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Similar to their colleagues from other countries, French academic librarians are involved in the
promotion of data management plans and FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, Reusable)
principles, as first steps towards more transparent research. But reproducible research requires one to
dive into a wide range of subjects (e.g.: statistics, study design, scientific computing) that are quite far

from a French librarian’s daily practices and/or initial training given that most have a degree in
literature or history (1). Librarians do have technical expertise, but horror stories (2) pinpoint the fact

that even seasoned academics and data science experts seem to lose track of current techniques, after
decades of dizzying technical and methodological mutations. In such a context, what could be the
added value of librarians? To what extent do they have to plan a mutation of their skill sets? See

summary in Table 1.

Classy but trendy: information skills at the
forefront of reproducible research

Statistical and computational skills are key
components (3—6) of more reproducible
research. However, is there room for people
who are not familiar with the command line or
statistics methods? Of course, some librarians
have developed data management skills.
Nevertheless, the stakes of traceability also
bring back to the forefront a librarian’s
traditional skills. In more fundamental
disciplines, the reproducibility of research is
seen less as the ability to obtain similar results
than as the capacity to track back the
argumentation. In this perspective, the
management of references and more
particularly the follow-up of retracted articles
play a major role. Data management skills thus
remain central, especially when it comes to
taking advantage of tools that automate tasks,
such as Zotero.

Indeed, many services focusing on information
needs can be targeted in the reproducibility
perspective. Practices such as systematic
review (7) can also help to limit the impact of
biases (e.g.: selective reporting, confirmation
bias). Information addressing a specific
research question is exhaustively collected by
using  pre-established and standardized
eligibility criteria (e.g.: type of method
applied, source of funding, measurements
obtained, etc.). The data are then synthesized
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with or without the use of statistical methods.
Systematic reviews are common in health
sciences (8) and through adaptations, their use
could be extended to other fields as they can
limit the impact of bias toward positive
outcomes (9): the published results represent
only part of a corpus composed of different
types of data, including grey literature (e.g.:
reports, unpublished research  outputs,
technical reports, etc.) .

The standardization of information-gathering
methods and a broadening of documentary
sources contribute to the transparency of
research. However, not all editorial forms
benefit from the same visibility due to research
evaluation criteria and the policies of
traditional publishers who value the article in
its canonical form. Thus, replication studies
(10-12) or forms of pre-registration (13—15)
[i.e.: registered reports, registered replication
reports (16)] deserve greater publicity. For
librarians, it doesn’t mean to promote these
sources without nuance as pre-registration is a
subject of debate (17), but to synthesize the ins
and outs, and to present the platforms for
where to find them (e.g.: Open Science
Framework). In their field, librarians can thus
participate in limiting the "file drawer effect"
(5,9,18). The file drawer effect can be defined
as a bias that leads researchers to put in the
“drawer” anything that doesn’t fit into the
criteria of traditional editors who favor



positive and catchy results: “Modern science’s
professional culture prizes positive results far
above negative results, and also far above
attempts to reproduce earlier
research. Scientists therefore steer away from
replication studies, and their negative results
go into the file drawer.” (5)

Decathlete fatigue: challenges of skill
specialization

Beyond interdisciplinary stakes, the advent of
data-driven research and the issues of research
reproducibility have accentuated the need for a
plurality of expertise in teams. Of course,
having a basic knowledge of computer science
and/or statistics is of major interest, but the
level of expertise to be achieved is such that
the competency should no longer be
understood at the level of an individual, but at
the level of a whole team, according to
Wessel (19) :  “Statistical illiteracy among
researchers is one of the reasons why
psychology as a whole is in trouble. The
solution is thought to lie in educating people
about statistics. Of course, furthering a basic
understanding is important, but investing in
statistical skills at an individual level is not the
ultimate solution. There is a limit to what
individual researchers can do.” Leek (20) also
emphasizes the need for specialists to ensure
appropriate use of statistical methods: “Since
most people performing data analysis are not
statisticians there is a lot of room for error in
the application of statistical methods. This
error is magnified enormously when naive
analysts are given too many ‘researcher
degrees of freedom’.” Moreover, even the
choice of the method to be applied is arduous
for a non-specialist according to Wilcox and
Rousselet (21): “But for the non-statistician,
the vast array of new and improved techniques
for comparing groups and studying
associations can seem daunting, simply
because there are so many new methods that
are now available.”

