arXiv:2412.15500v1 [cs.SE] 20 Dec 2024

Hidden Figures in Software Engineering: A Replication Study Exploring Undergraduate Software Students’ Awareness of Distinguished Scientists from Underrepresented Groups

Ronnie de Souza Santos University of Calgary Calgary, AB, Canada ronnie.desouzasantos@ucalgary.ca

Italo Santos Northern Arizona University Flagstaff, AZ, US ids37@nau.edu

Robson Santos UFPE Recife, PE, Brazil rtss@cin.ufpe.br

Cleyton Magalhaes UFRPE Recife, PE, Brazil cleyton.vanut@ufrpe.br

Abstract—Technology is a cornerstone of modern life, yet the software engineering field struggles to reflect the diversity of contemporary society. This lack of diversity and inclusivity within the software industry can be traced back to limited representation in software engineering academic settings, where students from underrepresented groups are often stigmatized despite the field’s rich history of contributions from scientists from diverse backgrounds. Over the years, studies have revealed that women, LGBTQIA+ individuals, and Black students frequently encounter unwelcoming environments in software engineering programs. However, similar to other fields, increasing awareness of notable individuals from marginalized backgrounds could inspire students and foster a more inclusive environment. This study reports the findings from a replicated global survey with undergraduate software engineering students, exploring their knowledge of distinguished scientists from underrepresented groups. These findings show that students have limited awareness of these figures and their contributions, highlighting the need to improve diversity awareness and develop educational practices that celebrate the achievements of historically marginalized groups in software engineering.

Index Terms—EDi in software engineering, software engineering education, diversity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Technology shapes many aspects of contemporary life, influencing work, education, politics, and leisure. However, despite the multicultural nature of modern society, software engineering—the foundation of technological advancement—still lacks diversity in both academic and industrial settings. This limited diversity poses risks that can affect individuals across society [1]–[3].

Biases in computational algorithms, especially those using machine learning, often disadvantage Black communities by limiting access to services and perpetuating economic disparities, as seen historically in practices like redlining [4], [5]. This issue extends to the legal system, where biases in sentencing and policing disproportionately impact communities of color, deepening social inequalities. Additionally, digital filters on social media reinforce societal beauty standards by lightening skin tones [4], [6]–[8]. In software engineering, gender disparity also highlights the effects of limited diversity, as women frequently encounter hostile, sexist work environments where discrimination and biased evaluations hinder professional growth and reinforce exclusion [9]–[12].

In software engineering education, similar patterns appear. Students from underrepresented backgrounds often face unwelcoming environments in these programs, which affects their sense of belonging [13], [14]. Factors like insufficient representation, lack of support networks, and biases in course content and classroom dynamics contribute to these challenges. Instances of implicit or explicit discrimination based on gender, race, sexual orientation, or other identities can create hostile learning environments [10], [13], [15], [16].

The diversity gap in software engineering is particularly puzzling given the field’s history and the influential scientists from underrepresented groups who helped shape it [17], [18]. The world’s first programmer was a woman; a gay scientist laid the groundwork for modern computing; and a Black innovator pioneered real-time collaboration, a concept still widely used today. These individuals represent only a few among many from marginalized backgrounds whose contributions have significantly transformed technology.

Given the persistent lack of diversity awareness from academia through to industry and studies showing the exclusion faced by underrepresented students in software engineering [11], [19], a recent study examined how familiar software engineering undergraduate students are with influential figures from underrepresented groups in the field [20]. Results revealed that students receive insufficient classroom exposure to many renowned individuals from these groups—especially Black and LGBTQIA+ pioneers—whose contributions were foundational to today’s technologies.

In this study, we replicated the original survey with modifications to increase the breadth and depth of responses. We adopted a different sampling strategy, expanded the questionnaire to include additional scientists from underrepresented groups, and sought to gather data from a broader array of contexts concerning geographical location and student backgrounds. Based on the original study, our goal is to answer the following research question:

RQ: What do software engineering undergraduate students know about distinguished scientists from underrepresented groups in software engineering and their contributions to the field?

Understanding students’ familiarity with scientists from underrepresented groups is important for several reasons, including:

• Inspiration and Motivation: Awareness of pioneering scientists from diverse backgrounds can inspire students, especially those from similar backgrounds, to continue in software engineering and related fields.

• Promoting Diversity Awareness: Understanding students’ familiarity with these scientists can guide diversity initiatives in software engineering education, using role models to foster belonging, inclusivity, and representation.

• Building Evidence for Solutions: Collecting evidence on diversity challenges in software engineering is important for developing effective approaches to address these issues.

This study is organized as follows from this introduction: In Section 2, we provide a background on the history of underrepresented groups in technology. Section 3 summarizes the main aspects of the original study we are replicating in this research. Section 4 outlines the design and implementation of our survey. Section 5 presents the results obtained, followed by a discussion in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 focuses on our conclusions.

II. SCIENTISTS FROM UNDERREPRESENTED GROUPS IN THE HISTORY OF TECHNOLOGY Throughout history, humanity has devised numerous mechanisms and tools for computing. Manual arithmetic, abacuses, and analog machines existed long before the emergence of what we now recognize as computers. Initial strides toward developing the first computer models began in the late 19th century. Since then, numerous pioneering scientists have played crucial roles in transforming computers into indispensable tools supporting our modern society [21].

While contemporary software engineering often lacks diversity, primarily comprising heterosexual White men [1], the historical landscape of technology illustrates a different narrative. Pioneers and groundbreaking scientists in technology emerge from diverse backgrounds, encompassing various cultures, regions, and educational experiences [21]. Over the decades, individuals from underrepresented groups in the field, including women, Black people, LGBTQIA+ individuals, and many others, have made significant contributions to the evolution of computers and software.

Ada Lovelace and Grace Hopper are notable women in computer science [22]. Lovelace is celebrated as the world’s first programmer [17]. In contrast, Hopper, among the early modern computer programmers, made significant contributions to compilers and laid foundational principles for contemporary software testing [23]. It is noteworthy that historically, programming was initially regarded as a female-dominated occupation, while hardware design was largely male-centric [1].

The LGBTQIA+ community has also left a memorable mark on technological progress. Alan Turing is recognized as the father of computer science and is credited with creating the precursor to modern computers and pioneering fundamental concepts in artificial intelligence [24]. Christopher Strachey is acknowledged as a programming languages pioneer and played a crucial role in developing the C programming language and early video game development [25]. Danielle Bunten Berry, a transgender woman, was a pioneer game developer who created one of the first successful multiplayer games. Additionally, Peter Landin developed concepts that enabled programming languages to transcend specific computer architectures, pioneering the functional programming paradigm [26].

