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Abstract. The absence of standardized measurement and reporting hinders progress
toward more reliable and equitable scientific practices. This topic brief summarized existing
practice across stages of the research lifecycle to promote transparency and reliability, and
to support the evaluation of participation and equity. The brief also discusses issues
surrounding integrating these practices within the context of limited-term fellowship
programs.

1. Introduction

The absence of established measurement and reporting guidelines limits our ability to
collaborate on, learn from, and compare scientific interventions in open scholarship
(Altman, Cohen, Polka 2023; Cole, et al. 2024). Complicating this, there is growing
evidence that the design and implementation of open science practices may have
substantial and heterogeneous effects on who participates in science, and on how the
benefits of scientific outputs are distributed (Altman, Bourg, et al. 2018; Maron et al. 2019;
Altman, Cohen, Polka 2023).

This topic brief examines emerging standards and recommended practices for conducting
research in open and equitable science that is collaborative, replicable, and comparable. It
highlights recommended practices at each stage of the research lifecycle: including
documentation of research design; standardization of measurements; transparent and
collaborative conduct of research; and accessible dissemination of research results and
evidence. It then provides recommendations for integrating these standards and practices
into a program of time-limited extra-mural research projects on equitable and open
scholarship.



2. Standards and Practices over the Research
Lifecycle

Overview - The Emergence of Open Science as Best Practice

Open access is rapidly becoming the best practice for scientific publications and a growing
number of research funders are adopting open-access mandates (Mering, 2020; Lioa,
2022; Robinson-Garcia 2020). In parallel, there has been an increase in the recognition of
open science practices. There is now a compelling body of evidence documenting the
endemic lack of replicability in scientific research, along with gaps in practices related to
transparency, reporting, replicability, and comparability - along with an emerging set of
open science practices responding to these gaps (NASEM-BCBSS, 2019; Hardwicke et al.,
2020).

A broad consensus has now emerged that scientific practices should be designed to
promote transparency and trustworthiness (Altman & Cohen, 2022). Further, adopting open
science practices, including data sharing, preregistration, and preprinting, is becoming
increasingly widespread (Ferguson et al., 2023; Ni & Waltman, 2023). While the
development of open science practices is ongoing, there is now recognition of a set of
baseline best practices for open science and research reproducibility including
standardized reporting, preregistration of studies and analyses, preprinting of research,
data sharing, and sharing of replication code (Nosek et al., 2015; BASEM-BRDI, 2018;
NASEM-BCBSS, 2019; Hardwicke et al., 2020; Grant et. al 2022, Table 1).

There is a concurrent recognition that participation in and the effect of various science
practices can be heterogeneous. Further heterogeneity of participation or treatment effect
may depend strongly on an individual’s demographic characteristics. In turn, this
substantially affects the function and outcomes of operational science policies (see Altman,
Cohen & Polka 2023) such as peer review, scientific mentoring, and open-access
publication. There is growing concern that in particular gender, race, English-language
fluency, disability status, and the resources available in a scholar’s institution (strongly
associated with institutional nationality) influence outcomes because of direct effects on
individual treatment, or their interaction with structural differentiation in prior treatment (see
e.g. Jeannis et al. 2017; Lee et al. 2013, Ceci et al 2023; Kleibel and Hellauer 2023).

Adopting and maintaining effective open science practices requires supporting
infrastructure, policies, and education (NASEM-BRDI, 2018). Research institutions that aim
to support open science practices should provide education, and establish policies that
meet the requirements for open and trustworthy research across lifecycle stages
(NASEM-BRDI 2018; Borgman 2019) and multiple researcher roles (Brand, et. al 2015).
Additionally, research institutions must support access to the infrastructure that provides



the core affordances needed for scientific research (see Nasem-BRDI 2018; Pacheco
2022, Barathi, et al 2008; Cioffi et al. 2023).

Preparing for study:
|ldeation, Search, and Design

At the outset of research, open and collaborative processes and infrastructure should be
adopted that support ideation, conceptualization, and annotation activities. In planning
research, transparent and reproducible tools and approaches should be employed for
bibliographic searches, management, and literature review (Page et al., 2021).

Research design should identify an approach that contributes to the cumulative evidence
base by describing the scholarly ecosystem and incorporating externally comparable
measures of primary outcomes, quality, cost, burden, and inclusion (Altman, Cohen, Polka,
2024). The design should clearly define the population frame, the population of interest, the
hypothetical interventions under consideration, and the strategy for identifying causal
effects (Hernan and Robins, 2020; Gerber and Green, 2012).

