance,
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studies have demonstrated the impact of gender diversity on produc-
tivity [81] and the significance of organization affiliation diversity
in ensuring project sustainability and success [85]. Research also
suggests that the concept of coopetition, where competing compa-
nies use OSS to collaborate on shared challenges, leads to reduced
workload, heightened productivity, and improved product qual-
ity [32]. On the other hand, a non-diverse community signals an
unwelcoming environment to companies signifying a lack of neu-
tral governance [33], or to individuals signifying an non-inclusive
environment [35]. This can, in turn, result in a high turnover rate
[26, 71], where OSS projects struggle to attract and retain diverse
contributors, especially women [42, 78].

Some project leaders recognize the positive effects of diversity,
the adverse effects of lack thereof, and desire more diversity in
their projects [59]. However, they struggle to find the time and
bandwidth to monitor the state of diversity in their community
and may miss important signals as explained by a Lead Program
Manager for a Large OSS Company [28]: “We try to determine the
rough diversity of employment in our projects. The rough metric
we have is about two-thirds of our contributors do not work for our
primary corporate sponsor. That is extraordinarily critical when you
look at both the objectives of our primary sponsor as well as the health
of the community.”

In fact, keeping on top of everyday project tasks, such as pull-
request reviews to ensure software quality, is already a challenge for
project leaders [25]. Project leaders report being stressed and feel-
ing burnout, overwhelmed by the number of requests they receive
(e.g., bug reports, support requests) [61]. Hence, a more system-
atic support of monitoring diversity and implementing actions to
improve it is necessary.

Thus far, research has largely focused on getting a deep under-
standing of different aspects of diversity and inclusion in OSS and
contributors’ experiences [23, 33, 66, 74, 76, 79, 80]. It is now time to
provide the aforementioned systematic monitoring support. So far
monitoring has been limited to research-driven dashboards focus-
ing on the health of OSS teams and project sustainability [36, 59, 62].
These dashboards, however, do not look at diversity specifically.
Not having such a lens can hide problem spots (such as women
leaving the project) within the larger trends of overall contributors.
In this paper, we close this gap and complement the current body of
interventions by designing and deploying a systematic monitoring
support focused on turnover, gender and affiliation diversity.
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We developed a dynamic real-time dashboard named Commu-
nityTapestry through participatory design (PD) [69]. The goal of
CommunityTapestry is to: (1) signal to project leaders the specific
state of their project diversity and turnover rate, (2) give them in-
formation to take actions relevant to their project needs and (3)
help monitor the effects of their actions over time.

We used a largeApache Source Foundation (ASF) project, Project B1
in our PD study. PD allowed us to work closely with the project com-
munity stakeholders to better understand their needs, constraints,
and priorities. An additional benefit is that having the stakeholders
as partners engendered an interest and investment in the project,
which in turn improved the chances of the dashboard being adopted
by the community. The stakeholders were the Project Management
Committee (PMC) chair of Project B, Project B community manager,
the Diversity and Inclusion vice-president of the ASF, and an engi-
neer working on GrimoireLab [19], our dashboard infrastructure.
We refer to them from now on as our PD partners.

Through discussions with our PD partners, we prioritized the
diversity lenses (gender and organization affiliation) and the project-
related activities (e.g., trends of newcomers joining or contributors
leaving, communication network) of interest. We then used PD prin-
ciples [69] of collaborative prototyping to design the dashboard,
which we implemented and deployed on existing OSS infrastruc-
ture that the project uses, and evaluated it with future users. The
study spanned 14 months, during which, we created Community-
Tapestry and evaluated it for inclusivity (using theWhy/Where/Fix
approach, Section 5) and its usefulness (15 participants, Section 6).

Our results show that CommunityTapestry enabled participants
to gain insight and awareness into their project diversity and
turnover rate, and provided ammunition to take action.

2 BACKGROUND AND RELATEDWORK

Diversity lenses and turnover. Rodríguez-Pérez et al. [66] de-
fined perceived diversity as innate individual diversity factors and
highlights the importance of diverse Software Engineering teams.
Gender diversity has received considerable attention, with studies
revealing that women enhance productivity, performance, and ef-
ficiency [6, 30, 39, 46, 55, 64–66]. However, gender biases persist
in both OSS and the industry. Rodríguez-Pérez et al. [66] also em-
phasized the need to investigate broader aspects beyond gender
diversity, such as race, age, and disability, for future research.

With the changing OSS landscape, OSS has evolved from a
volunteer-based community to a hybrid environmentwhere company-
affiliated and volunteer contributors coexist. The popularity of OSS-
related business models [17, 45, 53, 54, 72] resulted in companies
being involved in OSS development now more than ever. Contribu-
tors’ diverse affiliations are vital for OSS projects, as coopetition
motivates companies to join, and some donate projects to OSS foun-
dations for neutral governance and increased contributors [32].
Yang et al. [84] found that company-based projects (59.9% of all
projects) dominate the projects joining the Apache Software Foun-
dation (ASF), with community building and diversity as key motiva-
tors. Zhang et al. [86] discovered that developers from companies
contribute more than volunteers in the OpenStack Foundation, but

1As per our agreement with Project B, we use pseudonyms to avoid any negative
impressions about the project, as well as to protect the identity of individuals.

this can lead to a Pareto-like phenomenon affecting an OSS project’s
sustainability if dominant companies withdraw [85].

Another important dimension of diversity is seniority. This be-
comes particularly significant given the overarching challenge in
OSS, attracting and retaining contributors [22, 35]. Steinmacher and
colleagues [73, 74] identified 58 barriers faced by newcomers and
analyzed how the answers to newcomers’ first emails influenced
their retention [76]. Past works have found that most newcomers
(as high as 80% in some projects) do not become long-term contrib-
utors [76]. Researchers have also reported the high rate of turnover
in OSS [24, 52, 71] and its negative influence on team cognition and
performance [43, 44].

Existing interventions enhancing OSS Community Health.

Despite the vast body of empirical knowledge on the lack of di-
versity in OSS and the challenges in attracting and retaining con-
tributors, there is a lack of diversity signals for project leaders to
observe in real-time the state and progress of their community.
For instance, Bosu and Sultana [6] highlighted the importance of
diversity and inclusion in OSS and the need for project leaders to
appreciate and act on diversity signals. In addition, research con-
ducted by the Linux community [27] investigated the challenges
and opportunities of fostering equity within OSS ecosystems.

OSS community has seen the development of various interven-
tions aimed at enhancing community health, streamlining the on-
boarding process, and increasing the inclusiveness of the tool itself
(e.g., OSS projects). These interventions help maintainers under-
stand their community composition and activity. Steinmacher et al.
[75] introduced a portal to facilitate newcomers’ integration into
OSS projects, streamline their orientation, and simplify the con-
tribution process. Qiu et al. [59] created a dashboard that aids
maintainers in understanding their community composition and
activity, including the conversation tone and overall health, and
Guizani et al. [36] designed a dashboard to assist maintainers in
tracking the involvement and activity of newcomers and help them
attract and retain newcomers by highlighting project goals (e.g., a
social good cause) and recognizing active newcomers (e.g., a “rising
contributor” badge). Similarly, tools have been refined for inclusiv-
ity and cognitive diversity [10, 15, 34, 68]. Moreover, Ramchandran
et al. [62] deployed a time-stamped dashboard to track the sustain-
ability trajectories of nascent projects (incubator projects) within
the Apache Software Foundation, identifying downturn events and
fostering longer-term developer engagements.

Despite progress, a gap persists: real-time diversity indicators
are not readily available on OSS platforms. This makes it difficult
to efficiently monitor diversity and take timely actions. Our work
enriches the growing body of interventions, addressing contrib-
utors’ diversity and turnover with the goal of fostering a more
inclusive and diverse OSS community. We note that dashboards are
widely known in software engineering [77] for developer produc-
tivity [3, 50], team performance [37], and project health monitoring
[16, 87]. Our work differs from these because of its focus on diver-
sity and inclusion in OSS projects.
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3 RESEARCH METHOD

Our work is a PD study, where designers work closely with users
to establish requirements and investigate how to combine exist-
ing technologies and structures with future technologies [4]. We
adopted the following PD practices: (1) collaborative prototyping,
where non-designers can express ideas through accessible design
materials and future users can gain hands-on experience with the
future technology, (2) infrastructuring, where designers and users
establish organizational and technical infrastructures to ensure
results of the project can be sustained after the project ends, and
(3) evaluation, where future users assess the qualities of a design
product and the outcomes emerging from the design process.