At the same time, thanks to adapted graphical
user interfaces, tools that can be used without
advanced technical skills have been developed.
But the use of these tools doesn’t solve the
problem of the reliability of the results.
According to Plesser (22), methodological
questions are obliterated because they are
hastily delegated to tools: “Since digital
computers are exact machines, practitioners
apparently assumed that results obtained by
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computer could be trusted, provided that the
principal algorithms and methods employed
were suitable to the problem at hand. Little
attention was paid to the correctness of
implementation, potential for error, or
variation introduced by system soft- and
hardware [...].” In addition, these tools, which
are suitable for non-specialists, are still part of
broader and more complex ecosystems, the full
control of which requires an advanced
technical background.

A patchwork is not a canvas: disconnected
expertises

Bringing different expertises together responds
to immediate functional needs and also allows
for a richer approach to the research question,
according to Munafo and his co-authors (14) :
“This also brings greater scope for multiple
theoretical and disciplinary perspectives, and a
diverse range of research cultures and
experiences, to be incorporated into a research
project.” Yet, as Bammer (23), Brown (24),
and Jang (25) consider, the juxtaposition of
skills doesn't always ensure better results
because it can also be a vector of dissonance.:
“[...] cultural differences between team
members can lead to inconsistent norms and
conflicting assumptions, making it difficult to
access and synthesize the diverse knowledge
they hold.”

If left unmanaged, interdisciplinary and
inter-professional collaboration can increase
the risk of error, as Yarborough and co-authors
note (26): “Indeed these errors [study design
and data analysis errors] are likely to increase
due to trends in current scientific practice,
particularly  the  growing  size  and
interdisciplinarity of investigative teams.”
Non-reproducibility has both technical and
methodological causes and stems from
organizational and behavioral issues. Increased
segmentation of work between experts as well
as the reinforcement of the dynamic of
specialization do not lead to more reliable
research. Leonelli (27) considers it to be an
aggravating factor. When a plurality of actors
are involved, a fortiori during the complex
process of analysis, clearly defining
responsibilities is challenging: “[A plurality of
actors results in] a general increase in the
complexity and scale of experiments and
related statistical analyses of results, with
increasing specialization and division of labor
resulting in lack of clarity around who is



actually responsible for quality checks.”
Yarborough and his co-authors (26) also point
out the increased risk of errors resulting from
the division of work and expertises: “[...]
Because they require divisions of labor and
expertise, such collaborations create fertile
ground of producing unreliable research.”

As noted by Deardorft (28), the distribution of
expertise  engages researchers to be
accountable for steps carried out by others:
“For some researchers, this meant taking
ownership of a step that had previously been
done by a collaborator”. But even more than in
the past, identifying the parameters that impact
the results can be tricky (4), even at the team
level: “When closely scrutinized, a scientific
study or experiment may be seen to entail
hundreds or thousands of choices, many of
which are barely conscious or taken for
granted. [...] An investigator may or may not
realize when a possible variation could be
consequential to the replicability of results.”
Moreover, the 1ssues of  research
reproducibility accentuate the need for a
reinforced dialogue as they question what
appears to be self-evident: what is a result?
What are we trying to reproduce: a model, a
process, an object? The variety of meanings of
the phrase "reproducible research" as analyzed
by Barba (29) emphasizes the need for
contextualization. Therefore uncovering the
cultural gaps inherent in professional and
disciplinary practices isn’t considered by the
Committee on Reproducibility and
Replicability in Science (4) as a futile effort:
“Despite efforts to coalesce around the use of
these terms, lack of consensus persists across
disciplines. The resulting confusion is an
obstacle in moving forward to improve
reproducibility and replicability.”

The process of "cultural brokerage" at the
service of interdisciplinarity?