Among Black individuals, Clarence Ellis stands as the first African-American to earn a Ph.D. in computer science, holding a significant place in computer science history as he pioneered computer-supported cooperative work, contributing to developing tools and techniques for real-time collaborative document editing [27]. Annie J. Easley, one of NASA’s initial Black employees, conducted pioneering work on algorithms analyzing alternative power technologies to address energy consumption issues. Additionally, Katherine Johnson and Dorothy Vaughan, two remarkable Black women, made substantial technological contributions at NASA [28]. Frank Greene, the first Black cadet to complete the U.S. Air Force program, contributed to advancing high-speed semiconductor computer-memory systems.

The history of technology is enriched by talented individuals from underrepresented groups who have made significant contributions to technological progress. Today, these individuals persist in driving innovative solutions that shape and benefit our society. Among contemporary scientists, notable figures include Farida Bedwei, a Ghanaian software engineer living with cerebral palsy [29], who actively advocates for inclusion within software engineering. Christine M’Lot, an Indigenous educator, creatively integrates computer science education with music [30]. Furthermore, Lynne Conway, a transgender computer scientist, is renowned for pioneering methods simplifying the design and fabrication of complex microchips [31]. As software engineering embraces diversity and inclusion, this list of influential figures expands, reflecting the growing contributions from diverse backgrounds.

III. ORIGINAL STUDY

The original study [20] gathered data from 128 undergraduate students across four countries, predominantly from Brazil (112 students). Findings revealed that, while students were familiar with certain software engineering figures from underrepresented groups, such as Alan Turing, Ada Lovelace, and Grace Hopper, their knowledge of scientists from other minority groups, particularly Black and Afro-descendant scientists, remained limited. It was anticipated that professors could play a key role in broadening students’ understanding by incorporating more information about notable scientists from diverse backgrounds.

Additionally, the study identified primary sources through which students learned about scientists from underrepresented groups. Sources varied by figure: Ada Lovelace was primarily learned about through lectures and social media; Alan Turing through lectures and movies; Christopher Strachey through lectures and social media; Clarence Ellis through social media and research; Grace Hopper through lectures and research; and Peter Landin through lectures and social media.

These outcomes highlight the need to strengthen the teaching of computer science history within undergraduate courses, as students currently engage in limited discussions about numerous distinguished individuals from underrepresented groups who were instrumental in advancing technologies fundamental to software engineering, particularly Black people and LGBTQIA+ individuals. The study emphasized the role of educators in transforming this landscape, suggesting strategies to increase the visibility of underrepresented groups in software engineering, thereby improving diversity awareness and fostering a stronger sense of belonging among students.

IV. METHOD

In this study, the original survey [20] was replicated with strategies to engage participants from multiple countries and slight modifications to the questionnaire, expanding it to include a broader group of scientists from underrepresented groups. The decision to replicate the survey was motivated by the future work recommendations in the original study, which highlighted the need to validate and extend its findings to ensure that the insights gained are applicable across diverse contexts.

Often, a replication study involves the intentional and systematic repetition of previous research, primarily to validate, extend, or reassess previous findings and generalize results across different populations [32], [33]. This study represents an exact replication, which repeats a prior study within the same research framework, utilizing identical methods and procedures. Internal replications aim to confirm the reliability of original findings and delve deeper into the outcomes observed [33], [34].

In this replication, we conducted a cross-sectional survey [35]–[37], adhering to established software engineering guidelines [38], to explore undergraduate software engineering students’ familiarity worldwide with key historical figures in technology whose contributions are foundational to their current academic studies. The survey questionnaire and process were refined to improve upon the previous data collection approach from the original study. Our strategy integrated referral sampling, snowball sampling, and the use of Prolific^1

1www.prolific.com

to distribute the questionnaire globally among students. Quantitative techniques were then applied to analyze and synthesize the collected data. The detailed methodology is outlined below.

A. Questionnaire

We designed an anonymous questionnaire with the following main sections to gather comprehensive data on students’ familiarity with scientists from underrepresented groups in software engineering:

Section I: Demographic Information (Part 1). This section collected essential demographic information from participants, including their country of residence, academic program, and year of enrollment. Since this study aims to capture a broad perspective on students’ awareness, participants were recruited not only from software engineering programs but also from related fields, such as computer science, computer engineering, and information systems, as long as these programs included software engineering content in their curriculum. This approach allowed for a diverse sample, reflecting a range of educational backgrounds.

Section III: Open-Ended Familiarity Questions. This section contained open-ended questions inviting students to describe their knowledge of influential software engineering and technology scientists. This format allowed participants to share their awareness and understanding without predefined response options, providing qualitative insights into students’ familiarity with key figures in the field. These responses help assess general awareness and provide context for the more targeted questions in later sections.

Section IV: Hidden Figures in Software Engineering. At the core of the questionnaire, this section assessed students’ familiarity with specific scientists from underrepresented backgrounds who have made significant contributions to software engineering. Scientists were selected based on three criteria: 1) identification with an underrepresented group in software engineering (such as Black, Hispanic, Indigenous, LGBTQIA+, or individuals with disabilities); 2) notable contributions that are commonly recognized within foundational software engineering courses; and 3) historical status, limited to figures who are no longer living. The list included influential figures such as Ada Lovelace, Alan Turing, Christopher Strachey, Clarence Ellis, Danielle Bunten Berry, Grace Hopper, and Peter Landin.

Ada Lovelace, recognized as the first computer programmer, is often associated with foundational programming courses, where her contributions to early algorithmic thought are highlighted. Alan Turing, known for his work on the theoretical underpinnings of computing, aligns with courses on computer science theory and algorithms. Christopher Strachey, who pioneered early work in programming language concepts, is relevant to programming languages and compiler courses. Clarence Ellis, a pioneer in Computer Supported Cooperative Work, connects to courses on collaborative systems and software development practices. Danielle Bunten Berry, known for her innovative work in multiplayer video games, is pertinent to courses on human-computer interaction and game development. Grace Hopper, who developed one of the first compilers, relates to compiler design and programming languages courses, where her work in testing and debugging is studied. Finally, Peter Landin, a pioneer in the functional programming paradigm, connects to programming paradigms and advanced software development courses, highlighting his impact on language design and functional programming principles.

To allow for comparison, two well-known scientists outside underrepresented groups—Dennis Ritchie and John von Neumann—were also included to enable cross-referencing of our results. Furthermore, we introduced two fictitious detractors, i.e., non-existing scientists, to assess the students’ commitment to responding to the survey (Amy Bing and Leonard Cooper). For each scientist, students were asked to indicate how they became familiar with the individual, selecting from sources such as course lectures, assignments, movies, social media, research articles, books, or personal conversations. Students could also note if they could not recall the source of their familiarity or were entirely unfamiliar with the scientist.

