arXiv:2403.19394v1 [cs.CY] 28 Mar 2024

Cycling on the Freeway: The Perilous State of Open Source Neuroscience Software

Britta U. Westner^{1,2,*�}, Daniel R. McCloy^{3,*}, Eric Larson^{3,*}, Alexandre Gramfort^4, Daniel S. Katz^5, Arfon M. Smith^6, and invited co-signees

1Department of Cognitive Neuroscience, Donders Institute for Brain, Cognition and Behaviour, Radboud University Medical Center, Nijmegen, The Netherlands 2Donders Centre for Cognition, Donders Institute for Brain, Cognition and Behaviour, Radboud University, Nijmegen, The Netherlands 3Institute for Learning and Brain Sciences, University of Washington, Seattle, WA, United States 4Université Paris-Saclay, Inria, CEA, Palaiseau, France 5NCSA & CS & ECE & iSchool, University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign, Illinois, United States 6GitHub Inc. *Lead authors

Most scientists need software to perform their research (Barker et al., 2020; Carver et al., 2022; Hettrick, 2014; Hettrick et al., 2014; Switters and Osimo, 2019), and neuroscientists are no exception. Whether we work with reaction times, electrophysiological signals, or magnetic resonance imaging data, we rely on software to acquire, analyze, and statistically evaluate the raw data we obtain — or to generate such data if we work with simulations. In recent years there has been a shift toward relying on free, open-source scientific software (FOSSS) for neuroscience data analysis (Poldrack et al., 2019), in line with the broader open science movement in academia (McKiernan et al., 2016) and wider industry trends (Eghbal, 2016). Importantly, FOSSS is typically developed by working scientists (not professional software developers) which sets up a precarious situation given the nature of the typical academic workplace (wherein academics, especially in their early careers, are on short and fixed term contracts). In this paper, we will argue that the existing ecosystem of neuroscientific open source software is brittle, and discuss why and how the neuroscience community needs to come together to ensure a healthy growth of our software landscape to the benefit of all.

open science | open source | neuroscience | electrophysiology Correspondence: britta.westner[at]donders.ru.nl

The neuroscience open source system is moving towards a crisis. The development and especially maintenance of

open source scientific software is labor-intensive, especially when adopting best practices of open science: readability, resilience, and re-use (Connolly et al., 2023). Critically, the survival of any open source software is guaranteed not only by the total number of contributors, but by the number of developers who have a sufficiently complete overview of the source code and the tools and processes in place for maintenance of the project. The Truck Factor (or Bus Factor) quantifies the number of such maintainers for a given project, and can be seen as an indicator of the risk of incomplete knowledge- and capability-sharing among the project’s team members (Avelino et al., 2016). Table 1 shows the Truck Factors of several widely used analysis software projects in electrophysiological neuroscience. It is evident that projects typically have a Truck Factor of one to three, meaning that only one to three people per project have sufficient knowledge to keep the project alive (note that the Truck Factor does not take into account whether those contributors with the relevant knowledge are still active or have funding/support to do the maintenance work). This reveals the fragility of the academic open source system: all users of a software package rely on the work of one to three people to keep everyone’s data analyses from failing. It also highlights the enormous pressure the maintainers of open source software are under. Given the importance of scientific software to the practice of modern science, one would hope developing FOSSS to be a well-supported and incentivized role in academia. This hope is not borne out: the academic incentive structure for software development and maintenance is woefully inadequate (Carver et al., 2022; Davenport et al., 2020; Merow et al., 2023; Smith et al., 2018) and can even be perceived as hostile (Millman and Pérez, 2018; Pérez, 2011). As Davenport et al. (2020) state: “In spite of the vital role research software plays, it largely remains undervalued, with time spent in training or development seen as detracting from the ‘real research’.” The current incentive model often summarized as “publish-or-perish” has a significant negative impact on the software ecosystem’s health in several ways, which we will describe below.