The coexistence of different types of expertise
can lead to an increased risk of errors insofar
as the actors have their own norms, beliefs and
hypotheses. Thus, Brown (24) mentions
“substantial transaction costs” that come with
interdisciplinarity. Of course, other parameters
also affect the dynamics of a team (e.g.: the
inadequacy of evaluation criteria, the
legitimacy that each actor grants himself
according to their place in the academic
community, the stakes inherent in a career
stage). But this contribution focuses on the
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issue of cultural heterogeneity within a group
and the possible role of librarians.

According to Jang (25), a process of "cultural
brokerage" can foster cohesion within a team:
“ Brokerage is typically depicted as taking
place between actors who have no access to
one another—for instance, at the intersection
of organizational or professional boundaries.”
Thus, cultural brokerage is not about dividing
tasks or directly transferring skills between
actors, but about overtaking the hiatus in
professional cultures. Jang distinguishes
"cultural insiders", who share all or part of a
team's knowledge, from "cultural outsiders",
whose knowledge doesn’t overlap with that of
the group. Insiders act as translators (i.e.
“resolving”); they are messengers (30).
Outsiders connect team members by involving
them in the process of capturing the group's
tacit norms (i.e.: facilitating) (30); they don't
directly provide an answer. Moreover, while
cultural insiders may informally take on an
intermediation role, outsiders need their
assignment to be formally posed within the
team to be able to fully play their role.

From “embedded librarian” to “cultural
broker”

Because of their role in the academic
community and the nature of their skills,
librarians seem predisposed to engage in the
process of cultural brokerage. Indeed, the well
documented (31) concept of the "embedded
librarian" already refers to the notion of an
information professional integrated into a
group of users, in a punctual or more perennial
way, online or in a physical way. This consists
of an in-depth and personalized documentary
assistance,  resulting from  empathetic
capacities and knowledge of the treated topic.
The concept of "embedded librarian" isn't new,
but this role can evolve towards that of a
"cultural broker".

Should librarians aim to become cultural
insiders? Not necessarily, because the
contribution of outsiders is equal or even
superior to that of insiders (25,30). This
finding is surprising because it’s precisely the
perception of their expertise that penalizes the
insiders. Indeed, outsiders have the advantage
of being viewed as neutral third parties, less
inclined to judge than insiders. In addition,
given their greater proximity to group
members, the insiders' clarification efforts may
be perceived as unnecessary. Added to this, the



inclusion of outsiders would secure the group's
cohesion in the long term (30): “Cultural
outsiders may be particularly valuable in teams
with long time horizons, where team viability
1s crucial.” Indeed, outsiders educate teams to
enact internally the cultural brokerage process.

Toward a “blameless post mortem culture”:
enabling supportive work environments
Data science standards have been drastically
raised under the pressure of reproducibility
challenges, but the acquisition of technical
knowledge is not only a technical issue. The
point is less to seek to achieve the level of
expertise to deal with the issue than
developing dialogue skills. Training eases the
dialogue between researchers with different
technical levels, according to Deardoff (28):
“[...] the workshop had helped demystify a
complicated topic. [...] [Researchers] felt more
comfortable talking about programming with
their collaborators [...].” In addition to
traditional training, librarians can create or
support communities of practice such as
"ReproduciliTea" (32), “The Turing Way”
(33). Activities can be designed by type of
needs, not just by level of technicality: for
example, data engineers' concerns are more
focused on infrastructure and IT equipment.
Data analysts and machine learning engineers
tend to focus on front-end issues (i.e.: analysis
and presentation of results). A “Reprohack” is
a relevant way to favor dialogue skills (34).
Their expertise in scientific monitoring and
information retrieval will help librarians to
identify experts who can conduct these
activities.