We worked with the Apache Software Foundation (ASF) and one
of their projects (Project B), a large Big-Data-related project com-
prising more than 1000 current contributors. The Project Manage-
ment Committee (PMC) chair of Project B, a community manager
of Project B, the Diversity and Inclusion vice-president of the ASF,
and an engineer working on GrimoireLab [19], upon which we
implement the dashboard, were our partners in the PD study (We
refer to them here on as our PD partners). Through this project, we
designed, infrastructured, and evaluated the CommunityTapestry
over a period of 14 months.

3.1 Collaborative Prototyping

Prototyping in Participatory Design is collaborative, where non-
designers can express ideas through accessible design materials. We
started the design phase by first discussing: (1) the different aspects
of diversity—gender, affiliation, race, and age, and (2) the data to
use in the dashboard (outcome variables)—Number of contributors
left/ might be leaving, Time to merge PR.

We started by discussing the survey responses of a contributor
survey that the ASF had recently completed (𝑁 > 400), which in-
cluded contributors’ demographics and the challenges they faced
disaggregated by demographics. We then prioritized the diversity
lenses of interest to Project B and the ASF, which could be im-
plemented from data that GrimoireLab collects. For instance, we
discussed but did not include race, an important diversity lens. Infer-
ring race from GitHub profiles is not feasible; the definition of race
is not consistent across countries and is a deeply sensitive aspect,
which, if surfaced, can have a negative impact on the individual.
Organization affiliation and Gender were selected as our lenses.

Next, we prioritized the outcome variables that were relevant
to our PD partners (see Section 4). For instance, we dropped the
leadership outcome variables as project leadership teams tend to
be small groups of people who already know each other.

We then created interactive mockups of the dashboards using
Figma2. We met bi-weekly with our PD partners to refine our proto-
types. During these (online) meetings, our PD partners performed
walkthroughs of the dashboard while thinking aloud and sharing
their screens. They provided feedback verbally or annotated on the
screen share. All meetings were recorded (screen and audio).

The feedback ranged from changes or enhancement of existing
features to requesting new features. For instance, we adjusted the
network visualizations. The PR communication network, depicting
communication among contributors during PR reviews (see Figure
2https://www.figma.com/prototyping/

Figure 1: Dashboard architecture using GrimoireLab [19].

3b), was updated so that the thickness of edges between the contrib-
utor (nodes) reflected the number of PRs instead of the number of
comments. We also updated the PR communication network with
a table displaying the PR details (e.g., URL, date of creation) that
have not received any comments (nodes that isolate in the network
visualization). After six meetings, the prototype features matched
our PD partners’ needs and constraints.

3.2 Infrastructuring

A core concern in PD is to ensure that the participating organi-
zation is in a position where experiences can be used beyond the
project. We, therefore, implemented CommunityTapestry as real-
time dashboards in GrimoireLab [19], which is an open-source
analytics toolkit and a part of the CHAOSS project [19]. Grimoire-
Lab allowed us to integrate real-time data across multiple platforms
such as GitHub repositories and Stack Overflow (see Figure 1).

Data Mining. In accordance with the design agreed upon with
our PD partners, we used GitHub, Git, and Stack Overflow as the
primary data sources for CommunityTapestry (see Figure 1). Gri-
moireLab leverages a PythonAPI for fetching data from repositories,
which enables us to access all retrieved items from the repositories
as dictionaries (JSON documents), including PRs and PR comments.
The Perceval library [31] then streamlines the process of obtaining
24 hours of continuous updates from the repository, capturing only
incremental changes. This not only ensures that our dashboard
stays consistently current but it also provides immediate insight
into the project’s ongoing activities, thereby enabling project main-
tainers to take proactive measures in a timely manner.

Meta-data and identity management. Our dashboard uses
SortingHat, a relational database-powered tool, to identify the ac-
tivities of human contributors in an OSS project. Bots have become
increasingly prevalent in contemporary software development for
tasks such as automated code review [82, 83], and SortingHat allows
us to filter out bot activities.

SortingHat also helps us associate human contributors with their
affiliations. For example, if a contributor’s accounts in platforms
such as GitHub, Git, and Stack Overflow are registered with a
non-corporate domain like gmail.com, we classify their affiliation
as “affiliation unknown". However, if any of their accounts are
associatedwith corporate domains such as google.com or apple.com,
we can appropriately assign their contributions to the respective
companies. This prioritization was a modification requested by
our PD partners. Additionally, user IDs that are common across
platforms are merged into a single entity (e.g, user@gmail and
user@google.com are merged).

https://www.figma.com/prototyping/


Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA Mariam Guizani, Zixuan Feng, Emily Judith Arteaga, Luis Cañas-Díaz, Alexander Serebrenik, and Anita Sarma

The data retrieved from multiple sources is then analyzed and
stored in Elasticsearch NoSQL database indexes [21]. GrimoireELK,
another component of GrimoireLab, creates enriched indexes, an
abstraction customized for our visualizations, and incorporates the
merged identities generated by SortingHat. The enriched indexes
then feed into the Kibiter/Kibana component [20] to generate the
visualizations for the dashboard.

Gender classification. To infer the gender of contributors in
our dataset, we used the Namsor API [70], a name recognition tool
that estimates the gender of a full name on a -1 to +1 probability
scale based on geographic information. During our initial iteration
of gender classification, it became evident that relying solely on the
location reported in a GitHub profile for predicting gender can lead
to decreased precision. This is particularly true when the contribu-
tors’ reported GitHub location does not align with the geographic
origin of their name. For instance, this method posed significant
difficulties when dealing with names from Asian countries such
as China, Korea, and Japan. The process of transliterating names
from pictographic characters to Latin letters can often lead to in-
accuracies or multiple valid representations, as discussed by [40].
As noted by Qiu et al. [60], this can cause the accuracy of gender
prediction to drop significantly, in some cases falling below 30%.

To mitigate this issue, we implemented a two-step process. First,
we used the Namsor API to predict the origin of contributors’ names.
Then, we used both the predicted origin and their full names to
predict their gender. To minimize prediction errors, we applied
a threshold and filtered out gender predictions with probabilities
lower than 90% in accordance with prior literature [13, 70].

Next, we manually enhanced the precision of gender prediction.
This task was undertaken by two researchers on our team: one
of Chinese origin and the other an American of Japanese descent.
Together, they identified the Asian names within our dataset and
then equally divided the task of manual verification. The manual
verification process entailed cross-referencing the contributors’
GitHub profiles and LinkedIn pages. If a profile page contained
a clear photo or a stated pronoun, we used that information. In
instances where the photo was unclear, the gender was marked
as unknown. It is important to note that we acknowledge gender
identity extends beyond a binary classification. As such, we have
designed our system to be flexible, allowing for future updates and
modifications to the database.

In total, we manually validated 991 names, out of which 559
remained unpredictable, as they did not provide any profile photo
on their GitHub or LinkedIn page. 191 underwent double-validation
and 45 required corrections from Namsor prediction results (3 from
male to female and 42 from female to male).

4 COMMUNITY TAPESTRY

Let us consider a hypothetical scenario in which Riley, a new PMC
chair in Project B, believes it important to be aware of and im-
prove gender and affiliation diversity within their project. Figure 2
presents one of the dashboard pages of CommunityTapestry (see
Figure 3 for examples of other dashboards pages). The letters in the
figure (e.g., C .) identify the information we will explain below.

Riley begins by navigating to the dashboard “Contribution Reten-
tion Trends” in CommunityTapestry A . She notices the visualiza-
tion that shows the trends of newcomers, contributors who left (i.e.,
inactive in the last six months), and might be leaving (i.e., inactive
in the last 3 months), as well as the retention trend disaggregated by
gender. B . Using this information, Riley notices that while there
is similar retention between men and women in the project (black
line under contributor retention trends in B ), there is a difference
of 20/5 between men and women trends.

Riley decides to dive deeper. She filters the data to the last year.
She reviews the detailed list of women contributors who might
be leaving (the list contains name, # contributions, affiliation, and
last contribution date) to reach out to them, understands what is
happening, and help if possible C .

Note, CommunityTapestry allows filtering the visualizations by
different criteria: time D , affiliation name and gender E . These
filters can be applied by clicking on the visualization or typing.

Riley wonders if the inactive women are because they were
affiliated with a company that stopped contributing. She then looks
at the list of contributors who might be leaving C . Riley notices
two women from the company “A3”3 leaving the project, so she
reaches out to them to find out if the reason was a personal decision
or a company-related decision.

4.1 Additional dashboards

CommunityTrapestry has two additional dashboards that can be
disaggregated by gender or affiliation. Each dashboard contains
different visualizations that are described below.