Rewarding publications in promotion disfavors software development. Many scientists who develop software publish

a paper to introduce their project to the community, and direct users to cite that paper if they use the software for their analysis (Katz and Chue Hong, 2018; Smith et al., 2016). However, software papers are usually published to mark the first public release or sometimes a later major release of a software package. Given that publication counts are such an important (and often the primary) metric for academic tenure and promotion, once the paper announcing the software is published, there is little incentive from the employer to continue developing the software. This may be changing as academic institutions rely more on composite citation metrics rather than simple publication counts — by incentivizing that the paper be widely cited — but the reward of new projects and attendant new publications can easily outweigh the reward of garnering more software-paper citations, especially given that software-papers are viewed as less valuable than research papers (Davenport et al., 2020). At the same time, people who contribute to development or maintenance

Westner et al. | preprint | March 2024 | 1/5

of FOSSS at a later stage do not get rewarded by citations of the initial paper (Davenport et al., 2020), thus increasing the chance that the software will become unmaintained. We worry that the lack of benefit for project “latecomers” also often incentivizes starting new projects (instead of contributing to existing ones) — a new project means a new publication! — which in turn risks further increasing the number of unmaintained software packages in the field. To spell it out: open source work done by academics (in time they might otherwise use to do research) sustains other academics writing their papers (Merow et al., 2023) — which puts the softwaredeveloping academics behind in the publish-or-perish culture of academia.

Lack of stable long-term funding for scientific software stifles its growth. Funding is hard to obtain for the devel-

opment of new software — and even harder for the maintenance of existing software (Davenport et al., 2020). That means that many contributors and maintainers either do not have secure long-term academic positions or are not paid primarily for their software work. This is slowly changing: programs like POSE from the US National Science Foundation, open science supplements to grants from the US National Institutes of Health, the UK Research and Innovation office, the national plan for open science (“plan national pour la science ouverte”) of the French government, and softwarefocused grants from organizations like CZI, the Sloan Foundation, and the Simons Foundation are all helping to support the development of FOSSS. But the (mostly) short-term grant-based nature of these new support mechanisms means that once the grant is over the primary incentive to continue maintaining the software is largely gone, a void quickly filled by the ever-present publish-or-perish incentive lurking in the background.

Existing barriers skew the developer demographic to the detriment of science. Research shows that diver-

sity has positive effects on project outcomes generally (Earley and Mosakowski, 2000; Hoogendoorn et al., 2013; Jackson and Joshi, 2004; Roberson, 2019) and for open source projects in particular (Daniel et al., 2013; Vasilescu et al., 2015). However, structural factors such as misogyny and racism hinder diversity of the developer pool: only 1.1-5.4% of open source developers are perceptible as or identify as women (Eghbal, 2016; Geiger, 2022; Ghosh et al., 2002; Nafus, 2012) and less than 17% are perceptible as Non-White (Nadri et al., 2021). The cost of contributing is higher for minorities (Whitaker and Guest, 2020): not only do they often feel a pressure to have to be perfect (Singh and Bongiovanni, 2021), underrepresented groups have to face stereotyping, discrimination, and harassment in the open source software world (Frluckaj et al., 2022; Nadri et al., 2021; Nafus, 2012; Singh and Bongiovanni, 2021; Vasilescu et al., 2015).

We are unaware of any systematic studies examining diversity in neuroscience software, but our collective experience in the field suggests that it is not substantially different from the broader open-source software community. If true, this is unsurprising: academics need a certain level of privilege to be able to contribute to open source in the first place. Typical barriers to participation in FOSSS projects are the lack of permission and support from a supervisor, the lack of “free” time outside normal work hours due to family or financial demands on that time, and lack of confidence due to inadequate training, role models, and guidance. These barriers all affect marginalized groups more strongly, and are compounded by the lack of representation and role models from underrepresented demographics and by the myth of meritocracy (Nafus, 2012). Moreover, the “informalization” of open source (Nafus, 2012) compounds the problem by eschewing traditional application and advancement processes and legal workplace protections in the spaces and interactions where FOSSS work is carried out, and consequently such spaces are often dominated by “old boys” networks where again underrepresented identities face an uphill battle. Moreover, the publish-or-perish culture and lack of stable funding for software development in academia also contribute to the substantial lack of qualified labor in FOSSS communities (cf. Table 1). This further impacts the diversity of FOSSS communities with respect to career stage (an imperfect proxy for age) — many academic open-source contributors are pursuing or have just finished their PhD and the devaluing of software work makes it harder for them to achieve tenured positions, while more senior academics who contributed early in their career are often not able to prioritize open source work anymore.

In summary, workplace incentives in academia disfavor participation in open source communities; the lack of a level playing field further discourages participation for certain classes of academics; and changing the incentives through extramural funding has so far been a temporary, partial fix on too small a scale to be transformative. But given the shift toward relying on FOSSS in neuroscience, it seems clear that the incentive structure must change. In the following, we will discuss ways in which such change can be realized.