Actions based on collaborative practices (e.g.:
hackathons, peer programming sessions, code
reviews, sprints), contribute to initiating a
broader dialogue (35-37). For instance, by
easing capturing and codifying tacit
knowledge, a book sprint (38—41) enables
cultural brokerage. In a couple of days, a group
of authors supported by a facilitator writes a
complete book from scratch [e.g.: book sprints
organized by librarians (42,43)]. According to
Baker and her co-authors (38), “[...] the book
sprinting  process, by  stressing the
collaborative  aspects, materializes  the
being-together, working-in-tandem, sharing
and intersubjective exchange of ideas, but also
written text, submerging authorship into a
collective form of writing which is extremely
powerful”. If the group of authors is
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homogeneous, the book sprint helps them to
describe and synthesize their knowledge and
the role of the facilitator is to introduce
coherence (38) (i.e.: “extractive mode™). In
contrast, when group members have little in
common, the facilitator focuses on the
emergence of new concepts and helps authors
to put some distance from their existing
practices (i.e.: “generative mode”). However,
without prior analysis of the context,
collaborative activities turn out to be
counterproductive: a hackathon turns into an
unhealthy competition, the pair programming
session becomes an evaluation. Once again,
neither the bringing together of actors nor the
application of a collaborative method suffices
to trigger the process of cultural brokerage and
the added value of librarians lies precisely in
their knowledge of the practices and norms of
"academic tribes" (44).

The skills gap plays a role in group
interactions but the problem has first a
behavioral nature, as Varoquaux points out
(45): “Inability to understand the others’ point
of view, or to communicate ours, can bring in
emotions. Emotions most often impedes
technical communication”. But the emergence
of a new ethos is a long term goal, hampered
by academic culture as Herterich and her
co-authors (46) point out: “Academics are
pressured by this academic fallacy that they
need to be brilliant at all aspects of the job,
which means they are reluctant to share
something they’re not brilliant at.” Therefore,
enabling safe working environments should be
a priority. It’s neither a luxury nor a fashion,
and therefore Herterich and her co-authors (46)
put psychological barriers and material
constraints on the same level : “limitations on
time, on resources, and on confidence”.
Bishop (47) highlights the cultural change
inherent in more open and transparent
research: “As open science becomes
increasingly the norm, we will find that
everyone is fallible.” Therefore Parker (48)
calls for a “blameless post mortem culture”. In
this context, being seen as neutral third parties
seems to be an advantage for librarians.

Conclusion

Reproducible research mobilizes a set of
methods and techniques that are a priori far
removed from the field of librarians. However,
the dynamic of hyper-specialization that has
been at work for several years now shows the



need for a form of cultural brokerage because
the juxtaposition of expertise can accentuate
the risk of errors. While librarians can place
their more traditional skills in the broader
context of reproducibility, they also have the
opportunity to strengthen their connections
with their users by moving from embedded
librarian to cultural broker. The development
of skills, especially computational skills, plays
a major role, but not only on a technical level:
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it’s also required for building consistency
between stakeholders. Indeed, changes in
organizational behavior call for deep cultural
change. Therefore librarians can take
advantage of the fact that they are seen as
neutral agents by researchers. But they first
need to be identified as potential collaborators.
Thus, the question of visibility remains a major
issue for librarians.

Table 1.

Challenges encountered by researchers,
linked to the reproducibility of research

Need

How librarians may support
researchers

Publication bias favor positive results

Broadening the diversity of sources .

Standardizing information
gathering.

Emergent editorial forms may suffer from a
lack of visibility among researchers

Getting familiar with these emergent
editorial forms.

Summarizing the ins and outs

of emergent editorial forms to
feed the debate.

Selecting platforms where this
material is available.

Tracking retracted articles requires
additional attention

Revamping source workflow of
bibliographic records.

Training in the use of tools that
automate the management of
sources (ex: Zotero).

Training in the methods.

Standards in data science required by
reproducible research needs are so high that
expertise needs to be distributed among a
wide pool of actors.

But the juxtaposition of expertise also
increases the risk of errors.

Capturing tacit norms, beliefs and
hypotheses from different stakeholders
in order to lower the cost of these
disconnected expertises.

Transparency calls for disclosure, but
cultural academic norms prevents
researchers from moving towards a new
ethos

Building inclusive and secure work
spaces, developing soft skills that help
nurture hard skills: expertise and
performance may be threatened by a
lack of ad hoc soft skills.