Communication. The communication dashboard (Figure 3a)
depicts the PRs interactions between contributors, disaggregated
by affiliation or gender. This dashboard has four visualizations. (1)
PRs overview, which shows the number of PRs by group (i.e., gender,
affiliation), comments, and likes. (2) Time to merge PRs, displays the
average time (in days) a group (i.e., gender, affiliation) has to wait
to get their PR merged in descending order. (3) PRs communication
network is a graph where nodes are contributors, and the edges link
contributors commenting and reviewing on the same PR. The size of
the nodes reflects the number of PRs authored by a contributor, and
the thickness of an edge reflects the number of PRs between two
nodes (i.e., contributors). The colors differentiate the disaggregated
groups (i.e., gender, affiliation) and are displayed in a legend. (4)
PRs that need attention lists PRs that did not receive any comments
and their details. This visualization contains the links to the PRs
and the contributor information (name, affiliation, gender).

Types of Contributions. The types of contributions dashboard
(Figure 3b) details the different kinds of contributions in an OSS
project using the gender and affiliation lenses. This dashboard has
four sets of visualizations. (1) Contributors, this set contains two
visualizations presenting the percentage of contributors and the
total number of contributors, both broken down by affiliation or
gender. (2) PRs, this set has four visualizations: [i] PRs proportion
over timewhich shows the percentage of PRs during a certain period
of time disaggregated by gender or affiliation. [ii] PRs evolution
over time displays the evolution of PRs counts over time by group
3We have anonymized the names and affiliations here for confidentiality reasons.
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Figure 2: Walkthrough of the CommunityTapestry contributor retention trend. Contributors’ names and affiliations have been deducted for

anonymization purposes.“A” stands for affiliation and “WC” stands for woman contributor and “MC” is man contributor.

(a) Types of contributions by affiliation

dashboard

(b) Communication by gender dashboard

Figure 3: Example of two of the dashboards of CommunityTapestry. Contributors’ names and affiliations have been deducted for anonymization

purposes. See Figure 2 caption.

(i.e., gender, affiliation). [iii] PRs count shows the total count of
PRs within a group (i.e., gender, affiliation). [iv] PRs days to merge
displays the number of days before merging a PR disaggregated by
gender or affiliation. (3) Issues, this set consists of four visualizations
that are similar to the ones mentioned in (2) but present information
related to the issue’s contributions. (4) StackOverflow, this last set
of four visualizations contains information on StackOverflow’s
questions and answers. This set is similar to information in (2) and
(3). All dashboard pages allow filtering by different criteria such as

time, gender, and affiliation.

5 EVALUATING FOR INCLUSIVITY

Given the focus of CommunityTapestry on inclusion, we paid spe-
cial attention to ensuring that the CommunityTapestry itself is
inclusive, i.e., supporting diverse cognitive styles. To identify and
fix usability and inclusivity bugs, we used the Why/Where/Fix
debugging process [34]. This process is based on the GenderMag
cognitive walkthrough method [10] and Information Architecture
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[67]. In aWhy/Where/Fix evaluation, designers of software iden-
tify use cases for their system and perform a cognitive walkthrough
to identify inclusivity bugs—why they arise (which cognitive styles
are unsupported), where they manifest, and how to fix them.

TheWhy/Where/Fix process relies on personas with a customiz-
able background to reflect the background of users along with a
set of five cognitive styles. During the Why/Where/Fix process,
the participants are requested to reflect on (in)ability of the per-
sona to accomplish specific tasks using the software, e.g., to find
information about the affiliation diversity of the persona’s project.

We selected the Abi persona as the cognitive styles embedded
in this persona tend to be overlooked [7, 9]. Abi-like individuals
have the following cognitive styles: (i) Task-oriented motivation:
use technology for what they can accomplish with it, and not for
the enjoyment of technology per se [8, 11, 48]; (ii) Comprehensive
information processing styles: gather fairly complete information
about a task before proceeding [51, 63]; (iii) Lower computer self-
efficacy as compared to their peers; Computer self-efficacy relates
with a person’s confidence about succeeding at a specific task,
which influences their use of cognitive strategies, persistence, and
strategies for coping with obstacles; (iv) Higher risk aversion: when
trying out new features [14, 18], which impact their decisions about
the feature they use; and (v) Learning by Process: instead of playfully
experimenting (“tinker”) with software features new to them [2, 8,
12]. We customized the Abi persona to reflect the background of a
PMC member in the project (e.g., work on this particular project).

We selected five use cases that resulted in 41 evaluation ques-
tions related to users’ goals and interface actions. These questions
spanned each of the dashboards in CommunityTapestry: 20 ques-
tions related to the types-of-contribution dashboard, 14 questions
regarding the communication dashboard, and 9 questions related
the trends dashboard. Our evaluations identified a total of 10 us-
ability bugs (24%), 9 of which were inclusivity bugs (22%), that is,
bugs resulting because Abi’s cognitive styles were unsupported.

We then designed and implemented fixes to CommunityTaspesty.
An experienced researcher with the GenderMagmethod then reeval-
uated the fixes using GenderMag moments [38], a fragment of a
GenderMag session where the evaluation targets specific feature
just-in-time. Our redesign reduced the number of usability bugs
from 24% to 5%, and inclusivity bugs from 22% to 2%. Note, that the
two usability bugs and the one inclusivity bug that we did not fix
were related to the UI of the toolkit that we used. For example a
usability bug that we could not fix is the size and position of the
clock used to select the time period to display information.

6 EVALUATINGWITH FUTURE USERS

A key aspect of evaluating prototypes and design through par-
ticipatory design (PD) is to evaluate them with future users in
their natural environment [4, 5]. These evaluations range from
informal observation, interviews to surveys. We evaluated Com-
munityTaspesty with future users–Project Management Committee
(PMC) members and committers of Project B–with data extracted
from their own project through observations of their unguided ex-
plorations of the dashboards.

In this evaluation, we aim to answer two evaluation questions:

EQ1: how the dashboards affect participants’ awareness of diver-
sity and turnover and their plans to take action? and EQ2 how
participants use the diversity and turnover information?

We designed our evaluation collaboratively with our PD partners.
The first and third authors: (1) iterated over the study questions
and tasks, and held weekly meetings with the research team to
refine the study, (2) discussed the study design with the PMC Chair
of Project-B, (3) sandboxed the protocol with researchers at our
university until there were no more changes required to the study
protocol (7 rounds), and (4) piloted the study with the PMC chair.

Recruitment. Our PD partners suggested evaluating the dash-
board with both PMC members and committers, since they would
use the dashboard differently: PMCs will benefit from a project
overview to set community goals, committers can take immediate
actions such as reviewing or accepting a “languishing” PR. Both
roles are important to create a healthy open-source ecosystem.

We recruited participants in two stages. In the first stage, the
PMC chair shared our study advertisement with the project commit-
tee (PMC and committers) through the project’s mailing list, after
which we sent personalized emails to individuals in the organiza-
tion whose email address was publicly available (with consent from
the PMC Chair). Six participants responded, agreeing to participate
(a 5.2% response rate). These evaluation sessions were 1-hour long
and conducted online (via Zoom). To recruit additional participants,
the PMC chair recommended we attend the conference held by the
organization. In this second stage, we performed nine, in-person
evaluations at the conference.

Study Protocol The study included 3 parts (see Supplemental
document [1]) and was approved by our university IRB. The first
part was a pre-study questionnaire that collected demographic
information about participants’ gender, role, and their activities in
the project. We collected this information to investigate if these
aspects impact participant interactions with the dashboards.

Next, we wanted to familiarize the participants with the dash-
board features. In the online sessions, we provided participants
with a link and credentials to CommunityTapestry. We then guided
their exploration through the dashboard (same as in Figures 2 and
3, but with real project data) with a set of question prompts such as:
“Which affiliation has had on average the longest time to have their
PR merged?”, “Have issue contributions decreased or increased
among men? Among women? ” For the in-person sessions, since
time was limited, we provided participants with short videos of the
first author navigating through the same dashboard and answering
the same questions as above.

We then asked the participants to freely explore each dashboard
while thinking aloud. After they finished exploring a dashboard,
participants answered Likert-scale questions on their likelihood
of using the information presented in that dashboard. They also
answered 2 open-ended questions on: (1) Is there any other way you
would use the [dashboard] that we did not cover? and (2) Is there
any other information you would like to see in this dashboard? For
each question, participants were asked to explain their answers.

