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ABSTRACT

Objective. This study aimed to understand the reasons for the non-sharing of datasets by Indian social
science doctoral researchers and to determine whether researchers fully understand the significance of
dataset sharing.

Design/Methodology/Approach. A quantitative methodology was employed, entailing the admin-
istration of a questionnaire to 3671 recent Indian doctoral recipients in the social sciences. The ques-
tionnaire comprised two sections: one ascertaining barriers to non-sharing of datasets and the other
concerning the need of dataset sharing. Each section contained 10 statements, and responses were
collected using a five-point Likert scale. Finally, a t-test was employed to ascertain if the sample means
differed significantly from the population mean.

Results/Discussion. Several barriers were identified that hinder the sharing of research datasets. These
included the absence of specific provisions in the regulations of the Indian apex body (University Grants
Commission [UGC]) for PhD research, the lack of encouragement from research supervisors and cen-
ters to share data, the exclusion of datasets during the final defense viva-voce, challenges in sharing
datasets for reasons such as their non-existence or ad-hoc compilation, and the limited peer practice of
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dataset sharing. The average agreement for these barriers was 82%, which was statistically significant.
Concurrently, researchers concurred with the need of dataset sharing, including enhanced transparency
in the research process, improved reliability of research findings, facilitation of peer researchers’ com-
prehension of its structure and other salient details, harmonization of Indian research with international
practices of data sharing, adherence to COPE norms on research ethics, and enhancement of thesis pre-
sentation during various forums, including the final defense viva-voce. The average agreement among
researchers for these needs was 87%, which was statistically significant.

Conclusions. Despite the global endorsement of data sharing as a highly desirable research practice,
Indian researchers from the social sciences domain often face various challenges that prevent them
from sharing their datasets. The non-sharing of datasets could raise concerns about the authenticity
and reliability of research. Concurrently, the study indicated that researchers were aware of the advan-
tages associated with data sharing. Collective action from the apex regulatory authority (UGC), research
centers, research supervisors, and research scholars could lead to a desired improvement, particularly
in the sharing of underlying datasets, which would enhance the reliability and transparency of research.
Originality/value. This study represented a novel effort to comprehend the significant barriers to da-
ta-sharing practices in research within the context of Indian doctoral education in the social sciences and
demonstrated that researchers exhibit a favorable disposition toward data sharing. This study contrib-
uted to the advancement of policy and practice regarding data sharing, with the objective of enhancing
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transparency, openness, and accountability in scientific research.
Keywords: datasets; PhD theses; data sharing; repository; social sciences; open science.

1. INTRODUCTION

HE PRACTICE of sharing research data with

the public is widely recognized as a valu-
able component of modern research methodol-
ogies (Corti et al., 2019). Martone et al. (2018)
emphasize the significance of making datasets
accessible as a fundamental aspect of contem-
porary scholarship. In cases where the integrity
of scientific research is examined, the dissemi-
nation of data, transparency in research meth-
odologies, and the ability to reproduce results
are considered essential elements of scientific
publications. Alter and Gonzalez (2018) offer
practical insights into addressing challenges
to data sharing for reuse in the context of psy-
chology research. The authors examine key
concerns related to data sharing, including
research data ownership, preserving the an-
onymity of respondents, proper attribution to
authors who created the data, handling code-
books and metadata, addressing sources of
origin, as well as other issues such as file for-
mats and managing various versions of data.
This study drew on global best practices and
policies for sharing research data as a founda-
tional reference. Leading agencies such as the
Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE), the
World Association of Medical Editors (WAME),
and the Open Access Scholarly Publishing
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Association (OASPA) recommend the sharing
of research data. In addition, the data-sharing
policies of several prominent global academic
research publishers (Emerald, 2025; Springer
Nature, 2025; Taylor and Francis, 2025) were
examined to identify recommendations for
data sharing. A collective consideration of the
policies of COPE, WAME, and OASPA, as well
as the three publishing houses, led to the fol-
lowing conclusions:

o All the leading agencies and publishers are
encouraging researchers to practice data
sharing by making research datasets acces-
sible to the public.

e However, this encouragement is not man-
datory; it is not a policy that datasets must
be made accessible to the public.

o The leading agencies and publishers are
providing the required support to the re-
searchers to access a repository for depos-
iting their datasets.

e While encouraging researchers to share
their datasets, they caution researchers
about the non-violation of research ethics,
such as disclosing confidential information.