Professionalize academic software development. One ob-

vious cornerstone for a more sustainable and professional FOSSS ecosystem is funding, especially funding that supports maintenance of existing, widely-used projects (Merow et al., 2023). That funding should support scientists who engage in software development as part of their normal academic appointment duties. It has further been suggested that all levels of software development in academia (from widely-used packages down to single-user analysis scripts) can be carried out or supported by experienced research software engineers (Connolly et al., 2023; Merow et al., 2023). As others have noted, there are at least two obstacles to academic software work being carried out by professional software engineers: first, academia struggles to attract technically skilled professionals given the (much) higher compensation available in industry (Connolly et al., 2023; Gewin, 2022; Seidl et al., 2016), and second, there is a perception among professional engineers that career advancement prospects in academia are limited (Carver et al., 2022; Connolly et al., 2023; Merow et al., 2023). However,

Westner et al. | preprint | March 2024 | 2/5

Software Truck Factor Hash Brainstorm 1 053b2ea6bb46ca633b931d9467f292bd7eae1361 EEGLAB 1 cc87c2e08716d397da76821f0fd651bbb9c4357c FieldTrip 1 f41a2f7aa84d2fbebbf17369e155855b4358c3b8 MNE-Python 3 9627f43bb2c03233827046bc06acdab0968d6610 SPM 3 fba4f8e139c3f975b61e2581828d151b26dbe68a Astropy 6 53188c39a23c33b72df5850ec59e31886f84e29d

Table 1. The reported Truck Factors were estimated using the heuristic-based approach reported in Avelino et al. (2016). This algorithm estimated the Truck Factor using a degree-of-authorship metric (Fritz et al., 2010): “authors” of files are those developers who are able to maintain a file moving forward. Developers who have (joint) authorship of at least 50% of files count towards the Truck factor. For each package, the Truck Factor analysis was performed 29 August 2023; the commit hash for the state of the codebase when we performed the analysis is shown. We compare neuroscience packages to Astropy (The Astropy Collaboration et al., 2013), a well-supported and widely used software package in astronomy and astrophysics.

even if institutional support for research software engineering were to increase dramatically, we see a further obstacle to the sustainability of FOSSS: academic software development needs the participation of scientists that are active in the field and have the domain knowledge necessary to understand relevant use cases, best practices, and common analysis pitfalls. This latter point also underscores the importance of having more senior academics involved in software development, which (as discussed above) is disincentivized and consequently rare. Thus we believe that a robust solution must involve institutions increasing their support of working scientists who develop software (perhaps alongside professional research software engineers), and recognizing and rewarding software contributions as an integral part of the practice of modern science.

Adopting new software citation practices can increase the valuation of FOSSS. Increasing the valuation of open

source work for academic career advancement is crucial. One suggested shortcut to this would be the exploitation of the existing publish-or-perish culture by introducing “update publications” after software development milestones (Merow et al., 2023). However, in our view this risks perpetually re-creating the same set of problems, just on a shorter time-scale. Encouraging researchers to cite the software they use — and to cite the software itself (i.e., the specific version used), not the canonical paper that introduced the software — seems like a better adaptation within the existing culture: it does not require the developers to write a new paper, and all contributors to a specific version of the software get credit. Indeed, “cite the software, not the paper” is considered best practice already (Katz et al., 2020; Smith et al., 2016), and we hope that this can become standard practice in neuroscience; publishers, journals, editors, and reviewers must play a role here in insisting that authors attribute their software usage in line with those best practices.

Start viewing research software work as an important contribution to science. We urge funding bodies and promo-

tion committees to value substantial open source software work in their evaluation guidelines as an important contribution to science of equal value as one or (ideally) multiple papers. The development of widely used analysis software should be acknowledged and rewarded as a contribution to science rather than viewed as merely the development of one’s coding skills. Individual investigators can play an important role here too: if your lab relies on FOSSS for data analysis, consider allocating grant funds to support a scientific software developer, making FOSSS contribution part of the job description for your next postdoc or research scientist hire, or planning that your graduate students will need either a longer duration of support or fewer research output expectations (or both) in order to develop the necessary competencies to both use and contribute to the tools they rely on. Importantly, it should not be the developer’s responsibility to prove the value of their contributions; the burden should lie with promotion and tenure committees to become familiar with how to evaluate the scope and import of software contributions (fortunately, the Research Software Alliance and Research Data Alliance are working on policy recommendations on this topic,^1 and OSPO++ is working to create, support and improve opensource program offices across academia^2). Failing that, promotion and tenure committees should at minimum allow, request, and encourage scientists who develop software to contextualize the scope and impact of their software work (Hafer and Kirkpatrick, 2009). We however want to caution against the development of new and too simplistic metrics for the measure of open source work in academia, as measuring software impact is difficult and takes time (Afiaz et al., 2023). Furthermore, Goodhart’s law postulates that every measure which becomes a target becomes a bad measure (Afiaz et al., 2023; Goodhart, 1984), as has happened to the h-index (e.g., Bartneck and Kokkelmans, 2011; Purvis, 2006; Seeber et al., 2019; Zhivotovsky and Krutovsky, 2008).