Section V: Demographic Information (Part 2). The final section collected additional demographic details about participants’ personal backgrounds, including gender, ethnic group, and sexual orientation. This data supports a nuanced analysis of diversity and inclusivity within the responses, enabling exploration of potential correlations between personal backgrounds and familiarity with underrepresented scientists. To respect participants’ privacy, options were provided to skip any questions they preferred not to answer.

To ensure the validity of the questionnaire, a pilot study was conducted with three software engineering researchers from underrepresented groups, each specializing in equity, diversity, and inclusion (EDI) within software engineering and software engineering education. Their feedback helped refine the questionnaire for clarity, relevance, and accuracy. The questionnaire is available in Table I. Due to space restrictions, we have not included specific questions regarding the detractors and the scientists who do not belong to underrepresented groups.

B. Participants

Determining the precise population of software engineering students globally presents a significant challenge due to several factors. Firstly, the definition and scope of software engineering programs vary across educational institutions and countries. Some institutions might offer dedicated software engineering courses, while others may incorporate software engineering modules into broader computer science or engineering programs. Additionally, variations in terminology and program structures make it difficult to define the population precisely. Hence, achieving a fully representative sample across different regions and educational systems globally posed challenges stemming from limited access to certain student cohorts, language barriers, and differential levels of participation across countries and institutions. In this sense, our population encompassed undergraduate students from various countries enrolled

TABLE I SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

ABOUT YOUR UNDERGRADUATE COURSE 1. In which country is your university located? 2. What is your course?

3. What is your current year of study?

TECHNOLOGY SCIENTISTS THROUGHOUT HISTORY 1. Name up to 3 famous people or influencers that you know in the area of computer/technology.

2. Name up to 3 important scientists in the history of computers/technology. 3. Underrepresented groups in computer science and technology include women, Black, Hispanics, Indigenous, people with disabilities, and LGBTQ+ individuals. List any scientist that you know who made an important contribution to computer science, software engineering, or technology in general and belongs to an underrepresented group.

ABOUT TECHNOLOGY SCIENTISTS THROUGHOUT HISTORY Select below what you know about each featured scientist. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers. We just want to know what you have heard about them before.

1. Ada Lovelace

( ) Wrote the first computer program in the world.

( ) Predicted that computers could do more than just crunch numbers. ( ) Has a programming language named after her.

( ) Had her contributions recognized only one century after her death. ( ) I don’t know any facts.

2. Alan Turing

( ) Designed the basis of the modern computer.

( ) Created the algorithm that saved millions of lives during World War II. ( ) Developed the first substantial study on artificial intelligence. ( ) Was persecuted for being gay. ( ) I don’t know any facts.

3. Christopher Strachey

( ) Is usually recognized as the first developer of a video game. ( ) Created fundamental concepts for the C programming language. ( ) Developed the first research on time-shared computers. ( ) Identified as a gay man. ( ) I don’t know any facts.

4. Clarence Ellis

( ) Was the first African-American to earn a Ph.D. in Computer Science. ( ) Was a pioneer in Computer Supported Cooperative Work. ( ) Developed techniques for real-time collaborative editing of documents. ( ) Faced a non-inclusive environment as an African-American student. ( ) I don’t know any facts.

5. Danielle Bunten Berry

( ) Was a pioneer in developing multiplayer video games. ( ) Her 1983 game M.U.L.E. was listed among the best games of all time. ( ) Identified as a transgender woman.

( ) Received a lifetime achievement award from the Game Developers Association.

( ) I don’t know any facts. 6. Grace Hopper

( ) Reported the first computer bug. ( ) Designed one of the first compilers. ( ) Developed the COBOL programming language.

( ) Was the first woman to earn a Ph.D. in Mathematics at Yale University. ( ) I don’t know any facts.

7. Peter Landin

( ) Created concepts enabling programming languages to run on any computer. ( ) Was a pioneer in the functional programming paradigm. ( ) Advocated for LGBTQIA+ rights. ( ) Identified as a bisexual man. ( ) I don’t know any facts.

8. Tell us how you heard about each scientist, including if it was through a course or lecture, an assignment, a movie or video, research or a book, a blog or post on social media, colleagues and peers at school, family and friends, or if you do not remember or haven’t heard anything until now.

ABOUT YOU 1. What ethnic group do you identify with? 2. What best describes your gender? 3. Do you identify as transgender? 4. What is your sexual orientation?

in university programs that focus on software engineering at some level and who were willing to participate in the study.

C. Data Collection

We utilized different non-probability sampling methods to collect data for our study. Initially, following the original study we are replicating, we employed convenience sampling by contacting software engineering professors from different universities. These professionals were identified from software engineering conference program committees. We requested their cooperation in distributing our questionnaire to undergraduate students within their universities using email lists and other communication channels available. Following this, we implemented a snowball sampling technique, encouraging participants to share our questionnaire with other interested students and expanding the study’s reach through participant referrals.

Although these methods successfully gathered data from a relatively large participant pool previously, their limitations resulted in a lack of geographical diversity within our sample. For instance, a substantial number of participants originated from a single country. To address this limitation, we employed the Prolific platform to support participant recruitment alongside convenience and snowball sampling in this study. Prolific is a widely-utilized crowdsourcing platform with over 150,000 active users [39], extensively employed for conducting software engineering surveys across diverse contexts, encompassing professionals and students. This strategic adjustment broadened our participant pool and ensured a more comprehensive representation across various geographical regions.

Combining different data collection strategies increased the likelihood of including participants outside our target population. To manage this, our data collection process included several filters and screening questions to verify the authenticity of participants’ responses and prevent inaccurate or random answers. We introduced a pre-screening validation section with recommended questions to assess students’ programming skills [40]. Given that software engineering students are expected to possess fundamental knowledge in programming, such as variable types, this section aimed to ensure participants belonged to the field. In the Prolific platform, access to the complete survey questionnaire was granted only after completing this pre-screening validation section. Furthermore, detractors were integrated into our questionnaire to enhance the quality of the filter. By introducing fictitious scientists and identifying participants who claimed familiarity with these invented individuals, we could exclude those respondents who provided random answers from our final sample. Data collection was concluded with 89 participants coming from 20 different countries.

D. Data Analysis

In this study, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected, with most qualitative data being quantifiable. Therefore, thematic analysis [41] was employed to convert qualitative data from open-ended survey questions into categories suitable for quantitative analysis. We organized the data into structured groups after reviewing and coding responses based on recurring themes.

Descriptive statistics [42] were then applied to examine our sample’s main characteristics and address the research questions. We summarize essential features, characteristics, and patterns within our dataset, encompassing measures of central tendency (mean, median, mode), variability (range, variance, standard deviation), and distribution representations (e.g., histograms and frequency distributions) [42]. In survey analysis, these methods provide a structured overview of collected data.