Asaresult of these policies, researchers at the
international level are responding by deposit-
ing their datasets in a repository and providing
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an access link as part of their research publica-
tion (Kumar et al. 2022a,b; Kumar et al., 2023,
2025; Singh et al., 2024).

1.1. Data sharing in the Indian context

Data sharing is relatively infrequent in the Indi-
an PhD social science research domain, and the
sharing of research datasets has received limit-
ed focus. This notable difference between global
and Indian policies and practices warrants fur-
ther investigation. The University Grants Com-
mission (UGC), as the primary regulatory body
for higher education in India, plays an important
role in overseeing doctoral research and estab-
lishing regulations. However, it is important to
note that the UGC currently does not have a poli-
cy specifically addressing the sharing of research
data (University Grants Commission, 2022). In
addition, the underlying dataset remains undis-
closed, despite the full disclosure of the thesis.
This finding was supported by a review of the
“Shodhganga,” a central repository for nation-
al theses in India. An analysis of 100 uploaded
theses from 2024 highlighted the absence of
dataset sharing. This study suggests the inclu-
sion of provisions in UGC regulations that could
encourage the sharing of research datasets. The
large size of the Indian research community
provides the context for this study. Doctoral en-
rollment in India has grown at an annual rate
of over 7% during the period from 2014-2015 to
2018-2019 (Department of Higher Education,
n.d.). This period also witnessed the admission
of over 700,000 doctoral students, resulting in
an annual average of approximately 150,000
enrollments. When compared to leading OECD
nations, this figure is particularly notewor-
thy. In 2017, the United States had the highest
number of doctoral graduates, with slightly less
than 75,000 degrees awarded. Germany and
the United Kingdom had approximately 30,000
doctorates each, ranking second and third, re-
spectively (OECD, 2019). The three countries
with the highest number of doctorate recipients
in 2017 collectively accounted for approximately
125,000 doctoral degrees, which is slightly lower
than the average of approximately 150,000 ad-
missions per five-year period in India.
Currently, there is no standardized proto-
col for disseminating research datasets to the
public. Upon referencing a thesis repository
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known as Shodhganga, one can typically ob-
serve the availability of various contents, in-
cluding the title, table of contents, certificates
and declarations, chapters, and references, in
the form of PDF files. The public has access
to the full thesis, including its chapters and
references. However, the underlying dataset
of the research is not readily available. The
practice of sharing datasets is not commonly
observed throughout the thesis process. A re-
view of international research papers (Kumar
et al., 2022; Kumar et al., 2022; Kumar et al.,
2023, 2025; Singh et al., 2024) indicates that
international research publishing practices en-
courage researchers to share their dataset with
the public by depositing it in a repository and
providing access links to the dataset. Consider-
ing the recognized needs of dataset sharing as
highlighted by international researchers (Al-
ter & Gonzalez, 2018; Corti et al., 2019; Mar-
tone et al., 2018) and the practices encouraged
by leading agencies such as COPE, WAME,
and OASPA and publishing houses (Emerald,
2025; Springer Nature, 2025; Taylor and Fran-
cis, 2025) to share their research datasets, this
study explores the barriers to dataset sharing
in India. A review of the UGC PhD regulations
indicates the absence of provisions regarding
the sharing of research datasets (University
Grants Commission, 2022), even though the
regulations do stipulate the sharing of theses
through deposition in the national repository
“Shodhganga.”

The research questions for this study are as
follows:

e RQ1: What are the barriers to non-sharing
of datasets associated with the research?

e RQ2: What is the need for sharing datasets
associated with the research?

