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Scientific Software in Julia
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Research Question

● RQ:  How frequently do security defects appear in 
scientific software projects?
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Nuthan Munaiah, Steven Kroh, Craig Cabrey, and Meiyappan Nagappan. 2017. Curating GitHub for engineered 
software projects. Empirical Software Engineering (2017), 1–35. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10664-017-9512-6



Curated Dataset (Repository Curation)
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Curated Dataset (Qualitative Analysis)
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22nd ACM SIGSOFT International Symposium FSE 2014

Example commit message labeled ‘INSECURE’
:
“exploit utf16 support in julia 0.3  if available  for proper 
utf16 conversion”



Results
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Cohen’s Kappa = 1.0
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Summary
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