Our analysis involved segmenting participants’ responses into subgroups using statistical measures like means, proportions, totals, and ratios to gain a comprehensive understanding of the data. Through these aggregations, we also explored correlations between students’ backgrounds, experiences, and knowledge of computer scientists from underrepresented groups.

E. Ethics

Following ethical guidelines, no personal information regarding the participants (such as names, emails, or universities) was gathered during this study to uphold participant anonymity. Before starting the questionnaire, participants were briefed about the study’s objectives and were required to consent to use their responses for scientific purposes.

V. FINDINGS As detailed in Section IV-C, we utilized a combination of convenience sampling, snowball sampling, and crowdsourcing to gather data from a broad spectrum of software engineering students worldwide. This method yielded a participant pool of 89 individuals representing 20 countries. Our participant sample embodies diversity across various dimensions, encompassing differences in the software engineering programs they are enrolled in, their academic year, and the diverse motivations influencing their choice to pursue a career in software engineering. Furthermore, our sample demonstrates diversity in terms of gender, ethnicity, and sexual orientation. This diversity is fundamental to our study, which focuses on understanding how students from various groups recognize scientists from underrepresented backgrounds in the history of software engineering. A summary of our sample demographics can be found in Table II.

A. Distinguished Scientists and Well-Known Public Figures In the next stage of our study, we requested students to cite up to three individuals whom they believed had a notable influence or made significant contributions to the technology field. Our objective at this stage was to explore whether students would spontaneously mention scientists, regardless of whether these figures directly influenced their choice to pursue software engineering. As a result, we observed that only 20% of the sampled students, which accounts for 18 individuals, spontaneously mentioned scientists while listing up to three individuals whom they perceived to substantially influence

TABLE II DEMOGRAPHICS

Gender

Men 64 Women 23^a Non-Binary 2

Ethnicity

White 47 Black 15 Hispanic 13 Asian 12 Mixed Ethnicity 2

Sexual Orientation

Straight 66 Bisexual 10 Gay 6 Lesbian 2 Pansexual 1 Asexual 1 Other 1 Prefer not to answer 2

Program Focus

Computer Science 55 Software Engineering 10 Information Technology 8 Computer Engineering 7 Other Software-Related 9

Year

1st 7 2nd 18 3rd 31 4th 19 5th 14

Country

Australia 3 Austria 1 Brazil 7 Canada 7 Chile 2 Estonia 1 Germany 1 Greece 2 Hungary 3 Israel 1 Italy 3 Latvia 1 Mexico 9 Netherlands 4 New Zealand 1 Poland 10 Portugal 13 South Africa 11 United Kingdom 2 United States 7

Notes:^a19 cisgender, 4 transgender

the technology field. This approach enabled us to gauge the extent of their recognition and distinguish between scientists and various personalities within software engineering.

Subsequently, we proceeded with a more targeted investigation by prompting students to specifically identify up to three influential scientists from the history of technology whom they recognized. This step aimed to explore further the potential disparity between the historical importance of scientists in technology and their perceived significance within the field of software engineering by students. As a result, 28% of the sample (25 students) acknowledged that they were not familiar with any scientist who significantly contributed to shaping software engineering. On the other hand, among the participants familiar with at least one scientist in the field, we identified 35 different names spanning various areas within software engineering. Notably, Alan Turing was the most frequently mentioned scientist, receiving 47 mentions, followed by Ada Lovelace with 22 mentions. The list also included John von Neumann (16 mentions), Grace Hopper (11 mentions), Linus Torvalds (6 mentions), Tim Berners-Lee (5 mentions), Edsger Dijkstra (5 mentions), and Charles Babbage (4 mentions).

These findings align with those obtained from the previous study. Once again, Alan Turing and Ada Lovelace emerge as the most mentioned figures, indicating a general awareness among students regarding the contributions of underrepresented groups to technology. However, in general, these findings underscore that although most students are familiar with scientists in the technology field, they may not view these scientists as influential to the subjects they learn in their courses or instrumental in guiding their choice to pursue software engineering. This suggests a potential discrepancy between acknowledging historical and notable figures in the field and recognizing their direct influence on their career.

B. Familiarity with Distinguished Scientists from Underrepresented Groups in Software Engineering

When students were asked to spontaneously mention scientists from underrepresented groups in technology, 43% of our sample indicated unfamiliarity with any scientists falling within this category. Despite the question’s clarification that this group includes Women, Black people, Hispanics, Indigenous, people with disabilities, and LGBTQ+ individuals, a significant number of participants were unable to name scientists from these backgrounds.

Among the responses, Alan Turing and Ada Lovelace were the most frequently cited scientists, with 18 and 16 mentions, respectively. However, these numbers were significantly lower compared to the count when students were asked about scientists in general. This disparity indicates that many students might lack awareness of these scientists’ personal backgrounds, which might limit their ability to recognize similarities between their own backgrounds and those of these scientists.

Additionally, a few other scientists from underrepresented groups were mentioned spontaneously by participants, including Grace Hopper, Katherine Johnson, Lynn Conway, Vint Cerf, Margaret Hamilton, Annie Easley, Dorothy Vaughan, Anita Borg, Mark Dean, Hanna Oktaba, Gonzales Camarena, and Carol Shaw. Some of these scientists met the criteria outlined for the list of scientists presented to the students in the subsequent phase of the survey. Overall, 57% of our sample, encompassing 51 participants, were able to spontaneously cite at least one scientist from an underrepresented group in software engineering.

When participants were prompted to recognize scientists from the provided list of individuals who met our specific criteria (i.e., being from underrepresented groups within software engineering, having notable contributions taught in fundamental courses across programs, and no longer alive), an overwhelming majority of the sample, over 95%, indicated having some level of familiarity with these scientists. This implies a general awareness among participants regarding these (somewhat hidden) figures within software engineering.

Specifically, 88% of participants reported familiarity with Alan Turing, followed by 59% with Ada Lovelace and 46% with Grace Hopper. However, a smaller percentage recognized Clarence Ellis (4%) and Christopher Strachey (4%). Additionally, only 3% of participants were familiar with Peter Landin. Only one participant demonstrated familiarity with the work of Danielle Bunten Berry at first. These percentages indicate that while participants may have learned about these renowned scientists from underrepresented groups, they might not retain this information, which results in diminishing their perception of these scientists’ contributions and, subsequently, the potential impact of diversity in the field of software engineering.

C. What software engineering undergraduate students know about distinguished scientists from underrepresented groups in software engineering and their contributions to the field?

We presented students with facts about the scientists from underrepresented groups in our list to evaluate their familiarity with these figures beyond their significant contributions to the field. The outcomes (summarized in Table III) revealed that while students exhibited extensive knowledge about the professional backgrounds of these scientists, they displayed less familiarity with their personal backgrounds and their status as members of underrepresented groups within software engineering.