We wrapped up the evaluation session with a post-study ques-
tionnaire, which included the questions from the pre-study ques-
tionnaire as well as questions related to the dashboard’s usefulness
and usability. Upon completion of the study, we thanked our par-
ticipants and compensated them with a $50 gift card as a token of
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appreciation, a common practice in similar studies [57].
Participant characteristics. We reached out to 23 PMC mem-

bers and 68 committers. The demographics of our participants are
skewed towards men (14 identified as men and only one as women
as per their demographic questionnaire response). This imbalance is
a reflection of the gender imbalance in the community itself. There
are no women in the PMC and just seven committers who are
women. The percentage of women in our participant pool matches
that of the community (both at 7%). Five of our 15 participants were
PMC members, and ten were project committers. Their experience
in their current role ranged from less than 1 year of experience to 6
to 10 years of experience. For 10 of our 15 participants, contributing
to project B was part of their primary employment.

Data analysis. We used descriptive statistics and qualitative
coding [29] to analyze our data. Two researchers independently
analyzed and open-coded the screen recordings and transcripts of
participants from the online sessions. We used the screen record-
ing to analyze the specific dashboard information that was used
by participants and for what purpose. Then, the two researchers
performed two rounds of negotiated agreement on the top-level
categories (three), they then added subcategories to these resulting
in a final set of eight codes. After this, one of the researchers went
back to the transcripts and re-coded them as needed. The two re-
searchers then used the resulting codebook to qualitatively code
the in-person data. To ensure the reliability of the coding, they first
independently coded 20% of the data and calculated the IRR percent
of agreement. The consensus level was 91%. Given this level of
consensus, the researchers split up the coding for the remainding
data.

The codebook consists of three top-level categories namely in-
sight, explain, and action, that reflects how participants verbal-
ized the use of the information they found in the dashboards in their
free-form exploration. For example, when participants verbalized
synthesized information that they have formed from the dashboard
(e.g., “I am surprised by this one, [name of company] because I don’t
know it... ”(P3)), we coded such information as an insight. In cases
where the participant shared a reason or explanation (e.g., “...[com-
pany name] is consulting company. So they will do some projects, and
you know they’ll do project end to end...and they will kind of loop
out...” (P1)), we coded it as an explain. In some cases, Communi-
tyTapestry served as a springboard for participants to take and/or
think of future actions (e.g., “...almost certainly that would be a good
time to reach out to somebody because that’s somebody who is given a
lot to the project and understanding what is going on...”(P4)) to which
we assigned the code action.

These three top-level categories were then enriched with 8
sub-categories. First, insight and explain were subdivided into
project and case related. For instance, an explanation could be
about a project (e..g, its culture or practices) or about a specific case
that a participant was exploring in the dashboard (e.g., a specific
contributor who left the project). Second, we subdivided action
into three types of future actions that participants verbalized they
would take (i.e., action-community, action-personal, action-
affiliation). A fourth code, action-explore, was used to iden-
tify cases where participants navigated outside of the Community-
Tapestry (e.g., GitHub profile) for additional information.

Figure 4: Likert Scale responses for Pre-Survey and Post-Survey.

Black dots: median responses. Outliers are not depicted to emphasize

the overall trends.

6.1 Findings

Next, we discuss the overall usefulness and diversity awareness be-
fore and after the introduction of CommunityTapestry. We then de-
tail how participants used the information of CommunityTapestry
and their likelihood of using this information in the future.

6.1.1 EQ1: Overall usefulness and awareness. We analyzed the re-
sponses from two 5-point Likert scale questions on the dashboard
usefulness and plan for continued use from Qiu et al. [59]. Over-
all, participants reported that the dashboard was useful to them
(Q_usefulness: Med = 4, SD = 1) and that they would continue to use
it (Q_continue to use: Med = 4, SD = 0.64). CommunityTapestry’s po-
tential to inspire action was reflected by the post-survey responses
where most participants reported that the dashboard helped iden-
tify aspects to improve (Med = 4, SD = 0.74) and will have an effect
on their actions (Med = 4, SD = 0.88).

Figure 4 depicts the distributions of Likert scale responses in
the pre- and post-evaluation questions about their awareness of
each diversity lens (e.g., awareness of gender diversity) and plan to
take action questions (e.g., I plan to take action to improve gender
diversity). The distribution of responses (Figure 4) for awareness
questions (Q1-gender, Q3-affiliation, Q5-turnover) show an upward
distribution shift between the pre- and post-evaluation questions,
although the median (Med=4) stays the same for Q1 and Q3. The
reason for the median staying the same could be because of self-
selection bias; participants who volunteered might those who care
about and are already aware of the diversity in their project. There
is a 1-point improvement in awareness for Q5. The increase in
median awareness about turnover could be due to the unexpected
nature of this information as explained by P5, “So that [turnover]
definitely is generally like high across the boards for percent who left
I wouldn’t have expected it to be that high.”(P5)

When it comes to planning to take action to improve, we see
distribution shift for Q6-turnover, and median shifts for Q2-gender
and Q6-turnover. A reason for both distribution and median shifts
for turnover could be its importance to project health, as P4 explains
“if you notice trends of either a specific gender or a specific affiliation
leaving that indicates that we might need to act in some way.” Over-
all, while CommunityTapestry did not have an effect on action to
improve gender and affiliation diversity, it helped move the aware-
ness distribution upward for gender, affiliation, and turnover and
participants reported they planned future action to improve the
turnover trend within their project.
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Figure 5: Information usage. The number in the circles show the number of participants who used [specific] information for insight, explain,

or action. The vertical bar charts reflect the frequency of usage of an information source and the horizontal bar charts denote the frequency

of a particular information use (e.g., insight-project) across all participants. Information sources are annotated with an (A) or (G) when that

information source was disaggregated only by that lens (Affiliation or Gender).

6.1.2 (EQ2): Information Use. We first look at how the information
was used (EQ2a) during the think aloud sessions and then likelihood
of participants using this information for their own use based on
the post-study questionnaire (EQ2b).

EQ2a - Information usage. In their free form explorations,
participants used the dashboard information to (1) get insights, (2)
get an explanation for the insight, and (3) take action at different
levels, as reflected in our codeset in Section 6. Figure 5 depicts how
participants used the dashboard information. The first dimension
(vertical bar chart) shows the frequency of insights, explanations,
and actions generated from a particular piece of information. The
second dimension (horizontal bar chart) shows the frequency of
which information was used (i.e. insights, explanations, actions).

Participants most frequently used CommunityTapestry to get
insights about the project (Figure 5, rows 1 and 2) whether at the
project level or related to a specific case (e.g., a specific affiliation
leaving the project). Actions in general and actions related to the
community, were the second most frequent information usage.

Next, we present specific examples of information usage, by
selecting the top three information sources in Figure 5: (1) PR
communication network (2) PRs that need attention, and (3) overall
contributors joining/ leaving.

PR communication network: While navigating the dashboard,
participants verbalized insights they gained about their projects.
For instance, Participants (P1, P4, P6, P9, P12) realized that they
had cliques because of their project review culture “it does stand

out that there are these clusters of people with same affiliations re-
viewing each other’s code” (P1) and “[nodes] contributing to [project],
but they are not attached to the main network” (P12). They had a
possible explanation for it: “the main contributors to [Project B] are
people inside [main affiliation]” (P12). Seven participants (P2, P3,
P4, P5, P6, P7, P9, P14) articulated explanations for specific cases
they observed. For example, P5 noted a possible reason for the clus-
ters in the network: “[they are] working on maybe this at the same
company on the same features, and therefore you have you know,
you’re communicating more because you have more context that’s
shared” (P5). P7 explained the reason for the main cluster in the
network: “[Company employees] are reviewing everything, and so
pretty much all nodes are going to be connected to [company], and
we’ve learned to review each other’s code a lot” (P7). P9 explained
reviewer clusters were because: “the project is quite large, It is not
possible to understand a piece of code for everybody” (P9).

However, the reviewer clusters made them realize that com-
munity members should aim to learn from each other: “knowledge
sharing is important as well because at least key contributors ... should
be aware of what is happening” (P9).

In total 6 participants (P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P9) were inspired to take
a community-related actions. For instance, some shared that they
would “try to bring them [isolated sub networks] into the fold” (P2)
and “split the [review] load that goes to this person to not block” (P3).
The communication network inspired other types of actions (P1,
P5, P8, P6). For example, P1, P5, P8 said they would use the network
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(A) as a recognition mechanism: “this dashboard will correspond
to our job, or like our productivity” (P8) and “as an employee of a
company that wants to get promoted. I might use this to show my
impact to show that I am supporting lots of people doing reviews for
lots of people” (P1). P5 stated that they would use the network to:
“know who is well connected,...If there was a really big change that I
wanted to try to orchestrate...so that would be a really good person to
reach...getting their thoughts on it early” (P5).