Playing the role of “cultural
broker”: offering and/or
supporting collaborative
environments for researchers.
As librarians may be seen as
neutral third parties, they may
play a positive role in the
dissemination of methods and
topics.

Table 1: a non-exhaustive list of librarians’ set of skills that could be relevant to address reproducible research challenges.



References

10.

12.

Carbone P, Giami A. Le parcours et la carriére des
conservateurs de bibliothéques. Paris: Ministére de
I’Enseignement Supérieur, de la Recherche et de
I’Innovation; 2017.

Smart AG. The war over supercooled water. Phys
Today [Internet]. 2018 Aug 22 [cited 2018 Aug 24];
Available from:
https://physicstoday.scitation.org/do/10.1063/PT.6.1.2
0180822a/full/
Baker M. 1,500
reproducibility.
25,533(7604):452-4.
Committee on Reproducibility and Replicability in
Science, Committee on National Statistics, Board on
Behavioral, Cognitive, and Sensory Sciences,
Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and
Education, Nuclear and Radiation Studies Board,
Division on Earth and Life Studies, et al.
Reproducibility and Replicability in Science
[Internet]. Washington, D.C.: National Academies
Press; 2019 [cited 2019 Sep 3]. Available from:
https://www.nap.edu/catalog/25303

Randall D, Welser C. The Irreproducibility Crisis of
Modern Science. Causes, Consequences, and the
Road to Reform [Internet]. New York: National
Association of Scholars; 2018. Available from:
https://www.nas.org/reports/the-irreproducibility-crisi
s-of-modern-science

Benureau F, Rougier N. Re-run, Repeat, Reproduce,
Reuse, Replicate: Transforming Code into Scientific
Contributions. ArXiv170808205 Cs [Internet]. 2017
Aug 28 [cited 2017 Sep 25]; Available from:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1708.08205

Bearman M, Smith CD, Carbone A, Slade S, Baik C,
Hughes-Warrington M, et al. Systematic review
methodology in higher education. High Educ Res
Dev. 2012 Oct;31(5):625-40.

Higgins J, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T,
Page M, et al. Cochrane Handbook for Systematic
Reviews of Interventions [Internet]. 2nd ed.
Chichester: John Wiley & Sons; 2019. Available
from: http://www.worldcat.org/oclc/1198759353
Fanelli D. “Positive” Results Increase Down the
Hierarchy of the Sciences. Scalas E, editor. PLoS
ONE. 2010 Apr 7;5(4):e10068.

Nieuwland M. Nature says it wants to publish
replication attempts. So what happened when a group
of authors submitted one to Nature Neuroscience?
Part 1 [Internet]. Retraction Watch. 2018 [cited 2018
May 31]. Available from:
https://retractionwatch.com/2018/05/08/nature-says-it
-wants-to-publish-replication-attempts-so-what-happe
ned-when-a-group-of-authors-submitted-one-to-natur
e-neuroscience/

lid on
May

scientists  lift the
Nature. 2016

. Nieuwland M. An attempt to publish a replication

attempt in a Nature journal, part 2 [Internet].
Retraction Watch. 2018 [cited 2018 May 31].
Available from:
https://retractionwatch.com/2018/05/09/an-attempt-to
-publish-a-replication-attempt-in-a-nature-journal-par
t-2/

Nieuwland M. One team’s struggle to publish a
replication attempt, part 3 [Internet]. Retraction
Watch. 2018 [cited 2018 May 31]. Available from:

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Commentary

https://retractionwatch.com/2018/05/10/one-teams-str
uggle-to-publish-a-replication-attempt-part-3/

Nosek BA, Beck ED, Campbell L, Flake JK,
Hardwicke TE, Mellor DT, et al. Preregistration Is
Hard, And Worthwhile. Trends Cogn Sci. 2019
Aug;S1364661319301846.

Munafdo MR, Nosek BA, Bishop DVM, Button KS,
Chambers CD, Sert NP du, et al. A manifesto for
reproducible science. Nat Hum Behav. 2017 Jan
10;1(1):0021.