Regarding those that are more well-known among students, the same percentage of participants who recognized Turing’s foundational role in designing the modern computer were also aware of the persecution he faced due to his sexual orientation. However, Ada Lovelace and Grace Hopper had different levels of awareness. While participants were familiar with some of their contributions to technology, they lacked awareness of the challenges these women encountered within the maledominated field and their individual accomplishments beyond their work.

As for the lesser-known scientists, our findings highlighted variations in students’ familiarity with their contributions versus their personal backgrounds. For instance, students were more familiar with Clarence Ellis’s individual accomplishments than his specific contributions to the technologies that are currently studied in software engineering programs. On the other hand, students recognized some of the contributions of Christopher Strachey and Peter Landin but were unaware of their status as members of underrepresented groups within software engineering. Finally, even though only one participant recognized Danielle Bunten Berry in the earlier stages of the survey when presented with facts about her work, a few students recognized some of her contributions, possibly linking the contribution to the name after being introduced to them. Yet, similar to Christopher Strachey and Peter Landin, they were not cognizant of her status as a member of a minority group in the field, specifically as a transgender woman.

TABLE III FAMILIARITY AND FACTS

Scientist Participants Ada Lovelace

First computer program 45 individuals Predicted computer applications 34 individuals Programming language named after her 11 individuals Recognized posthumously 22 individuals I don’t know any facts 21 individuals

Alan Turing

Basis of modern computer 48 individuals WWII algorithm saved lives 53 individuals Early study on AI 28 individuals Persecuted for being gay 49 individuals I don’t know any facts 11 individuals

Christopher Strachey

First video game 10 individuals Concepts for C language 2 individuals Time-shared computers research 7 individuals Identified as gay 2 individuals I don’t know any facts 76 individuals

Clarence Ellis

First African-American Ph.D. in CS 6 individuals Pioneer in cooperative work 4 individuals Real-time editing techniques 2 individuals Experienced exclusion in school 3 individuals I don’t know any facts 82 individuals

Danielle Bunten Berry

Multiplayer game pioneer 3 individuals M.U.L.E. game top-rated 6 individuals Identified as transgender 0 individuals Lifetime award from Game Assoc. 0 individuals I don’t know any facts 82 individuals

Grace Hopper

First computer bug reported 16 individuals Early compiler designer 22 individuals Developed COBOL 22 individuals First Math Ph.D. woman at Yale 8 individuals I don’t know any facts 82 individuals

Peter Landin

Cross-platform language concepts 5 individuals Functional programming pioneer 3 individuals Advocated LGBTQIA+ rights 1 individual Identified as bisexual 1 individual I don’t know any facts 83 individuals

This discrepancy observed between the capacity of software engineering students to recognize achievements and understand the historical context and challenges faced by these scientists from underrepresented groups is significant in assessing the students’ depth of knowledge and perception regarding the role that diversity plays in modern software engineering. In this sense, apart from investigating students’ knowledge about scientists from underrepresented groups in software engineering, it is also important to explore the origins of their knowledge about these figures to start formulating effective strategies to enhance awareness about diversity in the field. Therefore, during the final phase of this survey, we specifically inquired students about their sources of information regarding these scientists. The outcomes of this investigation are outlined in Table IV.

Based on our findings (Table IV), lectures, assignments, and research have emerged as consistent methods for disseminating information about scientists from underrepresented groups in software engineering. However, our research highlighted a significant gap in classroom teachings about numerous renowned individuals from underrepresented groups who significantly impacted software engineering. Additionally, while Alan Turing and Ada Lovelace possess more widespread recognition, there exists an abundance of resources available about their lives and achievements, including movies and extensive online materials, such as social media posts. Conversely, information about other notable scientists in the field from underrepresented groups remains relatively limited. Finally, our observations also suggest the potential for informal knowledge sharing among colleagues, peers, and social connections as a promising avenue to enhance students’ awareness and understanding of diversity within the field of software engineering.

In summary, answering our research question, the results of this replicated study confirm that software engineering undergraduate students possess varying levels of awareness and knowledge about distinguished scientists from underrepresented groups in their field. There is more familiarity among students with notable figures such as Alan Turing and Ada Lovelace, which can be attributed to the extensive resources available about them. However, there exists a knowledge gap regarding other influential scientists from marginalized backgrounds, particularly individuals from the Black and LGBTQIA+ communities, whose significant contributions to software engineering remain relatively less explored in classroom lessons. Overall, there is room for improvement in their knowledge and recognition of these influential individuals and their contributions to the field, aiming to increase diversity awareness among students.

D. Correlations Between Student’s Backgrounds and their Familiarity with Scientists

The recognition of scientists within the dataset reveals interesting patterns, particularly with respect to gender, ethnicity, and sexual orientation. Alan Turing stands out as a universally recognized figure, transcending demographic categories. His foundational work in algorithms has made him widely known and highly recognized across the whole sample. Though Turing’s legacy as an LGBTQ+ figure in computer science might suggest higher familiarity among LGBTQ+ students, his recognition across all groups reflects his broad impact on the field.

Among the prominent female scientists in technology, Ada Lovelace and Grace Hopper are widely recognized, especially by female and non-binary participants. Ada Lovelace has a high recognition rate among female students (74%) and is universally recognized among non-binary participants (100%). Similarly, Grace Hopper is recognized by 61% of female students and all non-binary students, compared to a lower rate of 39% among males. Additionally, both Lovelace and Hopper show slightly higher recognition among LGBTQ+ orientations. These patterns suggest a connection between gender identity and the recognition of female figures in software engineering, where female, non-binary, and LGBTQ+ students may find greater representation and inspiration in these figures.

Clarence Ellis, a pioneering Black computer scientist, exhibits a unique recognition pattern. He is primarily recognized by Black/African American and Hispanic/Latinx participants, indicating resonance within minority groups likely due to his status as one of the first Black computer scientists. This finding reflects the broader theme of representation, where Ellis’s

TABLE IV SOURCE OF INFORMATION

Scientist Source Participants

Ada Lovelace

Assignment 5 individuals Blog or Social Media 7 individuals Colleagues and Peers 7 individuals Course or Lecture 35 individuals Family and Friends 2 individuals Movie or Video 7 individuals Research 15 individuals I do not remember where 11 individuals

Alan Turing

Assignment 14 individuals Blog or Social Media 7 individuals Colleagues and Peers 12 individuals Course or Lecture 53 individuals Family and Friends 6 individuals Movie or Video 36 individuals Research 22 individuals I do not remember where 4 individuals

Christopher Strachey

Assignment 2 individuals Blog or Social Media 1 individual Colleagues and Peers 2 individuals Research 4 individuals I do not remember where 5 individuals

Clarence Ellis

Assignment 1 individuals Blog or Social Media 2 individuals Colleagues and Peers 1 individuals Course or Lecture 3 individuals Movie or Video 1 individuals Research 3 individuals

Danielle Bunten Berry

Colleagues and Peers 1 individuals Course or Lecture 1 individuals Family and Friends 1 individuals Movie or Video 2 individuals Research 2 individuals

Grace Hopper

Assignment 7 individuals Blog or Social Media 7 individuals Colleagues and Peers 5 individuals Course or Lecture 12 individuals Movie or Video 7 individuals Research 16 individuals I do not remember where 11 individuals

Peter Landin

Course or Lecture 1 individuals Family and Friends 1 individuals Movie or Video 1 individuals Research 2 individuals I do not remember where 2 individuals

contributions may hold particular significance for students from racial minority backgrounds.