PR that need attention: When reviewing the table of PRs that
need attention, participants realized the large number of PRs with-
out any comment. Participant P8 explained: “We have a PR bot to
auto-assign reviewers ... Although this bot I know, I often ignore it
because it’s sometimes accurate, and sometimes it makes some noise”
(P8). Participants felt that the overall table to be “very helpful for
the maintainer” (P8). For individual contributors, the project con-
text was instrumental in helping them use this information. For
instance, P1 looking at a particular PR in the table explains: “he’s
[PR author] kind of actually a fish in the water in the community...
He doesn’t need help just because I know him. And so in this case, if
this PR hasn’t received comments, it’s because he’s not interested in
moving it forward” (P1). On the other hand, when observing the
same information about another contributor, P1 shared: “out of
the people that I don’t know, or that I know, that are not inside the
community very much, I might look at their PRs in detail” (P1).

The information provided by CommunityTapestry inspired som
participants (P1, P2, P3, P6, P12) to explore outside of the tool and
get additional information such as GitHub PR, e.g., when partici-
pants noticed an affiliation or newcomers with a high number of
contributions that they did not know (P1, P3, P2, P6), or when they
noticed a PR that needed attention (P1, P3, P12)—one that did not
receive any comments yet “can I check this one? I think there are
comments [in the PR body in GitHub]... Oh, it is the same person
commenting on himself...that doesn’t count” (P12).

Trends of contributors joining/leaving: Participants (P4, P5,
P13) shared project insights and possible explanations about their
community composition in terms of gender where “it definitely
seems like statistically, there are more men that join per month the
project than women” (P13) and the trends of joining and leaving
suggest the presence of one time contributors “the charts are very
correlated like for example, here the newcomer’s line and the people
who left line are both very long. It makes me think that there might
be people that make one single contribution” (P1).

These insights inspired participants to reflect on how to increase
contributors retention, especially of women contributors. For in-
stance, participants shared the need to “connect them [newcomers]
to people who have been retained previously so that they can kind of
have a more personalized experience in how they can be retained” (P2)
and “trying to be extra prompt on PR reviews and kind of flagging
PR reviews from you know, under-represented groups, can be helpful”
(P4), especially when “the number of women is small enough that
you can look at individual cases” (P1). Participants recommended to
involve active newcomers in further aspects of the project: “They
[newcomer] are like, having have contributed very, very big things to
me that I would, involve them in a design review” (P11).

EQ2b - Likelihood of information usage. After using each
dashboard participants provided their opinion on the likelihood
(5-point Likert scale) of using the information provided in that
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Figure 6: Dashboard information sets ranked by usage likelihood.

The likelihood is a response to Likert Scale questions about partici-

pants using different pieces of information. Each square represents

an information source within CommunityTapestry. “A” or “G" rep-

resent information sources disaggregated by affiliation or gender,

respectively. “B” denotes both diversity lenses.

dashboard. Overall there were 34 information sources. We grouped
related information sources together into five information sets (Fig-
ure 6). For example, the Need Attention set includes information
such as, “days to merge PR”, “days to first attention to issues” and
“PR that needs attention”. In Figure 6 each box represents an infor-
mation source and is annotated by “A”, “G” or “B” if that information
source was disaggregated by Affiliation-only, Gender-only, or both,
respectively. Using participant’s Likert scale responses, we calcu-
lated the percentage of participants who were at least “likely” to
use said information (see the colors in Figure 6).

Information that participants reported they were most likely to
use was in the Need attention set. For example, 90% of partici-
pants were at least likely to use the “PRs that did not receive any
comments”, both for gender and affiliation disaggregations (see
Figure 6, row 3, col 1). This is probably because the information in
this set allows participants to take remediation action. For instance,
P15 shared: “I might have unconsciously prioritized contributions
from advanced users of Project B, and I think for the project to be
successful we should increase the state of affiliation diversity” (P15).
Others reported that they actively sought out items that needed
attention and the dashboard makes it easier. P4 said:“We already
have patterns of rotating through and looking for PRs that are out of
date, and this would make it a lot easier”.

Information about trends was the next most likely to be used
information. The trends were useful for participants to identify
“worrisome" patterns that would prompt them to take action. For
example, P9 shared “these numbers, of course, are interesting to see
like a strong trend that in some ways is a sign to talk to people that
represent such groups”. Another way trends were useful was to
understand the impact of a change or decision. P4 said: “overtime
view is helpful for evaluating tools [migrating from Jira to Github
issues]...did that have an impact on specific contributors...did that
help more people from these backgrounds enter into the project” (P4).

Participants preferred the affiliation lens over the gender lens
across the information sets (Figure 6). This might be due to the fact
that there is already some level of awareness about gender diversity
in the project, as explained by P1 “there’s not that many women,
so we can just look at individuals directly we don’t need to look at
percentages” (P1). Further, Project B is used by multiple companies
that have dedicated contributing teams where “if there was sort of
an unexplained mass exodus from a given affiliation...that might have
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a really big impact on the overall health of the project” (P5).

7 DISCUSSIONS

7.1 Reflections from participatory design.

A key principle of PD is mutual learning between users and de-
signers and reporting reflections on the process through which
the product is developed [69]. To help with our learning of the
organization needs, we selected our PD partners to include a wider
set of stakeholders than just members of Project B. Each of our PD
partners had different priorities and concerns and our discussions
helped in mutual learning of the different constraints governing our
PD partners. For example, some of the diversity lenses of particular
interest to the ASF (region, English proficiency) was of less concern
to Project B, whose context was a company sponsored project that
is seeing rapid growth and adoption. At the same time, we had to
align the constraints of our infrastructure provider, where a key
constraint was the ability to maintain the infrastructure and work
using the information sources that they were already collecting.
Additional information sources such as, social media or event ac-
tivities that signal non-code activities was of particular interest to
Project B’s community manger, but it turned out to be infeasible to
be added to GrimoireLabs, the underlying dashboard infrastructure.

As researchers, we learned several things. We better understood
the conflicting priorities existing in a hybrid project that includes
paid contributors and volunteers. For example, the Project B PMC
chair had to be particularly cognizant of “satisfying the needs” of
contributors from company sponsors, before being able to put re-
sources to meet other needs. They also had to navigate the “politics”
of reviewer cliques and how this reflected on the project, especially
to those outside the company. There was concern about whether
patterns that were now visible through the dashboard would have a
negative impact on morale and sponsorship, both of which impact
retention. We had long conversations of what type of demographic
information could be inferred and if they should be surfaced in the
dashboard and whether the dashboard should be public. At the end,
it was decided to have the dashboard visible only to the PMC, then
increase the visibility to those who have commit access. Whether
the dashboard would be public would be determined based on how
the community adopts the dashboard and its impact on the project.

Finally, our conversations made us realize that the information
extracted from the dashboard, its signals, and its fit within the
future users’ process was more important than the dashboard itself.
Thus, we focused a large portion of our evaluation on this topic.

7.2 Limitations

This section presents the limitations and the reliability of our results
from the perspective of qualitative work [49] as well as quantitative
analysis [47]. Our decision to use Participatory Design (PD) as our
research method, which contextualizes the results to a specific or-
ganizational context, affects the generalizability of our findings. It
is possible that other communities with different demographic dis-
tributions may prioritize different diversity lenses and find different
information sources to be more useful. However, we believe that
PD allowed us to deeply understand the organizational context and
needs of Project B and situate the intervention to their needs, which
outweighed PD’s drawbacks. Another factor to consider is the small

sample size (15) of evaluation participants. We attempted to miti-
gate this threat by recruiting both PMC members and committers,
both from online venues as well as from the organization-sponsored
conference. The evaluation of the impact of our prototype is left as
the future. The next steps in the PD will examine whether Project B
adopts the CommunityTapestry and in what capacity.

Another issue could be the reliability of our findings. We sought
to mitigate this issue using validated questions and questions from
prior literature when possible. We worked closely with our PD part-
ners and sandboxed and piloted the evaluation instruments to avoid
any such issues. The second issue could be the reliability of our
qualitative analysis. To avoid misinterpretation in the qualitative
coding of our data, two researchers independently coded the data
and performed two rounds of a negotiated agreement for the online
evaluations (phase-1), and got 91% IRR when coding the data from
the in-person evaluations (phase-2).