These target populations of interest should be diverse in terms of gender, disability,
nationality, and race unless there is a strong scientific rationale for focusing on a specific
subgroup. Additionally, the study should aim to reflect the diversity of the population of
interest within the population frame and sampling design (Laplante et al., 2022).

Data collection and consent processes should be designed to facilitate open data sharing,
replicability, comparability, and reuse (NASEM-BCBSS, 2019; Hardwick et al., 2018;
Altman, Cohen, Polka, 2024). Data collection designs should be stratified (see Groves et al
2009) to provide adequate power to detect meaningful differences in treatment effects by
individual demographic characteristics. When conducting research with Indigenous
populations or vulnerable subjects, consent and data protection measures should prioritize
respecting individual or tribal data sovereignty while enabling validation and replication,
recognizing that additional consent may be necessary for data reuse in other research
(Carroll et al., 2020; Cole et al., 2020).

Data collection mode notwithstanding, to develop a reliable understanding of inclusion and
participation in science over time, research design should include standardized and
comparable measures of demographics.

e Subject demographics for open science research should include measures of
gender (NASEM-CMSGISO, 2022) and of the development class of the participant's
country of employment (UNDP, 2022) - as these characteristics have the potential to
substantially affect the selection to scholarly interventions, affect the exposure, the
intervention received, and influence the potential outcomes from science process



interventions. Where secondary data or administrative data collection is used, these
characteristics can often be reliably imputed (respectively) from personal names,
and institutional names or addresses (see Sebo 2021; Lammey 2020).

Where a particular open science practice or policy is being studied, research
designs should include a standardized taxonomy of open science activities, including
the TOP categorization (Mayo-Wilson, et al 2021), to describe the intervention.
When it is possible, collect comparable measures of attitudes and behaviors relevant
to that category of open science behavior, using an established instrument, including
appropriate OSS modules (COS, 2023).

Where it is feasible to collect demographic data directly from subjects, or where the
qguestion being studied involves long-term process or close interaction across
participants, measuring ethnicity, race, and gender orientation should be included if
possible, and simple, established, and comparable measures and instruments
should be employed (see, respectively; NCSES 2021; NASEM-CMSGISO 2022).



Conducting research:
Data Collection and Curation, Analysis, Interpretation, Writing

To support both ongoing collaboration and planned open dissemination use a consistent
infrastructure that supports support asynchronous collaboration, provides reliable revision
tracking and control, and can permit use by anyone. Avoid using infrastructure that is, by
design, restricted to use by members of a specific organization, country, etc. Actively
manage, document, and communicate authorship, contributorship, and revision
management as the work is in progress — whether or not the current version is being made
openly available.

At the project's inception, plan to publish research in Open Access journals and anticipate
the need to fulfill open science publication requirements. Clearly define and communicate a
contributor's roles and responsibilities and review these as needed at key milestones, such
as when individuals join or exit the research project or host institution. The standardized
CRediT taxonomy (Allen et al. 2014) should be used to document contributor roles and a
foundation for providing transparency regarding attribution when publishing (McNutt et. al
2018).

To enhance transparency and rigor, preregister a research and analysis plan before
collecting any data (Schwab et al., 2022; NASEM-BCBSS, 2019). To promote data integrity,
security, and confidentiality, develop a comprehensive data management plan and data
curation procedures that ensure data provenance, fixity, authenticity, and version control
from the beginning of data collection through the publication of results (ICPSR, 2024; Gray
et al., 2002).

Adopt a systematic and reproducible approach to data processing and analysis, enabling
the consistent recreation of processed data from original data or clear traceability of
qualitative/human coding (Wilson et al., 2017; NASEM-BCBSS, 2019; Peng and Hicks,
2021; Sandve et al., 2013). Develop publications using executable paper (or notebook)
tools if possible, and at minimum automate the generation of tables, results, and figures in
publications and reports to support revisions, reliability, and reproducibility (Wilson et al.,
2017; Gentleman and Temple-Lang, 2007; Stodden et al., 2014).

Dissemination and evaluation:
Publishing, Archiving, Evaluation

To capitalize on the benefits of early sharing, clearly establish attribution, and facilitate
derivative work preprinting should be a mandatory project milestone (Bourne et al., 2017).
Preprints and subsequent publications should explicitly reference the pre-registered design
and clearly outline any deviations, additional hypotheses, or analyses (Nosek et al., 2015).