Danielle Bunten Berry, Peter Landin, and Christopher Strachey, all notable LGBTQ+ figures, have very low recognition across all demographics. Danielle Bunten Berry was recognized only by one Black/African American male student, while Peter Landin has familiarity among bisexual Hispanic/Latinx participants. Christopher Strachey is primarily recognized by Black/African American and Hispanic/Latinx males, though his visibility remains low compared to other figures. The modest recognition, despite their contributions to foundational areas in programming, suggests a potential gap in awareness around LGBTQ+ pioneers, highlighting the need for greater visibility of diverse contributors within software engineering.

Finally, it is important to highlight that widely recognized scientists who are not part of underrepresented groups, such as John von Neumann and Dennis Ritchie, show demographic alignment with traditional technical groups. John von Neumann is particularly well-known among male and heterosexual participants, as is Dennis Ritchie. Ritchie’s recognition is higher among White/Caucasian and Hispanic/Latinx males, with lower familiarity among females and LGBTQ+ groups. These patterns emphasize a gender gap in recognizing figures associated with programming languages and computer architecture.

VI. DISCUSSIONS In general, our findings indicate that students from more diverse backgrounds tended to recognize a broader range of scientists from underrepresented groups. For example, students identifying with minority groups showed increased awareness of the personal identities of scientists, such as the LGBTQIA+ background of Christopher Strachey or the pioneering work of Clarence Ellis as an African-American. Conversely, students from less diverse backgrounds were primarily familiar with widely recognized figures like Alan Turing or Ada Lovelace, often overlooking scientists who made critical yet lesspublicized contributions. These findings suggest that students’ personal experiences and EDI exposure play a significant role in shaping their awareness of diversity within software engineering and highlight the need for inclusive curricula to bridge these familiarity gaps.

A. Comparing Studies: Original and Replication

We compared the findings from the previous study [20] and this replication and identified that both studies share the conclusion that lectures are a primary method of information dissemination about scientists from underrepresented groups, but they also highlight substantial gaps in classroom teachings on the breadth of influential figures within software engineering. Our study confirms that while figures like Alan Turing and Ada Lovelace are widely recognized and benefit from a wealth of available resources—including movies, online articles, and social media content—lesser-known scientists from diverse backgrounds do not enjoy the same level of exposure. The previous study [20] further supports this by identifying that Turing and Lovelace received the highest mentions, while other notable figures like Grace Hopper, Clarence Ellis, and Christopher Strachey remained relatively unknown among students, indicating a shared need to expand the representation of underrepresented groups in educational materials.

In our study, Grace Hopper is particularly recognized by female and non-binary students, suggesting her status as a relatable figure for individuals from diverse gender identities. This complements the previous study’s findings [20], where Hopper was also recognized but with lower mentions than Turing and Lovelace. These complementary insights emphasize the opportunity for educators to emphasize female role models in computing, as Hopper’s visibility could serve as an important source of inspiration and representation for female and non-binary students in STEM fields.

Finally, our findings highlight that informal avenues, such as peer discussions and social connections, may be valuable in broadening students’ awareness of lesser-known scientists from underrepresented groups. The previous study supports this perspective by showing that students often learn about underrepresented scientists through social media and independent research, suggesting that integrating diverse historical figures into informal learning and social channels could address existing gaps. Together, both studies emphasize the importance of expanding both formal curricula and informal knowledgesharing practices to deepen students’ understanding of diversity and the impact of underrepresented groups within software engineering.

B. Enfolding the Literature

Similar to our findings, the literature from other fields indicates that the underrepresentation of marginalized pioneers in educational materials leads to lower recognition and familiarity among students. In psychology, for example, marginalized pioneers are often absent from textbooks, which affects students’ recognition of these figures and their contributions [43]. This lack of representation could be addressed by incorporating more inclusive curricula. Our study echoes these findings by demonstrating that expanding diversity awareness in software engineering can positively influence students’ understanding of the field’s history and the diversity of its contributors.

Additionally, studies show that students are more likely to connect with and be inspired by role models with whom they share certain characteristics, such as gender identity, as this helps break down initial misconceptions about who can succeed in these fields [44]. This aligns with our observation that female and non-binary students are especially likely to recognize female pioneers like Ada Lovelace and Grace Hopper. In both cases, the presence of relatable figures appears to play a significant role in supporting diversity by offering students from underrepresented groups a sense of belonging and inspiration within their fields.

Finally, previous research has shown that learning about the obstacles faced by pioneering figures helps students view scientists as hardworking individuals who overcame significant barriers, which increases students’ interest in the career [45]. Our findings suggest that this approach is yet to be validated in software engineering, where lesser-known figures from underrepresented groups, such as LGBTQ+ pioneers, often remain unfamiliar to students. We hypothesize that by highlighting the diverse journeys of these pioneers, educators can provide a more comprehensive picture of the field, inspiring students to relate to these figures and supporting a more inclusive academic environment [45], [46].

C. Implications

The outcomes derived from our survey carry significant implications for educational practices. The evident lack of recognition of scientists from underrepresented groups in software engineering among students demonstrates an opportunity for programs and lecture adaptations. By incorporating information about these overlooked figures into software engineering coursework, educators can instill a more inclusive and diverse learning environment, improving diversity awareness and helping students from marginalized groups to feel represented in the field. A teaching strategy that embraces diversity can actively contribute to breaking stereotypes, promoting diversity, and nurturing an environment that values the contributions of all individuals in the field of technology.

The insights from our study are of significant importance to software engineering researchers. This study pioneers the exploration of role modeling within software engineering education. Researchers can leverage these findings to investigate and refine role-modeling techniques in educational settings. Our study emphasizes the importance of integrating the historical contributions of influential software engineering scientists from underrepresented groups into educational frameworks, and this perspective provides researchers with a basis to develop innovative methodologies and educational strategies aimed at fostering diversity and promoting inclusivity.