For the quantitative analysis, first and foremost, we acknowledge
that gender is not binary and that the only reliable way to know
one’s gender identity is to ask the person themselves. However,
such an approach does not scale, so we had to use algorithmic tools
such as NamSor. We attempted to reduce potential errors to the
extent possible as explained in Section 3. We stress that this is a lim-
itation of the evaluation rather than of CommunityTapestry itself:
in the future, OSS projects might adopt different ways of record-
ing the contributors’ gender, e.g., by expecting them to indicate
their preferred pronouns on GitHub—the way CommunityTapestry
works will not be affected.

Finally, we acknowledge the possibility of self-selection bias,
where evaluation participants might have been contributors who
cared about diversity in their projects. We minimized the effects
of this by reaching out to participants with different levels of ex-
pertise and agency in the project (i.e., PMC members, committers).
Exhaustion and distraction may also have affected online evalua-
tion participants. To minimize this risk, each session lasted at most
one hour. We also made an effort to scope our evaluation questions.

8 CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we reported our experiences and outcome in design-
ing, developing, and evaluating a dynamic real-time dashboard,
called CommunityTapestry. CommunityTapestry prioritizes three
factors: gender diversity, organizational affiliation diversity, and
contributor turnover. First, the focus on gender diversity acknowl-
edges the challenges OSS is facing in this area. The dashboard aims
to promote inclusivity and track progress within the community by
monitoring project signals. Second, it emphasizes affiliation diver-
sity, recognizing the evolving nature of open-source collaboration.
By capturing the involvement of both companies and volunteer
contributors, the dashboard provides insights into the changing
dynamics of OSS projects. Finally, the dashboard helps monitor
contributor turnover, a crucial aspect of sustaining OSS projects.
Tracking turnover rates can enable projects to identify negative
trends and implement solutions to retain contributors.

Our evaluation of CommunityTapestry with future users shows
promise about the usefulness of aggregating information as done
in our dashboards. Evaluation participants were particularly inter-
ested in tracking trends among contributor turnover with a focus on
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affiliation diversity. The dashboards helped participants get insight
about their project practices (e.g., reviewing culture), be able to
explain certain phenomenon (e.g., an explanation of why a group of
contributors became inactive), and most importantly have the infor-
mation to take action. For instance, participants were interested in
monitoring items that needed attention and trends of contributors
who might be leaving to take remedial actions. where “the good
thing about might be leaving is that it could be actionable, you might
be able to do something about it” (P5).

The ability to drill down on specific items (e.g., contributor de-
tails of someone who hasn’t received PR comments) allowed to
either know what action to take (e.g., respond to PR if a newcomer)
or recognize that its not a concern (e.g., a core contributor who
does not need any input). Participants recognized the dashboards’
potential not only in the short term but also in the long run, as
highlighted by P7: “I think this is like the best dashboard for overall
project help that I would look at and again gives me the chance to see
the results of targeted interventions most clearly” (P7).



Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA Mariam Guizani, Zixuan Feng, Emily Judith Arteaga, Luis Cañas-Díaz, Alexander Serebrenik, and Anita Sarma

REFERENCES

[1] 2023. Supplemental material. https://zenodo.org/record/8206598.
[2] Laura Beckwith, Cory Kissinger, Margaret Burnett, Susan Wiedenbeck, Joseph

Lawrance, Alan Blackwell, and Curtis Cook. 2006. Tinkering and gender in
end-user programmers’ debugging. In ACM CHI Conference.

[3] Jacob T Biehl, Mary Czerwinski, Greg Smith, and George G Robertson. 2007.
FASTDash: a visual dashboard for fostering awareness in software teams. In
Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on Human factors in computing systems.
1313–1322.

[4] Susanne Bødker, Christian Dindler, Ole S Iversen, and Rachel C Smith. 2022.
What Is Participatory Design? In Participatory Design. Springer, 5–13.

[5] Claus Bossen, Christian Dindler, and Ole Sejer Iversen. 2016. Evaluation in
participatory design: a literature survey. In Proceedings of the 14th Participatory
Design Conference: Full papers-Volume 1. 151–160.

[6] Amiangshu Bosu and Kazi Zakia Sultana. 2019. Diversity and inclusion in open
source software (OSS) projects: Where do we stand?. In ACM/IEEE International
Symposium on Empirical Software Engineering and Measurement. IEEE, 1–11.

[7] Margaret Burnett, Robin Counts, Ronette Lawrence, and Hannah Hanson. 2017.
Gender HCI and Microsoft: Highlights from a Longitudinal Study. In IEEE Sym-
posium on Visual Languages and Human-Centric Computing. IEEE, 139–143.

[8] Margaret Burnett, Scott D Fleming, Shamsi Iqbal, Gina Venolia, Vidya Rajaram,
Umer Farooq, Valentina Grigoreanu, and Mary Czerwinski. 2010. Gender dif-
ferences and programming environments: across programming populations. In
ESEM 2010. ACM.

[9] Margaret Burnett, Anicia Peters, Charles Hill, and Noha Elarief. 2016. Finding
Gender-inclusiveness Software Issues with GenderMag: A Field Investigation. In
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. ACM, 2586–2598.

[10] Margaret Burnett, Simone Stumpf, Jamie Macbeth, Stephann Makri, Laura Beck-
with, Irwin Kwan, Anicia Peters, and William Jernigan. 2016. GenderMag: A
Method for Evaluating Software’s Gender Inclusiveness. Interacting with Com-
puters 28, 6 (2016), 760–787.

[11] Margaret M Burnett, Laura Beckwith, Susan Wiedenbeck, Scott D Fleming, Jill
Cao, Thomas H Park, Valentina Grigoreanu, and Kyle Rector. 2011. Gender
pluralism in problem-solving software. Interacting with Computers (2011).

[12] Jill Cao, Kyle Rector, Thomas H Park, Scott D Fleming, Margaret Burnett, and
Susan Wiedenbeck. 2010. A debugging perspective on end-user mashup pro-
gramming. In Symp. on Visual Languages and Human-Centric Computing. IEEE
.

[13] Elian Carsenat. 2019. Inferring gender from names in any region, language, or
alphabet. https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.11516.90247

[14] Gary Charness and Uri Gneezy. 2012. Strong evidence for gender differences in
risk taking. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization (2012).

[15] Amreeta Chatterjee, Mariam Guizani, Catherine Stevens, Jillian Emard, Mary Eve-
lyn May, Margaret Burnett, and Iftekhar Ahmed. 2021. AID: An automated
detector for gender-inclusivity bugs in OSS project pages. In 2021 IEEE/ACM 43rd
International Conference on Software Engineering (ICSE). IEEE, 1423–1435.

[16] CHAOSS Community. 2021. Metrics for Event Organizers - CHAOSS. https:
//chaoss.community/metrics-for-event-organizers/

[17] Swanand J Deodhar, KBC Saxena, Rajen K Gupta, and Mikko Ruohonen. 2012.
Strategies for software-based hybrid business models. The Journal of Strategic
Information Systems 21, 4 (2012), 274–294.

[18] Thomas Dohmen, Armin Falk, David Huffman, Uwe Sunde, Jürgen Schupp, and
Gert G Wagner. 2011. Individual risk attitudes: measurement, determinants, and
behavioral consequences. Journal of the European Economic Association (2011).

[19] Santiago Dueñas, Valerio Cosentino, Jesus M Gonzalez-Barahona, Alvaro
del Castillo San Felix, Daniel Izquierdo-Cortazar, Luis Cañas-Díaz, and Al-
berto Pérez García-Plaza. 2021. GrimoireLab: A toolset for software development
analytics. PeerJ Computer Science 7 (2021), e601.

[20] Elastic. 2021. Kibana: Your window into the Elastic Stack.
[21] Elasticsearch B.V. [n.d.]. Elasticsearch. https://github.com/elastic/elasticsearch.

Accessed May 8, 2023.
[22] Zixuan Feng, Amreeta Chatterjee, Anita Sarma, and Iftekhar Ahmed. 2022. A case

study of implicit mentoring, its prevalence, and impact in Apache. In Proceedings
of the 30th ACM Joint European Software Engineering Conference and Symposium
on the Foundations of Software Engineering. 797–809.

[23] Zixuan Feng, Mariam Guizani, Marco A Gerosa, and Anita Sarma. 2023. The
State of Diversity and Inclusion in Apache: A Pulse Check. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2303.16344 (2023).

[24] Fabio Ferreira, Luciana Lourdes Silva, and Marco Tulio Valente. 2020. Turnover in
Open-Source Projects: The Case of Core Developers. In Proceedings of the XXXIV
Brazilian Symposium on Software Engineering. 447–456.