Published results should enhance comparability and cumulative knowledge by adhering to
standardized reporting checklists and transparently disclosing uncertainties, adverse
events, and potential externalities (Hardwicke et al., 2020; Altman, Cohen, Polka, 2024).

It is essential to accompany preprint publication with data and replication materials in
FAIR-compliant archives maintained by institutions committed to long-term preservation
(Wilkinson et al., 2016). Disseminate preprints and final publications, data, and code under
open licenses that permit reuse, extension, redistribution, and the creation of derivative
works (Schwab et al., 2022; NASEM-BCBSS, 2019).

After publications, track both leading altmetrics indicators of use and engagement, as well
as lagging indicators of citation impact to assess research influence (Bornmann, 2014).

3. Discussion --
Integrating Open Science into Fellowship Programs

Creating more equitable open science requires establishing a mechanism to engage a
diverse set of scholars in the pursuit of answers to current and future questions on how to
build an open and equitable world of research. How should open-science practices be
integrated into such fellowships?

The fellowship program structure, while offering unique opportunities to broaden participation
in research, also requires engaging individuals from outside of the hosting institution, to work
on a research question that is new to them, for a limited time. As a consequence, fellowships
are often constrained by several factors:

e Time and resource limitations: Research projects typically have defined timelines and
budgets, restricting the scope and depth of investigations.

e focus on individual projects: A fellowship program's emphasis on individual research
projects can sometimes limit the overall impact and broader contributions to the field.

e FEvaluation and dissemination: Publishing research, and evaluating its impact often
requires substantial time beyond the main research phase. Sustaining evaluation and
dissemination activities beyond the fellowship period requires additional resources and
commitment. And the departure of fellows can disrupt project momentum and hinder
long-term evaluation and dissemination efforts.

e Complex collaborative networks: A successful fellowship requires collaborations with a
diverse set of internal and external researchers - which present logistical, infrastructural,
and communication challenges.

By curating, documenting, integrating, and supporting open science best practices, the host
institution can promote a range of individual, program, and community objectives, particularly:



e Enhancing the reputation of individual researchers by increasing the visibility and
trustworthiness of their research.

e Foster a collaborative environment by supporting the exchange of knowledge and
ideas among past, current, and future fellows, as well as internal and external
collaborators.

e Increase visibility, accessibility, and impact of research findings through effective
dissemination strategies.

e Promote critical evaluation of research outputs and processes.

e Contribute to the advancement of open science by generating evidence on the
efficacy of open science interventions.

e Build a stronger, more collaborative research ecosystem through the sharing of
knowledge and resources.

Recommendations for integrating practices and standards

A successful research program requires practices, standards, and infrastructure that
promote visibility, discussion, and dissemination. These must function not only for a single
project but across a series of independently created research projects that involve a
dynamic community of past, current, and future fellows and intra- and extra-mural-
collaborators. Further, it is expected that fellows will come from diverse communities of
practice, have uneven familiarity with open and reproducible science practice, and have
limited time to develop new practices. As a result, host institutions should establish
program-wide standards and practices at launch to address the areas described in
the previous section. Further, host institutions should take ongoing responsibility
for documenting these standards and practices; communicating them both internally
and publicly; updating them; and and supporting their use by the Fellows and
collaborators.

Successful use of open science practice depends critically on access to knowledge
infrastructure that supports collaborative project research planning, authoring, and data
curation. As described in Section 2, a satisfactory infrastructure should provide:
affordances for persistence, revision history, persistent identification, attribution,
commentary (annotation), and attribution; and will support research lifecycle activities
including data storage, computing, developing code, and maintaining lab notebook or other
research records, and writing scholarly articles. Further, this infrastructure will need to be
durably available to current fellows, past fellows, and extra-mural collaborators. As a result,
host institutions should identify, ensure access to, and provide durable support for a
coherent infrastructure that enables fellows and collaborators to complete research
across the full research lifecycle.

The research projects conducted by fellows are generally tightly bounded in scope and
time, and much of the attention of the participants will be limited to the period of their



(virtual) residence at the host institution. In contrast, the host institution has long-term
interest in project sharing, reuse, evaluation, and impact that extends beyond the residence
time of fellowship.

