Dead Links and Lost (1) Introduction (2) Research Questions

With ~11M indexed packages, Maven Central is the de- RQ1: How reliable are the repository links?
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RQ3: Can the commit pertaining to a specific
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. Provide a publicly accessible source code repository RQ4: How reproducible are the packages? Can
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(5) Results

e 98.7% of packages specified a repository URL. At the same time,
only 80.28% of all packages had at least 1 valid Git repository URL.

Has Tag Has Release

e Github was the most popular repository host, with a market share
exceeding 90% most years. Alternative hosts such as Gitee and
Apache Gitbox have been gradually increasing in popularity in the
last few years. Figure 3 shows the market share of repository hosts
defined in the correct URL field (scm.url). Note however, that we Has Tag
found 3 other fields in which developers often defined the repository
URL, namely (url, scm.connection & scm.devConnection)

25.65%

Fig. 1 - packages with releases/tags

Has Release

e Qut of the 360,086 packages with a valid Github repository, 74.35%
were found to have a release/tag closely resembling the version
name. 24.45% had a I’elease/tag with the same name as the version. F|g 2 - packages with re'eases/tags with

(6) Conclusions
« There was inconsistency in how project URLs were provided, and some packages even had
missing mandatory fields, raising concerns about the strictness of Maven Central's

submission guidelines. the same name as the version
« Github emerged as the dominant repository host, with an overwhelming 90% market Figure 1 shows the proportion of tags and
share. releases found, whilst Figure 2 shows it only
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« Reproducibility was a significant concern: only 3% of packages had the necessary . I

configuration for ensuring reproducibility, and of those that were buildable, only 16% e Qut of the packages with a corresponding 500: 1

achieved full reproducibility, indicating a lack of knowledge or consideration by developers. tag/release, only 9603 packages were 105 I
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