The study is organized into four sections:
review of literature, methodology, results and
discussion, and conclusion. In the literature
review, the authors examine substantial re-
search on data sharing and establish the hy-
potheses for the study. The methodology sec-
tion delineates the framework for testing the
hypotheses. Subsequently, the results of the
data analysis are presented and discussed.
Finally, conclusions are derived based on the
study’s findings.
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1.2. Review of literature

Areview of the extant literature on data sharing
was conducted. With the advent of large-scale
and high-throughput data analysis techniques,
fundamental facts are increasingly executed
electronically, entailing the transmission and
reception of information from scientific data-
bases. For projects necessitating a substantial
volume of data, it has become customary for
all pertinent data to be readily available on a
public website upon the publication of an arti-
cle (Toronto International Data Release Work-
shop Authors, 2009). Data sharing can present
a range of challenges (Borgman, 2012). The
reasons for disseminating data were explored
through examples from various fields of study.
The process of research can be verified or repli-
cated; the findings of studies that have received
public sponsorship can be disseminated to the
public; novel inquiries can be posed regarding
existing data; and the advancement of research
and innovation can be promoted. The require-
ment of data sharing is not a novel concept. In
a 1985 report (Fienberg et al., 1985), the Com-
mittee on National Statistics posited that the
sharing of scientific data contributes to the
maintenance of open scientific inquiries. Rec-
ognizing the potential financial challenges for
original researchers, the committee advocated
for scientific practices that support data shar-
ing to the extent feasible.

The practice of data sharing in research is
associated with funding, with funding agencies
requiring consideration of data sharing in all
genomics funding proposals. This requirement
has influenced scientific practice, particularly
in the domains of publishing and conducting
research. The authors identify challenges that
need to be addressed for the potential bene-
fits of data sharing to be fully realized, as en-
visioned by funding bodies (Kaye et al., 2009).
Over the past decade, governments, funders,
and publishers have implemented open-da-
ta policies. Although existing studies suggest
that scientists increasingly value sharing and
reusing data, actual practices do not always
align with these emerging policies (Tenopir et
al., 2018). Tedersoo et al. (2021) have suggested
that data availability statements (DASs) provid-
ed upon reasonable requests may not be as ef-
fective and could benefit from reconsideration
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by journals. To encourage more data sharing
upon manuscript acceptance, researchers
might find it beneficial to receive additional
incentives, such as acknowledgments or extra
points in grant and job applications. Data shar-
ing is the process of making data accessible to
others (Michener, 2015). Environmental scien-
tists compile and share a substantial volume of
data. These data supplement existing datasets
and can be applied in meta-analyses, model pa-
rameterization, and the validation of research
findings.

Data sharing remains infrequent for a vari-
ety of reasons. Organizations may regard their
data as a source of competitive advantage be-
cause, akin to individual researchers, they may
perceive themselves as either collaborators or
participants in the broader context of securing
funding (Chaplin, 2004). Open science confers
numerous benefits to researchers, including
increased cooperation, trust in results, and
goodwill (Popkin, 2019). Data sharing is im-
perative for providing data resources for geo-
graphic modeling and simulation (Wang et al.,
2020). Current data-sharing strategies primar-
ily entail the publication of data using file-level
metadata, a process that requires the identifi-
cation, organization, and synthesis of raw data
files for future utilization. This approach con-
trasts with several successful examples of data
sharing through web-based platforms. Accord-
ing to Kamikubo et al. (2021), the discovery
and dissemination of accessible datasets offer
both opportunities and challenges, which call
for institutional, legal, and technical privacy
frameworks that better address the concerns
of these communities. A scoping review of the
literature on data sharing (Woods & Pinfield,
2021) identified the need to build on existing
cultures and practices, reach people where
they are, and customize interventions to sup-
port them. Other salient messages include the
imperative for comprehensive disclosure and
elucidation of the policy or service, the neces-
sity of having disciplinary data advocates to
exemplify optimal practices and catalyze cul-
tural transformation, the importance of suit-
able resource interventions, and the need for
providing substantial technical infrastructure
and protocols, such as data file labeling, the
utilization of DOIs, data standards, and data
repositories.
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Polanin and Terzian’s (2019) study, adjust-
ed for demographics and pretest scores, found
that individuals who received a data-shar-
ing agreement were more inclined to disclose
their dataset than those in the control group.
The receipt of a data-sharing agreement in-
creased the likelihood of a control group mem-
ber disclosing their dataset by approximately
25%. Despite its potential to hasten scholarly
advancement in the field of psychological sci-
ence, public data sharing remains relatively
uncommon (Houtkoop et al., 2018). A survey
was conducted among 600 authors of psychol-
ogy publications to identify perceived obstacles
to public data sharing and potential solutions.
The findings highlighted the limited prevalence
of data sharing, with respondents from indus-
tries where sharing was considered uncommon
expressing a preference for on-demand data
sharing. They also viewed sharing as requir-
ing additional effort and noted the absence of
training on data-sharing practices. To address
these challenges, the authors put forth recom-
mendations, including the provision of training
resources that demonstrate effective data-shar-
ing methodologies, as well as the establishment
of robust support systems from organizations,
journals, and sponsors.