As a result, practices and infrastructure should include continuous integration
practices that support asynchronous independent collaboration and are
"open-ready” - where broader (or public) access can be enabled at any time,
punctuated by sharing milestones within the primary project period. Several open
science practices described in section 2, including pre-registration, reproducible data
curation, executable papers, early preprint, use of collaborative version control systems,
and FAIR data and software, can naturally strengthen continuous integration and
collaboration.



Appendix - Exemplar tools:

Pre-publication
Desk Bibliography: sharing references, article collections Zotero
research
Annotation: sharing annotation on documents Hypothes.is
Systematic reviews, and bibliographic information PRISMA, Task
retrieval and analysis View:
Reproducible
Research
Writing Authoring: small-scale collaborative authoring of texts Google docs
Authoring: small through large-scale collaborative Git + Github
authoring, coding, analysis, and programming projects
Authoring: executable articles, programming, literate QUARTO, Posit;
programming, executable notebooks
Data Data storage and versioning: medium-scale Google
Curation workspace, OSF.io
Data-storage, and versioning: large-scale AWS
Post-publication
Writings Pre-print sharing OSF.io, arXiv
Data Data archiving Dataverse, OSF.io,
Zenodo
Code Code publication / sharing ithub, Dataver:
OSF.io, CRAN

Table A1: Selected Tools for collaborative research & open science




Author Contributions

Authors are listed in alphabetical order. We describe contributions to the paper using a
standard taxonomy (see Allen et al. 2014). All authors take equal responsibility for the
article in its current form. MA was primarily responsible for conceptualization, analysis, and
writing. All authors contributed to the review through commentary on the manuscript.

Funding Statement

Supported by NSF award # 2335657 .

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Sue Kriegsman, Kristen Ratan, and Amber Heidbrink for review
comments; and Chris Bourg for leadership in funding and project conceptualization.

10



References

Allen, Liz, Jo Scott, Amy Brand, Marjorie Hlava, and Micah Altman. "Publishing: Credit
where credit is due." Nature 508, no. 7496 (2014): 312-313.

Altman, Micah, Philip Cohen, and Jessica Polka. "Interventions in scholarly communication:
Design lessons from public health." First Monday (2023).

Altman, M., Bourg, C., Cohen, P. N., Choudhury, S., Henry, C., Kriegsman, S., et al. (2018).
“A grand challenges-based research agenda for scholarly communication and information
science,” in MIT Grand Challenge Participation Platform, Cambridge, MA

Altman M and Cohen PN (2022) The Scholarly Knowledge Ecosystem: Challenges and
Opportunities for the Field of Information. Front. Res. Metr. Anal. 6:751553. doi:
10.3389/frma.2021.751553

Bharathi, Shishir, Ann Chervenak, Ewa Deelman, Gaurang Mehta, Mei-Hui Su, and Karan
Vahi. "Characterization of scientific workflows." In 2008 third workshop on workflows in
support of large-scale science, pp. 1-10. IEEE, 2008.

Beaudry, Jennifer L, Donna T Chen, Bryan G Cook, Mirka Dirzo, Timothy M Errington,
Laura Fortunato, Lisa M Given, et al. 2023. “The Open Scholarship Survey (OSS).” OSF.
October 2. doi:10.17605/0OSF.IO/NSBR3.

Brand, Amy, Liz Allen, Micah Altman, Marjorie Hlava, and Jo Scott. "Beyond authorship:
Attribution, contribution, collaboration, and credit." Learned Publishing 28, no. 2 (2015).

Borgman, C. L. (2019). The lives and after lives of data. Harvard Data Science Review,

1(1).

Bornmann, Lutz. "Do altmetrics point to the broader impact of research? An overview of
benefits and disadvantages of altmetrics." Journal of informetrics 8, no. 4 (2014): 895-903.

Bourne PE, Polka JK, Vale RD, Kiley R (2017) Ten simple rules to consider regarding
preprint submission. PLoS Comput Biol 13(5): €1005473.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005473

Carroll, Stephanie, Ibrahim Garba, Oscar Figueroa-Rodriguez, Jarita Holbrook, Raymond

Lovett, Simeon Materechera, Mark Parsons et al. "The CARE Principles for Indigenous
data governance." Data Science Journal 19 (2020).

11



Ceci, Stephen J., Shulamit Kahn, and Wendy M. Williams. "Exploring gender bias in six key
domains of academic science: An adversarial collaboration." Psychological Science in the
Public Interest 24, no. 1 (2023): 15-73.