[25] Isabella Ferreira, Jinghui Cheng, and Bram Adams. 2021. The" shut the f** k up"
phenomenon: Characterizing incivility in open source code review discussions.
Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 5, CSCW2 (2021), 1–35.

[26] Matthieu Foucault, Marc Palyart, Xavier Blanc, Gail C Murphy, and Jean-Rémy
Falleri. 2015. Impact of developer turnover on quality in open-source software. In
Proceedings of the 2015 10th Joint Meeting on Foundations of Software Engineering.
829–841.

[27] The Linux Foundation. 2020. Addressing Diversity and Inclusivity. https:
//www.linuxfoundation.org/en/about/diversity-inclusivity/ [Online; accessed
29-March-2021].

[28] Matt Germonprez, Georg JP Link, Kevin Lumbard, and Sean Goggins. 2018. Eight
observations and 24 research questions about open source projects: illuminating
new realities. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 2, CSCW
(2018), 1–22.

[29] Graham Gibbs. 2007. Analyzing Qualitative Data. London, England.
[30] Abdul Rehman Gila, Jafreezal Jaafa, Mazni Omar, and Muhammad Zahid Tunio.

2014. Impact of personality and gender diversity on software development teams’
performance. In 2014 International Conference on Computer, Communications, and
Control Technology (I4CT). IEEE, 261–265.

[31] GrimoireLab. 2021. Perceval: Fetch data from software repositories.
[32] MariamGuizani, AileenAbril Castro-Guzman, Anita Sarma, and Igor Steinmacher.

2023. Rules of Engagement: Why and How Companies Participate in OSS. In 45th
IEEE/ACM International Conference on Software Engineering, ICSE 2023, Melbourne,
Australia, May 14-20, 2023. IEEE, 2617–2629.

[33] Mariam Guizani, Amreeta Chatterjee, Bianca Trinkenreich, Mary Evelyn May,
Geraldine J Noa-Guevara, Liam James Russell, Griselda G Cuevas Zambrano,
Daniel Izquierdo-Cortazar, Igor Steinmacher, Marco A Gerosa, et al. 2021. The
Long Road Ahead: Ongoing Challenges in Contributing to Large OSS Organiza-
tions and What to Do. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 5,
CSCW2 (2021), 1–30.

[34] Mariam Guizani, Igor Steinmacher, Jillian Emard, Abrar Fallatah, Margaret Bur-
nett, and Anita Sarma. 2022. How to Debug Inclusivity Bugs? A Debugging
Process with Information Architecture. In Proceedings of the 2022 ACM/IEEE
44th International Conference on Software Engineering: Software Engineering in
Society (ICSE-SEIS ’22). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY,
USA, 90–101. https://doi.org/10.1145/3510458.3513009

[35] Mariam Guizani, Bianca Trinkenreich, Aileen Abril Castro-Guzman, Igor Stein-
macher, Marco Gerosa, and Anita Sarma. 2022. Perceptions of the State of D&I and
D&I Initiative in the ASF. In Proceedings of the 2022 ACM/IEEE 44th International
Conference on Software Engineering: Software Engineering in Society. 130–142.

[36] Mariam Guizani, Thomas Zimmermann, Anita Sarma, and Denae Ford. 2022.
Attracting and retaining oss contributors with a maintainer dashboard. In Proceed-
ings of the 2022 ACM/IEEE 44th International Conference on Software Engineering:
Software Engineering in Society. 36–40.

[37] Pranav Gupta and Anita Williams Woolley. 2018. Productivity in an era of
multi-teaming: The role of information dashboards and shared cognition in team
performance. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 2, CSCW
(2018), 1–18.

[38] Claudia Hilderbrand, Christopher Perdriau, Lara Letaw, Jillian Emard, Zoe
Steine-Hanson, Margaret Burnett, and Anita Sarma. 2020. Engineering gender-
inclusivity into software: ten teams’ tales from the trenches. In Proceedings of the
ACM/IEEE 42nd International Conference on Software Engineering. 433–444.

[39] Daniel Izquierdo, Nicole Huesman, Alexander Serebrenik, and Gregorio Robles.
2018. Openstack gender diversity report. IEEE Software 36, 1 (2018), 28–33.

[40] Nadiia Kirnosova and Yuliia Fedotova. 2021. Chinese and Japanese Characters
from the Perspective of Multimodal Studies. Athens Journal of Philology 8 (2021),
1–16.

[41] Meredith B Larkin. 2020. Board gender diversity, corporate reputation and market
performance. International Journal of Banking and Finance 9, 1 (2020), 1–26.

[42] Amanda Lee and Jeffrey C Carver. 2019. FLOSS participants’ perceptions about
gender and inclusiveness: a survey. In 2019 IEEE/ACM 41st International Confer-
ence on Software Engineering (ICSE). IEEE, 677–687.

[43] John M Levine and Hoon-Seok Choi. 2004. Impact of personnel turnover on
team performance and cognition. In Team cognition: Understanding the factors
that drive process and performance, E. Salas and S.M. Fioren (Eds.). American
Psychological Association, 153—-176.

[44] John M Levine, Richard L Moreland, Linda Argote, and Kathleen M Carley. 2005.
Personnel turnover and team performance. Technical Report. PITTSBURGH UNIV
PA.

[45] Zhuoxuan Li and Warren Seering. 2019. Does open source hardware have a
sustainable business model? An analysis of value creation and capture mecha-
nisms in open source hardware companies. In Proceedings of the Design Society:
International Conference on Engineering Design, Vol. 1. Cambridge University
Press, 2239–2248.

[46] Bin Lin and Alexander Serebrenik. 2016. Recognizing gender of stack overflow
users. In Proceedings of the 13th International Conference on Mining Software
Repositories. 425–429.

[47] Yvonna .S. Lincoln and EgonG. Guba. 1985. Naturalistic Inquiry. Sage Publications,
Newbury Park, CA, Chapter Establishing Trustworthiness.

[48] Jane Margolis and Allan Fisher. 2002. Unlocking the clubhouse: women in comput-
ing. MIT Press.

[49] Sharan B Merriam and Elizabeth J Tisdell. 2015. Qualitative research: A guide to
design and implementation. John Wiley & Sons.

[50] André N Meyer, Thomas Fritz, and Thomas Zimmermann. 2019. Fitbit for devel-
opers: self-monitoring at work. Rethinking Productivity in Software Engineering

https://zenodo.org/record/8206598
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.11516.90247
https://chaoss.community/metrics-for-event-organizers/
https://chaoss.community/metrics-for-event-organizers/
https://github.com/elastic/elasticsearch
https://www.linuxfoundation.org/en/about/diversity-inclusivity/
https://www.linuxfoundation.org/en/about/diversity-inclusivity/
https://doi.org/10.1145/3510458.3513009


Unveiling Diversity: Empowering OSS Project Leaders with Community Diversity and Turnover Dashboards Conference’17, July 2017, Washington, DC, USA

(2019), 261–270.
[51] Joan Meyers-Levy and Barbara Loken. 2015. Revisiting gender differences: what

we know and what lies ahead. Journal of Consumer Psychology (2015).
[52] Courtney Miller, David Gray Widder, Christian Kästner, and Bogdan Vasilescu.

2019. Why do people give up flossing? a study of contributor disengagement in
open source. In Open Source Systems: 15th IFIP WG 2.13 International Conference,
OSS 2019, Montreal, QC, Canada, May 26–27, 2019, Proceedings 15. Springer, 116–
129.

[53] Khaireddine Mouakhar and Albéric Tellier. 2017. How do Open Source software
companies respond to institutional pressures? A business model perspective.
Journal of Enterprise Information Management (2017).

[54] Neeshal Munga, Thomas Fogwill, and Quentin Williams. 2009. The adoption
of open source software in business models: a Red Hat and IBM case study. In
Proceedings of the 2009 Annual Research Conference of the South African Institute
of Computer Scientists and Information Technologists. 112–121.

[55] Marco Ortu, Giuseppe Destefanis, Steve Counsell, Stephen Swift, Roberto Tonelli,
and Michele Marchesi. 2017. How diverse is your team? Investigating gender and
nationality diversity in GitHub teams. Journal of Software Engineering Research
and Development 5, 1 (2017), 1–18.

[56] Scott E Page. 2019. The diversity bonus: How great teams pay off in the knowledge
economy. Princeton University Press.

[57] Jessica Pater, Amanda Coupe, Rachel Pfafman, Chanda Phelan, Tammy Toscos,
and Maia Jacobs. 2021. Standardizing Reporting of Participant Compensation
in HCI: A Systematic Literature Review and Recommendations for the Field. In
Proceedings of the 2021 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(CHI ’21). Association for Computing Machinery, Article 141, 16 pages.