Better training can facilitate a healthy FOSSS ecosystem in the long-term. Lastly, we advocate for programs

and departments to incorporate better training of students and PhD candidates in software development and maintenance (Carver et al., 2022; Guest and Forbes, 2023; Millman and Pérez, 2018): this would not only increase the software engineering skills of academics generally (Connolly et al., 2023), but would also send a strong signal about the importance of well-written, reusable code to junior researchers. While training programs such as e.g.,

1https://www.rd-alliance.org/groups/policies-research-organisations-research-software-pro4rs 2https://ospoplusplus.org/

Westner et al. | preprint | March 2024 | 3/5

Software Carpentry^3, CodeRefinery^4, INTERSECT^5, Neurohackademy^6 or Neuromatch Academy^7 give excellent training courses and summer schools, we also call on teaching coordinators of universities to reflect an increasing need for programming literacy in their neuroscience programs. Together with the recognition for writing open source software, this would be an important step towards a healthy software ecosystem in neuroscience.

A higher valuation of FOSSS will increase the inclusivity of open source spaces. We predict that all action points dis-

cussed above will have a positive impact on the inclusivity of open source in academia. Changing the incentive structure such that open source work does not have to be a privilege anymore but gets seen as what it is: a valid and critical contribution to science, will facilitate the participation of underrepresented groups. Beyond this, we strongly advocate that open source projects in neuroscience make sure to be welcoming to everyone and to prevent any harassment, e.g. by stating and adhering to Community Guidelines.

Conclusion Summarizing the key points of this paper, we

hope to raise awareness within the neuroscientific community about its dependence on a rather brittle structure. Your open source software ecosystem needs your help! Immediate action can be taken by citing current software versions instead of the seminal software-describing paper, by making space for your trainees to engage in FOSSS communities, and rewarding them (or at least not penalizing them) when they do. Beyond this, the incentive structure in academia and the policies that support it (including those created by research performing organizations, funders, publishers, etc.) urgently need to be re-thought (Hostler, 2023; Jensen and Katz, 2023; Merow et al., 2023; Millman and Pérez, 2018; Munafò et al., 2017; Neylon et al., 2012) — not only for the sake of the academic open source ecosystem, but for the good of the neuroscience community as a whole.

Acknowledgements This project has been made possible in part by grant number 2021-237679 from the Chan Zuckerberg Initiative DAF, an advised fund of Silicon Valley Community Foundation.

References

Afiaz A, Ivanov AA, Chamberlin J, Hanauer D, Savonen CL, Morgan M, Reich M, Getka A, Holmes A, Pati S, Boutros PC, Bakas S, Caporaso JG, Fiol GD, Haas B, Schloss PD, Eddy JA, Albrecht J, Fedorov A, Hoffman AM, Bradshaw RL, Leek JT, Wright C (2023) Evaluation of Software Impact Designed for Biomedical Research: Are We Measuring What’s Meaningful? arXiv .

Avelino G, Passos L, Hora A, Valente MT (2016) A Novel Approach for Estimating Truck Factors In 2016 IEEE 24th International Conference on Program Comprehension (ICPC), pp. 1–10.

Barker M, Katz DS, Gonzalez-Beltran A (2020) Evidence for the importance of research software. Bartneck C, Kokkelmans S (2011) Detecting h-index manipulation through self-citation analysis.

Scientometrics 87:85–98.

Carver JC, Weber N, Ram K, Gesing S, Katz DS (2022) A survey of the state of the practice for research software in the United States. PeerJ Computer Science 8:e963.

Connolly A, Hellerstein J, Alterman N, Beck D, Fatland R, Lazowska E, Mandava V, Stone S (2023) Software Engineering Practices in Academia: Promoting the 3Rs—Readability, Resilience, and Reuse. Harvard Data Science Review 5.