Center for Open Science. (COS) Open Scholarship Survey. Center for Open Science.
Accessed October 15, 2023. https://www.cos.io/initiatives/open-scholarship-survey

Cioffi, M., Goldman, J., & Marchese, S. (2023). Harvard Biomedical Research Data
Lifecycle (Version 5). Zenodo. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8076168

Cole, Nicki Lisa, Eva Kormann, Thomas Klebel, Simon Apartis, and Tony Ross-Hellauer.
"The societal impact of Open Science: a scoping review." Royal Society Open Science 11,
no. 6 (2024): 240286.

Cole, Shawn, Igbal Dhaliwal, Anja Sautmann, and Lars Vilhuber (eds.), Handbook on Using
Administrative Data for Research and Evidence-based Policy. Cambridge, MA: Abdul Latif
Jameel Poverty Action Lab. 2020.

Ferguson J, Littman R, Christensen G, Paluck EL, Swanson N, Wang Z, Miguel E, Birke D,
Pezzuto JH. Survey of open science practices and attitudes in the social sciences. Nature
communications. 2023 Sep 5;14(1):5401.

Gentleman, Robert, and Duncan Temple Lang. "Statistical analyses and reproducible
research." Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics 16, no. 1 (2007): 1-23.

Gerber, Allen and Donald Green 2012. Field Experiments: Design, Analysis and
Interpretation. Wiley.

Grant S, Wendt KE, Leadbeater BJ, Supplee LH, Mayo-Wilson E, Gardner F, Bradshaw CP.
Transparent, Open, and Reproducible Prevention Science. Prev Sci. 2022
Jul;23(5):701-722. doi: 10.1007/s11121-022-01336-w. Epub 2022 Feb 17. PMID:
35175501; PMCID: PMC9283153.

Gray, Jim, Alexander S. Szalay, Ani R. Thakar, and Christopher Stoughton. "Online
scientific data curation, publication, and archiving." In Virtual observatories, vol. 4846, pp.
103-107. SPIE, 2002.

Groves, Robert M., Floyd J. Fowler Jr, Mick P. Couper, James M. Lepkowski, Eleanor

Singer, and Roger Tourangeau. 2009. Survey Methodology. 2nd edition. Hoboken, N.J:
Wiley.

12



Hardwicke, T. E., Serghiou, S., Janiaud, P., Danchey, V., Criwell, S., Goodman, S. N., et al.
(2020). Calibrating the scientific ecosystem through meta-research. Annu. Rev. Stat. Appl.
7, 11-37. doi: 10.1146/annurev-statistics-031219-041104

Hernan MA, Robins JM (2020). Causal Inference: What If. Boca Raton: Chapman &
Hall/CRC.

ICPSR, 2024, Guide to Social Science Data Preparation and Archiving, Best Practice
Throughout the Data Life Cycle: 6th Edition. <
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/web/pages/deposit/guide/ >

Jeannis, H., Joseph, J., Goldberg, M., Seelman, K., Schmeler, M., & Cooper, R. A. (2017).
Full-participation of students with physical disabilities in science and engineering
laboratories. Disability and Rehabilitation: Assistive Technology, 13(2), 186—193.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17483107.2017.1300348

Thomas Klebel, Tony Ross-Hellauer; The APC-barrier and its effect on stratification in open
access publishing. Quantitative Science Studies 2023; 4 (1): 22—-43. doi:
https://doi.org/10.1162/gqss_a_00245

Lammey, Rachael. "Solutions for identification problems: a look at the Research
Organization Registry." Science editing 7, no. 1 (2020): 65-69.

LaPlante, A., Yen, R.W., Isaacs, T. et al. Enrollment, retention, and strategies for including
disadvantaged populations in randomized controlled trials: a systematic review protocol.
Syst Rev 10, 233 (2021). https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01790-7

Lee, Carole J., Cassidy R. Sugimoto, Guo Zhang, and Blaise Cronin. "Bias in peer review."
Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology 64, no. 1 (2013):
2-17.

Liao, Tzu-l, (2022), The Changing Landscape of Open Access Compliance,

Digital Science Blog. Retrieved from: <
https://www.digital-science.com/blog/2022/10/the-changing-landscape-of-open-access-com
pliance/ >

Maron, Nancy, Rebecca Kennison, Nathan Hall, Yasmeen Shorish, Kara Malenfant.
Creating a More Inclusive Future for Scholarly Communications: ACRL’'s New Research
Agenda for Scholarly Communications and the Research Environment. ELPUB 2019, Jun
2019, Marseille, France..