Our findings implicate several opportunities for future research in software engineering education. Currently, there is a critical need to develop comprehensive guidelines that can effectively guide educators in fostering a more inclusive environment within software engineering programs. Implementing role modeling methods tailored for software engineering courses could significantly contribute to this goal. Additionally, further research should focus on formulating strategies to tackle equity, diversity, and inclusion issues within highly technical courses, such as those centered on coding or hardware. Finally, longitudinal studies could help understand the long-term impacts of inclusive teaching practices on students’ careers in the software engineering field.

D. Limitations

Our study acknowledges limitations related to selection and sampling bias, primarily due to the difficulty of accurately identifying the global population of software engineering students. To address this, we utilized convenience sampling, snowball sampling, and crowdsourcing to expand our participant pool. Crowdsourcing, in particular, helped balance the geographical diversity of our sample, addressing the issue seen in prior research where responses were disproportionately from a single country. This diverse sampling aligns with our study’s focus on representing various backgrounds in terms of geography, gender, ethnicity, and sexual orientation.

We also considered potential response biases, given the survey’s focus on underrepresented groups in software engineering. To mitigate this, we designed the survey with detractor questions and included both marginalized and nonmarginalized scientists. This approach aimed to filter out participants who might not be fully engaged in the study, thereby enhancing data quality. Our sampling methods helped ensure a wide array of social backgrounds among participants, reducing the likelihood of skewed responses driven by social desirability.

Furthermore, we incorporated open-ended questions before structured alternatives, encouraging participants to express their genuine perspectives without the influence of preset options. This gradual approach allowed participants to explore their motivations for entering software engineering, discuss their inspirations, and eventually reflect on their knowledge of scientists and underrepresented groups in the field. Finally, while the study’s findings may not be strictly generalizable, they offer adaptable insights that can stimulate knowledge exchange, providing valuable context for educators and researchers interested in diversity within software engineering.

VII. CONCLUSIONS This study investigated the perceptions and awareness of software engineering students regarding distinguished scientists from underrepresented groups in the field. Our primary goal was to understand these students’ familiarity with historical contributions made by these scientists to foundational concepts and technologies in software engineering. Additionally, we aimed to explore whether there were connections between students’ knowledge of these scientists and their awareness of diversity within the field.

Through this work, we sought to shed light on the ongoing diversity challenges in software engineering education. To achieve this, we utilized a range of data collection methods, including convenience sampling, snowball sampling, and crowdsourcing techniques. This approach enabled the recruitment of 89 software engineering students from 20 different countries, encompassing a broad spectrum of geographical locations, cultural backgrounds, genders, ethnicities, and sexual orientations. The diversity in our sample provided a valuable foundation for analyzing patterns of awareness and recognition across demographic.

Our findings revealed that while a significant number of students recognized widely known figures like Alan Turing and Ada Lovelace, there was a notable lack of awareness regarding other scientists from underrepresented groups who are less frequently mentioned in lectures or mainstream media. This knowledge gap underscores the need to enhance diversity awareness within software engineering education. In conclusion, our findings demonstrate the need to improve diversity awareness among software engineering students and advocate for inclusive educational strategies that amplify the presence and contributions of historically marginalized groups.

VIII. DATA AVAILABILITY The data collected through the survey can be accessed via this link: https://figshare.com/s/fb9d4d9e28a6f667ea14?file=50158524

REFERENCES

[1] K. Albusays, P. Bjorn, L. Dabbish, D. Ford, E. Murphy-Hill, A. Serebrenik, and M.-A. Storey, “The diversity crisis in software development,” IEEE Software, vol. 38, no. 2, pp. 19–25, 2021.

[2] K. K. Silveira and R. Prikladnicki, “A systematic mapping study of diversity in software engineering: a perspective from the agile methodologies,” in 2019 IEEE/ACM 12th International Workshop on Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software Engineering (CHASE). IEEE, 2019, pp. 7–10.

[3] G. Rodríguez-Pérez, R. Nadri, and M. Nagappan, “Perceived diversity in software engineering: a systematic literature review,” Empirical Software Engineering, vol. 26, no. 5, pp. 1–38, 2021.

[4] N. T. Lee, “Detecting racial bias in algorithms and machine learning,” Journal of Information, Communication and Ethics in Society, vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 252–260, 2018.

[5] R. d. S. Santos, L. F. de Lima, and C. Magalhaes, “The perspective of software professionals on algorithmic racism,” 2023.

[6] M. Marks, “Algorithmic disability discrimination,” Disability, Health, Law and Bioethics (Cambridge University Press, 2020), 2019.

[7] J. E. Fountain, “The moon, the ghetto and artificial intelligence:

Reducing systemic racism in computational algorithms,” Government Information Quarterly, vol. 39, no. 2, p. 101645, 2022.

[8] K. Owens and A. Walker, “Those designing healthcare algorithms must become actively anti-racist,” Nature medicine, vol. 26, no. 9, pp. 1327– 1328, 2020.

[9] J. Wang and S. Hejazi Moghadam, “Diversity barriers in k-12 computer science education: Structural and social,” in Proceedings of the 2017 ACM SIGCSE technical symposium on computer science education, 2017, pp. 615–620.

[10] L. J. Sax, H. B. Zimmerman, J. M. Blaney, B. Toven-Lindsey, and K. Lehman, “Diversifying undergraduate computer science: The role of department chairs in promoting gender and racial diversity,” Journal of women and minorities in science and engineering, vol. 23, no. 2, 2017.

[11] E. Zolduoarrati and S. A. Licorish, “On the value of encouraging gender tolerance and inclusiveness in software engineering communities,” Information and Software Technology, vol. 139, p. 106667, 2021.

[12] T. Oliveira, A. Barcomb, R. de Souza Santos, H. Barros, M. T.

Baldassarre, and C. França, “Navigating the path of women in software engineering: From academia to industry,” 46th International Conference on Software Engineering, pp. 1–10, 2024.

[13] N. A. Ibe, R. Howsmon, L. Penney, N. Granor, L. A. DeLyser, and K. Wang, “Reflections of a diversity, equity, and inclusion working group based on data from a national cs education program,” in Proceedings of the 49th ACM Technical Symposium on Computer Science Education, 2018, pp. 711–716.

[14] S. Ouhbi and N. Pombo, “Software engineering education: Challenges and perspectives,” in 2020 IEEE Global Engineering Education Conference (EDUCON). IEEE, 2020, pp. 202–209.

[15] S. Cheryan, V. C. Plaut, C. Handron, and L. Hudson, “The stereotypical computer scientist: Gendered media representations as a barrier to inclusion for women,” Sex roles, vol. 69, pp. 58–71, 2013.