Frankenhuis W, Nettle D. Open Science is Liberating
and Can Foster Creativity. Open Sci Framew
[Internet]. 2018 Feb 18 [cited 2018 May 31];
Available from: https://osf.io/edhym/

Lindsay DS, Simons DJ, Lilienfeld SO. Research
Preregistration 101. APS Obs [Internet]. 2016 Nov 30
[cited 2018 Jan 12];29(10). Available from:
https://www.psychologicalscience.org/observer/resear
ch-preregistration-101

Devezer B, Navarro DJ, Vandekerckhove J, Buzbas
EO. The case for formal methodology in scientific
reform. bioRxiv. 2020 Apr 28;2020.04.26.048306.
Lilienfeld SO, Waldman ID, editors. Maximizing the
Reproducibility of Your Research. Psychol Sci Scrut
Recent Chall Propos Solut [Internet]. 2014 Feb 26
[cited 2018  Jun  8]; Available  from:
https://osf.io/xidvw/

Wessel 1. Reflections of an open science convert 1:
Why I changed my research practices [Internet].
Mindwise. 2019 [cited 2020 May 4]. Available from:
https://mindwise-groningen.nl/reflections-of-an-open-
science-convert-1/

Leek J. On the scalability of statistical procedures:
why the p-value bashers just don’t get it. - Simply
Statistics [Internet]. Simply Statistics. 2014 [cited
2018 May 28]. Available from:
https://simplystatistics.org/2014/02/14/on-the-scalabil
ity-of-statistical-procedures-why-the-p-value-bashers-
just-dont-get-it/

Wilcox RR, Rousselet GA. A Guide to Robust
Statistical Methods in Neuroscience. Curr Protoc
Neurosci. 2018 Jan 22;82:8.42.1-8.42.30.

Plesser HE. Reproducibility vs. Replicability: A Brief
History of a Confused Terminology. Front
Neuroinformatics [Internet]. 2018 [cited 2018 Feb
16];11. Available from:
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fninf.201
7.00076/full

Bammer G. Should we discipline interdisciplinarity?
Palgrave Commun. 2017 Nov 14;3(1):1-4.

Brown RR, Deletic A, Wong THF. Interdisciplinarity:
How to catalyse collaboration. Nat News. 2015 Sep
17;525(7569):315.

Jang S. Cultural Brokerage and Creative Performance
in Multicultural Teams. Organ Sci. 2017 Dec
1;28(6):993-1009.

Yarborough M, Nadon R, Karlin DG. Four erroneous
beliefs thwarting more trustworthy research. Rodgers
P, Pewsey E, MacLeod MR, Michel M, Amaral OB,
editors. eLife. 2019 Jul 29;8:e45261.

Leonelli S. Re-Thinking Reproducibility as a
Criterion for Research Quality. Hist Econ Thought
Methodol. 2018 Jan;19.

Deardorff A. Assessing the impact of introductory
programming workshops on the computational



29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

reproducibility of biomedical workflows. bioRxiv.
2020 Mar 9;2020.03.09.983429.

Barba LA. Terminologies for Reproducible Research.
ArXiv180203311 Cs [Internet]. 2018 Feb 9 [cited

2018 Feb 16]; Available from:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.03311
Jang S. Bringing Worlds Together: Cultural

Brokerage in Multicultural Teams [Internet]. Harvard
University; 2014 [cited 2020 Oct 27]. Available from:
https://dash.harvard.edu/handle/1/12274592

Kvenild C, Calkins K. Embedded librarians: moving
beyond one-shot instruction. Chicago: Association of
College and Research Libraries; 2011.