Mering, Margaret (2020) Open Access Mandates and Policies: The Basics, Serials Review,
46:2, 157-159, DOI: 10.1080/00987913.2020.1760707

13


https://doi.org/10.1080/17483107.2017.1300348
https://doi.org/10.1162/qss_a_00245
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01790-7

Mayo-Wilson, Evan, Sean Grant, Lauren Supplee, Sina Kianersi, Afsah Amin, Alex
DeHaven, and David Mellor. "Evaluating implementation of the Transparency and
Openness Promotion (TOP) guidelines: the TRUST process for rating journal policies,
procedures, and practices." Research integrity and peer review 6, no. 1 (2021): 9.

McNutt MK, Bradford M, Drazen JM, Hanson B, Howard B, Jamieson KH, Kiermer V,
Marcus E, Pope BK, Schekman R, Swaminathan S, Stang PJ, Verma IM. Transparency in
authors' contributions and responsibilities to promote integrity in scientific publication. Proc
Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2018 Mar 13;115(11):2557-2560. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1715374115.
Epub 2018 Feb 27. PMID: 29487213; PMCID: PMC5856527.

NASEM-BRDI, National Academies of Sciences, Policy, Global Affairs, Board on Research
Data, Information, and Committee on Toward an Open Science Enterprise. (2018) "Open
science by design: Realizing a vision for 21st century research." (2018).

NASEM-BCBSS. Board on Behavioral, Cognitive, and Sensory Sciences, Committee on
National Statistics, Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, Nuclear and
Radiation Studies Board, Division on Earth and Life Studies, Board on Mathematical
Sciences and Analytics. (2019). Reproducibility and Replicability in Science. Washington,
DC: National Academies Press.

NASEM-CMSGISO. National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine -
Committee on Measuring Sex, Gender ldentity, and Sexual Orientation. 2022. Measuring
Sex, Gender Identity, and Sexual Orientation. Washington, DC: The National Academies
Press.

National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics (NCSES) 2021; Survey of Postdocs
at Federally Funded Research and Development Centers (FFRDC Postdoc Survey),
National Science Foundation,

Ni, Rong, and Ludo Waltman. "To preprint or not to preprint: A global researcher survey."
Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology 75, no. 6 (2024):
749-766.

B. A. Nosek et al. ,Promoting an open research
culture.Science348,1422-1425(2015).D0I1:10.1126/science.aab2374

Page M J, McKenzie J E, Bossuyt P M, Boutron |, Hoffmann T C, Mulrow C D et al. The
PRISMA 2020 statement: an updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews BMJ 2021;
372 :n71 doi:10.1136/bmj.n71

Pacheco, André. "Digital humanities or humanities in digital: revisiting scholarly primitives."
Digital Scholarship in the Humanities 37, no. 4 (2022): 1128-1140.

14



Palmer, Carole L., Lauren C. Teffeau, and Carrie M. Pirmann. "Scholarly information
practices in the online environment." Report commissioned by OCLC Research. Published
online at: www. oclc. org/programs/publications/reports/2009-02. pdf (2009).

Peng, Roger D., and Stephanie C. Hicks. "Reproducible research: a retrospective." Annual
review of public health 42, no. 1 (2021): 79-93.

Robinson-Garcia N, Costas R, van Leeuwen TN. Open Access uptake by universities
worldwide. Peerd. 2020 Jul 8;8:€9410. doi: 10.7717/peerj.9410. PMID: 32714658;
PMCID: PMC7353915.

Schwab S, Janiaud P, Dayan M, Amrhein V, Panczak R, Palagi PM, et al. (2022) Ten
simple rules for good research practice. PLoS Comput Biol 18(6): €e1010139.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1010139

Stodden, Victoria, Friedrich Leisch, and Roger D. Peng, eds. Implementing reproducible
research. Vol. 546. Boca Raton, FL: Crc Press, 2014.

Wilkinson, M., Dumontier, M., Aalbersberg, I. et al. The FAIR Guiding Principles for
scientific data management and stewardship. Sci Data 3, 160018 (2016).
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2016.18

Wilson, Greg, Jennifer Bryan, Karen Cranston, Justin Kitzes, Lex Nederbragt, and Tracy K.
Teal. "Good enough practices in scientific computing." PLoS computational biology 13, no.

6 (2017): €1005510

UNDP 2022, Human Development Report,
https://hdr.undp.org/content/human-development-report-2021-22

15