[16] R. de Souza Santos, B. Stuart-Verner, and C. V. de Magalhaes, “Lgbtqia+ (in) visibility in computer science and software engineering education,” in 2023 IEEE/ACM 16th International Conference on Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software Engineering (CHASE). IEEE, 2023, pp. 167–172.

[17] T. Haigh and M. Priestley, “Innovators assemble: Ada lovelace, walter isaacson, and the superheroines of computing,” Communications of the ACM, vol. 58, no. 9, pp. 20–27, 2015.

[18] D. Gaule, “Programming pride: 10 lgbtqi+ pioneers of computer science,” 2021. [Online]. Available: https://newrelic.com/blog/nerd-life/10-lgbt-computer-science-pioneers [19] T. S. Richard, E. S. Wiese, and Z. Rakamarić, “An lgbtq-inclusive problem set in discrete mathematics,” in Proceedings of the 53rd ACM Technical Symposium on Computer Science Education-Volume 1, 2022, pp. 682–688.

[20] R. de Souza Santos, B. Stuart-Verner, and C. V. de Magalhaes, “Diversity in software engineering: A survey about scientists from underrepresented groups,” in 2023 IEEE/ACM 16th International Conference on Cooperative and Human Aspects of Software Engineering (CHASE). IEEE, 2023, pp. 161–166.

[21] G. Dodig-Crnkovic, “History of computer science,” 2001. [Online].

Available: https://www.cs.uno.edu/^∼adlai/history cs.pdf [22] E. Freeman and S. Hupfer, “Tap: tapping internet resources for woman in computer science,” Communications of the ACM, vol. 38, no. 1, p. 44, 1995.

[23] M. Menendez-Blanco, P. Bjørn, N. M. Holten Møller, J. Bruun, H. Dybkjær, and K. Lorentzen, “Grace: Broadening narratives of computing through history, craft and technology,” in Proceedings of the 2018 ACM International Conference on Supporting Group Work, 2018, pp. 397– 400.

[24] M. M. Mijwel, “History of artificial intelligence yapay zekânın t arihi,” no. April, vol. 2018, 2015.

[25] M. Campbell-Kelly, “Christopher strachey, 1916-1975: A biographical note,” Annals of the History of Computing, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 19–42, 1985.

[26] R. Bornat, “Peter landin: a computer scientist who inspired a generation,” Higher-Order and Symbolic Computation, vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 295–298, 2009.

[27] C. Ellis, “Clarence” skip” ellis,” ACM SIGCAS Computers and Society, vol. 51, no. 1, pp. 7–7, 2022.

[28] M. L. Shetterly, W. Conkling, and L. Freeman, Hidden figures. Harper- Collins, 2018.

[29] F. Adom-Opare et al., “Cultural etiologies of disability in ghana: A case of food taboos in pregnancy,” Review of Disability Studies: An International Journal, vol. 18, no. 1 & 2, 2022.

[30] S. Laskaris, “Indigenous educator creates program teaching computer science and coding via music.” 2022. [Online]. Available:

https://windspeaker.com/news/windspeaker-news/indigenous-educator-creates-program-teaching-computer-science-and-coding [31] C. Mead and L. Conway, “Introduction to vlsi systems,” 1980. [32] M. Shepperd, N. Ajienka, and S. Counsell, “The role and value of replication in empirical software engineering results,” Information and Software Technology, vol. 99, pp. 120–132, 2018.

[33] C. V. de Magalhães, F. Q. da Silva, R. E. Santos, and M. Suassuna, “Investigations about replication of empirical studies in software engineering: A systematic mapping study,” Information and Software Technology, vol. 64, pp. 76–101, 2015.

[34] R. M. Bezerra, F. Q. da Silva, A. M. Santana, C. V. Magalhaes, and R. E. Santos, “Replication of empirical studies in software engineering: An update of a systematic mapping study,” in 2015 ACM/IEEE International Symposium on Empirical Software Engineering and Measurement (ESEM). IEEE, 2015, pp. 1–4.

[35] S. Easterbrook, J. Singer, M.-A. Storey, and D. Damian, “Selecting empirical methods for software engineering research,” in Guide to advanced empirical software engineering. Berlin: Springer, 2008, pp. 285–311.

[36] S. L. Pfleeger and B. A. Kitchenham, “Principles of survey research: part 1: turning lemons into lemonade,” ACM SIGSOFT Software Engineering Notes, vol. 26, no. 6, pp. 16–18, 2001.

[37] J. Linaker, S. M. Sulaman, M. Höst, and R. M. de Mello, “Guidelines for conducting surveys in software engineering v. 1.1,” Lund University, vol. 50, pp. 1–64, 2015.

[38] P. Ralph, N. b. Ali, S. Baltes, D. Bianculli, J. Diaz, Y. Dittrich, N. Ernst, M. Felderer, R. Feldt, A. Filieri et al., “Empirical standards for software engineering research,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.03525, 2020.

[39] D. Russo, “Recruiting software engineers on prolific,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.14695, 2022.

[40] A. Danilova, A. Naiakshina, S. Horstmann, and M. Smith, “Do you really code? designing and evaluating screening questions for online surveys with programmers,” in 2021 IEEE/ACM 43rd International Conference on Software Engineering (ICSE). IEEE, 2021, pp. 537– 548.

[41] S. Cruz, F. Q. B. da Silva, C. V. F. Monteiro, C. F. Santos, and M. T. dos Santos, “Personality in software engineering: preliminary findings from a systematic literature review,” in 15th Annual Conference on Evaluation {&} Assessment in Software Engineering (EASE 2011). IET, 2011, pp. 1–10.

[42] D. George and P. Mallery, “Descriptive statistics,” in IBM SPSS Statistics 25 Step by Step. Oxfordshire, UK: Routledge, 2018, pp. 126–134.

[43] A. E. Kelly, J. N. Laurin, and V. Clinton-Lisell, “Making psychology’s hidden figures visible using open educational resources: A replication and extension study,” Teaching of Psychology, vol. 51, no. 3, pp. 251– 259, 2024.

[44] G. A. Buck, V. L. P. Clark, D. Leslie-Pelecky, Y. Lu, and P. Cerda- Lizarraga, “Examining the cognitive processes used by adolescent girls and women scientists in identifying science role models: A feminist approach,” Science Education, vol. 92, no. 4, pp. 688–707, 2008.

[45] H.-Y. Hong and X. Lin-Siegler, “How learning about scientists’ struggles influences students’ interest and learning in physics.” Journal of educational psychology, vol. 104, no. 2, p. 469, 2012.

[46] L. Ferguson and M. K. Seery, “Role models and inspirations of lgbt+ scientists,” Journal of Chemical Education, vol. 99, no. 1, pp. 444–451, 2021.