3https://software-carpentry.org/ 4https://coderefinery.org/ 5https://intersect-training.github.io 6https://neurohackademy.org 7https://academy.neuromatch.io

Daniel S, Agarwal R, Stewart KJ (2013) The Effects of Diversity in Global, Distributed Collectives:

A Study of Open Source Project Success. Information Systems Research 24:312–333. Davenport JH, Grant J, Jones CM (2020) Data Without Software Are Just Numbers. Data Science Journal 19:3.

Earley CP, Mosakowski E (2000) Creating Hybrid Team Cultures: An Empirical Test of Transnational Team Functioning. Academy of Management Journal 43:26–49.

Eghbal N (2016) The Unseen Labor Behind Our Digital Infrastructure Technical report. Fritz T, Ou J, Murphy GC, Murphy-Hill E (2010) A degree-of-knowledge model to capture source code familiarity In Proceedings of the 32nd ACM/IEEE International Conference on Software Engineering - Volume 1, pp. 385–394, Cape Town South Africa. ACM.

Frluckaj H, Dabbish L, Widder DG, Qiu HS, Herbsleb JD (2022) Gender and Participation in Open Source Software Development. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer Interaction 6:1–31.

Geiger RS (2022) Summary Analysis of the 2017 GitHub Open Source Survey . Gewin V (2022) Has the ’great resignation’ hit academia? Nature pp. 211–213. Ghosh RA, Glott R, Krieger B, Robles G (2002) FLOSS Final report. Technical report. Goodhart CA (1984) Problems of Monetary Management: The UK Experience Springer. Guest O, Forbes SH (2023) Teaching coding inclusively: If this, then what? Preprint, SocArXiv. Hafer L, Kirkpatrick AE (2009) Assessing open source software as a scholarly contribution. Communications of the ACM 52:126–129.

Hettrick S (2014) It’s impossible to conduct research without software, say 7 out of 10 UK researchers. Software Sustainability Institute. Retrieved 20.06.2023 20:2016.

Hettrick S, Antonioletti M, Carr L, Hong NC, Crouch S, Roure DCD, Emsley I, Goble C, Hay A, Inupakutika D, Jackson M, Nenadic A, Parkinson T, Parsons MI, Pawlik A, Peru G, Proeme A, Robinson J, Sufi S (2014) Uk research software survey 2014.

Hoogendoorn S, Oosterbeek H, Van Praag M (2013) The Impact of Gender Diversity on the Performance of Business Teams: Evidence from a Field Experiment. Management Science 59:1514–1528.

Hostler TJ (2023) The Invisible Workload of Open Research. Journal of Trial and Error . Jackson SE, Joshi A (2004) Diversity in social context: A multi-attribute, multilevel analysis of team diversity and sales performance. Journal of Organizational Behavior 25:675–702.

Jensen EA, Katz DS (2023) Charting the course: Policy and planning for sustainable research software. Technical report.

Katz DS, Chue Hong NP (2018) Software Citation in Theory and Practice In Davenport JH, Kauers M, Labahn G, Urban J, editors, Mathematical Software – ICMS 2018, Vol. 10931, pp. 289–296. Springer International Publishing, Cham.

Katz DS, Hong NPC, Clark T, Muench A, Stall S, Bouquin D, Cannon M, Edmunds S, Faez T, Feeney P, Fenner M, Friedman M, Grenier G, Harrison M, Heber J, Leary A, MacCallum C, Murray H, Pastrana E, Perry K, Schuster D, Stockhause M, Yeston J (2020) Recognizing the value of software: A software citation guide. F1000Research 9.

McKiernan EC, Bourne PE, Brown CT, Buck S, Kenall A, Lin J, McDougall D, Nosek BA, Ram K, Soderberg CK, Spies JR, Thaney K, Updegrove A, Woo KH, Yarkoni T (2016) How open science helps researchers succeed. eLife 5:e16800.

Merow C, Boyle B, Enquist BJ, Feng X, Kass JM, Maitner BS, McGill B, Owens H, Park DS, Paz A, Pinilla-Buitrago GE, Urban MC, Varela S, Wilson AM (2023) Better incentives are needed to reward academic software development. Nature Ecology & Evolution 7:626–627.

Millman K, Pérez F (2018) Developing Open-Source Scientific Practice * In Stodden V, Leisch F, Peng RD, editors, Implementing Reproducible Research, pp. 149–183. Chapman and Hall/CRC, 1 edition.