Orben A, Parsons S, Criiwell S. ReproducibiliTea
Starter Pack. 2019 Feb 7 [cited 2019 Feb 12];
Available from: https://osf.io/3ed8x/

Whitaker K. 10 simple rules to run an open and
inclusive project online [Internet]. 2019 Sep 1 [cited
2019 Sep 2]. Available from:
https://zenodo.org/record/3383063#. XWzHeoppEfQ
Hettne KM, Proppert R, Nab L, Saunero LPR,
Gawehns D. ReprohackNL 2019: How libraries can
promote research reproducibility through community
engagement [Internet]. SocArXiv; 2020 Apr [cited
2020 Apr 30]. Available from: https://osf.io/6f4zv
Boettiger C, Hao Y, Lowndes JSS, Frazier MR. Code
Review in the Lab, or ... How do you review code
that accompanies a research project or paper? -
rOpenSci - open tools for open science [Internet].
ROpenSci. 2018 [cited 2020 Apr 8]. Available from:
https://ropensci.org/commcalls/2018-10-16/

Lowndes JSS, Best BD, Scarborough C, Afflerbach
JC, Frazier MR, O’Hara CC, et al. Our path to better
science in less time using open data science tools. Nat
Ecol Evol. 2017 Jun;1(6):0160.

Lowndes JSS. R for better science in less time
[Internet]. UseR 2019; 2019 Jul 10 [cited 2019 Jul
10]; Toulouse. Available from:
https://jules32.github.io/useR-2019-keynote/#1

Baker R, Berry D, Brokering M, Dieter M, French A,
Rithling B. On Book Sprints [Internet]. Berlin:
Booksprints.net; 2014. Available from:
https://www.booksprints.net/en/blog/book-sprint-on-b
ook-sprints/

Pope C. The Great Sussex Book Sprint [Internet]. Dr
Catherine Pope. 2017 [cited 2018 Jul 12]. Available
from:
https://catherinepope.com/great-sussex-book-sprint/
Baker R. Book Sprints for ICT Research - Testing the
practice of Book Sprints as a new paradigm of

41

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

Commentary

collaborative writing for ICT researchers and

innovators (project evaluative research report)
[Internet]. Floss Manuals Foundation; 2014 [cited
2018 Jun 18]. Available from:

index.html%3Fp=684.html

. Heller L, Brinken H. How to run a book sprint —in 16

steps [Internet]. Impact of Social Sciences. 2018
[cited 2018 Dec 12].  Available from:
http://blogs.1se.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2018/11/
20/how-to-run-a-book-sprint-in-16-steps/

TIB. FOSTER Book Sprint at TIB [Internet]. [cited
2018 Jun 18]. Available from:
https://www.tib.eu/en/service/events/details/foster-bo
ok-sprint-at-tib/

Desquilbet L, Granger S, Hejblum B, Legrand A,
Pernot P, Rougier NP. Vers une recherche
reproductible [Internet]. ebook. Bordeaux: Urfist de
Bordeaux; 2019 [cited 2019 May 6]. Available from:
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-02144142

Becher T, Trowler PR. Academic tribes and
territories: intellectual enquiry and the culture of
disciplines. ~ Buckingham, = Royaume-Uni  de
Grande-Bretagne et d’Irlande du Nord: Open
university press, 2001; 2001. xv+238.

Varoquaux G. Technical discussions are hard; a few
tips [Internet]. Gael-Varoquaux.info. 2020 [cited 2020
May 28]. Available from:
http://gael-varoquaux.info/programming/technical-dis
cussions-are-hard-a-few-tips.html

Herterich P, Solymosi R, Perez-Suarez D, Brown L,
Frawley J. Are you promoting good practices for
open research? [Internet]. Software Sustainability
Institute. 2020 [cited 2020 May 20]. Available from:
https://software.ac.uk/blog/2020-05-20-cw20-speed-b
log-are-you-promoting-good-practices-open-research
Bishop DVM. Fallibility in Science: Responding to
Errors in the Work of Oneself and Others: Adv
Methods Pract Psychol Sci [Internet]. 2018 Jul 3
[cited 2018 Jul 4];  Available  from:
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/2515245
918776632?journal Code=ampa#articleShareContaine
r

Parker H. Opinionated analysis development. Peer]
Prepr [Internet]. 2017 Aug 31 [cited 2018 Feb 16];
Available from:
https://doi.org/10.7287/peerj.preprints.3210v1



