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Introduction Finding: Half of OSS May Not Receive Attribution Conclusion

Open source software involves more than just contributing code. The data suggest that participants receive credit inconsistently for the work they do (Fig. 3a-b). However, they still feel Much of the work that happens in OSS ecosystems is not visible, not

There are many tasks, from community management to security that are moderately satisfied, regardless of how much credit they receive (Fig. 3c-d). compensated, or both.

essential to open source. (a) Credit from projects, frequency (b) Credit for tasks, frequency We found that approximately half of open source labour does not
| receive credit, and conflicting motivations amidst attribution
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DISCUSSIOn Fig. 3. Distributions of responses to questions about how often people receive credit (a) from specific projects and (b) for specific tasks; and
. o - o distributions for how satisfied individuals are with (c) how often they receive credit and (d) the mediums through which they receive credit. Dots
Our thematic analysis identifies a theme of attributing at cross-purposes — and error bars represent mean values with one standard deviation on the linearized scales.

pursuing diverse motivations through conflicting attribution practices with
limited resources — and its influence on the pervasiveness of invisible labor.

We undertook a series of workshops and interviews, culminating in a survey Extremely dissatisfied - 1
instrument that supported both qualitative and quantitative analysis.

Finding: Visibility Anchoring May Shift Beliefs

The most comprehensive review of OSS motivations to date by von Krogh &

colleagues sifts OSS motivations into extrinsic, intrinsic, and internalized Asking participants about highly visible work (seen by = 2 people) first in our series of questions increased participant frequency
extrinsic drivers of participation. perceptions of partially visible work (seen by 1 other person) and decreased frequency perceptions of low visibility work (seen . .
motivations were often at cross-purposes with one another. (a) Response means by visibility anchoring (b) Response distrib.: Fully visible (seen by 2 or more people)
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Reducing invisibility requires greater compensation. Fig. 4. Responses to “How often did {2 or more people, 1 other person, nobody else} know that you performed those tasks?” as described by

While not all work should be fully visible, we join the feminist position that response (a) means and (b-d) distributions. Participants who saw the questions in ascending order (0,1, 2) tended to report that their work is
more likely to be invisible (seen by nobody else) and less likely to be partially invisible (seen by 1 other person) than those who saw questions in
the descending order (= 2,1,0).

https://opensource.google

workers should receive appropriate compensation for their work.