[58] Katherine W Phillips, Douglas Medin, Carol D Lee, Megan Bang, Steven Bishop,
and DN Lee. 2014. How diversity works. Scientific American 311, 4 (2014), 42–47.

[59] Huilian Sophie Qiu, Anna Lieb, Jennifer Chou, Megan Carneal, Jasmine Mok,
Emily Amspoker, Bogdan Vasilescu, and Laura Dabbish. 2023. Climate Coach: A
Dashboard for Open-Source Maintainers to Overview Community Dynamics. In
Proceedings of the 2023 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems.
1–18.

[60] Huilian Sophie Qiu, Alexander Nolte, Anita Brown, Alexander Serebrenik, and
Bogdan Vasilescu. 2019. Going Farther Together: The Impact of Social Capital on
Sustained Participation in Open Source. In ACM/IEEE International Conference
on Software Engineering (ICSE ’19). IEEE Press, Piscataway, NJ, USA, 688–699.

[61] Naveen Raman, Minxuan Cao, Yulia Tsvetkov, Christian Kästner, and Bogdan
Vasilescu. 2020. Stress and burnout in open source: Toward finding, understand-
ing, and mitigating unhealthy interactions. In Proceedings of the ACM/IEEE 42nd
International Conference on Software Engineering: New Ideas and Emerging Results.
57–60.

[62] Anirudh Ramchandran, Likang Yin, and Vladimir Filkov. 2022. Exploring Apache
incubator project trajectories with APEX. In Proceedings of the 19th International
Conference on Mining Software Repositories. 333–337.

[63] René Riedl, Marco Hubert, and Peter Kenning. 2010. Are there neural gender
differences in online trust? an fMRI study on the perceived trustworthiness of
eBay offers. MIS Q (2010).

[64] Gregorio Robles, Laura Arjona Reina, Alexander Serebrenik, Bogdan Vasilescu,
and Jesús M González-Barahona. 2014. FLOSS 2013: A survey dataset about
free software contributors: challenges for curating, sharing, and combining. In
Proceedings of the 11th Working Conference on Mining Software Repositories. 396–
399.

[65] Gregorio Robles, Laura Arjona Reina, Jesús M González-Barahona, and Santi-
ago Dueñas Domínguez. 2016. Women in free/libre/open source software: The
situation in the 2010s. In IFIP International Conference on Open Source Systems.
Springer, 163–173.

[66] Gema Rodríguez-Pérez, Reza Nadri, and Meiyappan Nagappan. 2021. Perceived
diversity in software engineering: a systematic literature review. Empir. Softw.
Eng. 26, 5 (2021), 102. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10664-021-09992-2

[67] Louis Rosenfeld and Peter Morville. 2007. Information Architecture for the World
Wide Web (3 ed.). O’Reilly.

[68] Italo Santos, João Felipe Pimentel, Igor Wiese, Igor Steinmacher, Anita Sarma,
and Marco A Gerosa. 2023. Designing for Cognitive Diversity: Improving the
GitHub Experience for Newcomers. arXiv preprint arXiv:2301.10912 (2023).

[69] Douglas Schuler and Aki Namioka. 1993. Participatory design: Principles and

practices. CRC Press.
[70] Paul Sebo. 2021. Performance of gender detection tools: a comparative study of

name-to-gender inference services. Journal of the Medical Library Association:
JMLA 109, 3 (2021), 414.

[71] Pratyush N Sharma, John Hulland, and Sherae Daniel. 2012. Examining turnover
in open source software projects using logistic hierarchical linear modeling
approach. In Open Source Systems: Long-Term Sustainability: 8th IFIP WG 2.13
International Conference, OSS 2012, Hammamet, Tunisia, September 10-13, 2012.
Proceedings 8. Springer, 331–337.

[72] Zeena Spijkerman and Slinger Jansen. 2018. The open source software business
model blueprint: A comparative analysis of 10 open source companies.. In SiBW.
128–143.

[73] Igor Steinmacher, Ana Paula Chaves, Tayana Conte, and Marco Aurélio Gerosa.
2014. Preliminary empirical identification of barriers faced by newcomers to
Open Source Software projects.. In Proceedings of the 28th Brazilian Symposium
on Software Engineering (SBES ’14). IEEE Computer Society, 51–60.

[74] Igor Steinmacher, Tayana Conte, Marco Aurélio Gerosa, and David Redmiles.
2015. Social barriers faced by newcomers placing their first contribution in open
source software projects. In Proceedings of the 18th ACM conference on Computer
supported cooperative work & social computing. 1379–1392.

[75] Igor Steinmacher, Tayana Uchoa Conte, Christoph Treude, and Marco Aurélio
Gerosa. 2016. Overcoming open source project entry barriers with a portal
for newcomers. In Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on Software
Engineering. 273–284.

[76] Igor Steinmacher, Igor Wiese, Ana Paula Chaves, and Marco Aurélio Gerosa.
2013. Why do newcomers abandon open source software projects?. In 2013 6th
International Workshop on Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software Engineering
(CHASE). IEEE, 25–32.

[77] Margaret-Anne Storey and Christoph Treude. 2019. Software engineering dash-
boards: Types, risks, and future. Rethinking Productivity in Software Engineering
(2019), 179–190.

[78] Josh Terrell, AndrewKofink, JustinMiddleton, Clarissa Rainear, EmersonMurphy-
Hill, Chris Parnin, and Jon Stallings. 2017. Gender differences and bias in open
source: Pull request acceptance of women versus men. PeerJ Computer Science 3
(2017), e111.

[79] Bianca Trinkenreich, Mariam Guizani, Igor Wiese, Tayana Conte, Marco Gerosa,
Anita Sarma, and Igor Steinmacher. 2021. Pots of Gold at the End of the Rainbow:
What is Success for Open Source Contributors? IEEE Transactions on Software
Engineering 48, 10 (2021), 3940–3953.

[80] Bianca Trinkenreich, Mariam Guizani, Igor Wiese, Anita Sarma, and Igor Stein-
macher. 2020. Hidden Figures: Roles and Pathways of Successful OSS Contribu-
tors. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 4, CSCW2 (2020),
1–22.

[81] Bogdan Vasilescu, Daryl Posnett, Baishakhi Ray, Mark GJ van den Brand, Alexan-
der Serebrenik, Premkumar Devanbu, and Vladimir Filkov. 2015. Gender and
tenure diversity in GitHub teams. In Proceedings of the 33rd annual ACM confer-
ence on human factors in computing systems. 3789–3798.

[82] Mairieli Santos Wessel, Alexander Serebrenik, Igor Wiese, Igor Steinmacher, and
Marco Aurélio Gerosa. 2020. Effects of Adopting Code Review Bots on Pull
Requests to OSS Projects. In International Conference on Software Maintenance
and Evolution. IEEE, 1–11. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSME46990.2020.00011

[83] Mairieli Santos Wessel, Alexander Serebrenik, Igor Wiese, Igor Steinmacher, and
Marco Aurélio Gerosa. 2022. Quality gatekeepers: investigating the effects of
code review bots on pull request activities. Empir. Softw. Eng. 27, 5 (2022), 108.

[84] Nan Yang, Isabella Ferreira, Alexander Serebrenik, and Bram Adams. 2022. Why
do projects join the Apache Software Foundation?. In 44th International Confer-
ence on Software Engineering: Software Engineering in Society. 161–171.

[85] Likang Yin, Zhuangzhi Chen, Qi Xuan, and Vladimir Filkov. 2021. Sustainability
forecasting for apache incubator projects. In Proceedings of the 29th ACM Joint
Meeting on European Software Engineering Conference and Symposium on the
Foundations of Software Engineering. 1056–1067.

[86] Yuxia Zhang, Minghui Zhou, Audris Mockus, and Zhi Jin. 2019. Companies’
Participation in OSS development–An empirical study of OpenStack. IEEE Trans-
actions on Software Engineering 47, 10 (2019), 2242–2259.

[87] Zimmermann and Sadowski. 2019. The Title of the Chapter. Chapter 2. https:
//doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4842-4221-6

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10664-021-09992-2
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICSME46990.2020.00011
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4842-4221-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4842-4221-6

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Background and Related Work
	3 Research Method
	3.1 Collaborative Prototyping
	3.2 Infrastructuring

	4 Community Tapestry
	4.1 Additional dashboards 

	5 Evaluating for Inclusivity
	6 Evaluating with future Users
	6.1 Findings

	7 Discussions
	7.1 Reflections from participatory design.
	7.2 Limitations

	8 Concluding Remarks
	References