Munafò MR, Nosek BA, Bishop DVM, Button KS, Chambers CD, Percie Du Sert N, Simonsohn U, Wagenmakers EJ, Ware JJ, Ioannidis JPA (2017) A manifesto for reproducible science. Nature Human Behaviour 1:0021.

Nadri R, Rodriguezperez G, Nagappan M (2021) On the Relationship Between the Developer’s Perceptible Race and Ethnicity and the Evaluation of Contributions in OSS. IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering pp. 1–1.

Nafus D (2012) ‘Patches don’t have gender’: What is not open in open source software. New Media & Society 14:669–683.

Neylon C, Aerts J, Brown CT, Coles SJ, Hatton L, Lemire D, Millman KJ, Murray-Rust P, Perez F, Saunders N, Shah N, Smith A, Varoquaux G, Willighagen E (2012) Changing computational research. The challenges ahead. Source Code for Biology and Medicine 7:2, 1751–0473–7–2.

Pérez F (2011) Ten years of (interactive) scientific Python.

Poldrack RA, Gorgolewski KJ, Varoquaux G (2019) Computational and Informatic Advances for Reproducible Data Analysis in Neuroimaging. Annual Review of Biomedical Data Science 2:119–138.

Purvis A (2006) The h index: Playing the numbers game. Trends in Ecology & Evolution 21:422. Roberson QM (2019) Diversity in the Workplace: A Review, Synthesis, and Future Research Agenda. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior 6:69–88.

Seeber M, Cattaneo M, Meoli M, Malighetti P (2019) Self-citations as strategic response to the use of metrics for career decisions. Research Policy 48:478–491.

Seidl A, Wrzaczek S, El Ouardighi F, Feichtinger G (2016) Optimal Career Strategies and Brain Drain in Academia. Journal of Optimization Theory and Applications 168:268–295.

Singh V, Bongiovanni B (2021) Motivated and Capable but No Space for Error: Women’s Experiences of Contributing to Open Source Software. The International Journal of Information, Diversity, & Inclusion (IJIDI) 5.

Smith AM, Katz DS, Niemeyer KE, FORCE11 Software Citation Working Group (2016) Software citation principles. PeerJ Computer Science 2:e86.

Smith AM, Niemeyer KE, Katz DS, Barba LA, Githinji G, Gymrek M, Huff KD, Madan CR, Cabunoc Mayes A, Moerman KM, Prins P, Ram K, Rokem A, Teal TK, Valls Guimera R, Vanderplas JT (2018) Journal of Open Source Software (JOSS): Design and first-year review. PeerJ Computer Science 4:e147.

Switters J, Osimo D (2019) Recognising the importance of software in research: Research Software Engineers (RSEs), a UK example. Technical report, European Commission. Directorate General for Research and Innovation., LU.

The Astropy Collaboration, Robitaille TP, Tollerud EJ, Greenfield P, Droettboom M, Bray E, Aldcroft T, Davis M, Ginsburg A, Price-Whelan AM, Kerzendorf WE, Conley A, Crighton N, Barbary

Westner et al. | preprint | March 2024 | 4/5

K, Muna D, Ferguson H, Grollier F, Parikh MM, Nair PH, Günther HM, Deil C, Woillez J, Conseil S, Kramer R, Turner JEH, Singer L, Fox R, Weaver BA, Zabalza V, Edwards ZI, Azalee Bostroem K, Burke DJ, Casey AR, Crawford SM, Dencheva N, Ely J, Jenness T, Labrie K, Lim PL, Pierfederici F, Pontzen A, Ptak A, Refsdal B, Servillat M, Streicher O (2013) Astropy: A community Python package for astronomy. Astronomy & Astrophysics 558:A33.

Vasilescu B, Filkov V, Serebrenik A (2015) Perceptions of Diversity on Git Hub: A User Survey In 2015 IEEE/ACM 8th International Workshop on Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software Engineering, pp. 50–56, Florence, Italy. IEEE.

Vasilescu B, Posnett D, Ray B, van den Brand MG, Serebrenik A, Devanbu P, Filkov V (2015) Gender and Tenure Diversity in GitHub Teams In Proceedings of the 33rd Annual ACM Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, pp. 3789–3798, Seoul Republic of Korea. ACM.

Whitaker K, Guest O (2020) #bropenscience is broken science .

Zhivotovsky LA, Krutovsky KV (2008) Self-citation can inflate h-index. Scientometrics 77:373–375.

Westner et al. | preprint | March 2024 | 5/5