Studies have emphasized the necessity and
advantages of sharing data in research. How-
ever, scholars have recognized that data shar-
ing still needs to obtain the necessary traction
in real-world scenarios (Chaplin, 2004; Hout-
koop et al., 2018). Thus, it is critical to com-
prehend the obstacles impeding the practice of
data sharing in research. Studies specifically
examining the sharing of datasets about PhD
research are scarce and have not yet been con-
ducted. White et al. (2024) posit that, akin to
researchers in other fields, educational science
scientists are increasingly confronted with in-
centives and requirements to make data that
support empirical studies publicly accessible.
However, the preparation and dissemination
of research data is a formidable task. The anal-
ysis provides a comprehensive overview of the
current state of data sharing among education
and special education researchers, delving
into the benefits of data sharing and offering
a curated list of resources already available
to assist researchers in education and relat-
ed fields. Additionally, it outlines the steps to
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data sharing throughout the research life cy-
cle and provides answers to frequently asked
questions about sharing. The objective of this
analysis is to support researchers who are be-
ginning to consider incorporating data sharing
into their research workflows. According to
the analysis of Obiora et al. (2024), Africa is
progressing toward the establishment of a net-
work of health databases, with the potential
for some data harmonization. Additionally, en-
deavors are being made to ensure the security
of data in repositories and biobanks, strength-
en intellectual property protection, and safe-
guard the ethical rights of study participants,
whether in communities or individuals. How-
ever, the analysis highlights several challenges
to progress, including limited technological in-
frastructure, inconsistent access to electricity,
and difficulties in conducting research in areas
such as poverty, governmental processes, and
corruption. These factors have contributed to
the underrepresentation of certain regions in
Africa in the study. Furthermore, the necessity
of clarity regarding the timely dissemination of
data during global health emergencies, such as
the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pan-
demic, has given rise to novel concerns regard-
ing the potential economic and scientific reper-
cussions that may ensue from the disclosure
of novel pathogens or variants of preexisting
pathogens. This issue warrants careful con-
sideration, as not addressing it may impact the
collection and dissemination of valuable data
that could aid in future diagnoses and treat-
ments, potentially slowing the global exchange
of such discoveries.

Sanabria-Z et al. (2024) underscore the im-
perative to nurture complex thinking skills
within higher education. The authors posit
that this necessity arises in response to the
rapid advancements in technology and the
increasing accessibility of Open Educational
Resources (OER). Drawing from UNESCO’s
guidelines and the evolving conceptualizations
of complex thinking, this study delineates OER
platforms that facilitate the cultivation of such
competencies. The study’s primary research
questions are addressed through a systematic
literature review (SLR), focusing on three key
areas: the identification of open licenses com-
patible with 5R activities, the examination of
technical choices available based on the ALMS
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Framework, and the analysis of competen-
cies in complex thinking that can be fostered
through OER. The study identified and cate-
gorized key platforms that support the devel-
opment of complex thinking abilities, specifi-
cally inventive, critical, scientific, and systemic
thinking. These platforms were then assessed
for their technological capabilities and licens-
ing models. The analysis revealed that most of
the platforms under study support 5R activities
under Creative Commons licenses, demand
sophisticated editing abilities, and more than
half cover several sub-competencies of com-
plex thinking. The study’s findings indicate
that the adaptation, reuse, and redistribution
of OER can significantly contribute to the cul-
tivation of complex thinking abilities and the
alignment of educational methodologies with
the demands of the 21st century. The study
further proposes the implementation of future
studies aimed at evaluating user behavior and
the sustainability of these platforms. Addition-
ally, the study recommends the establishment
of frameworks by higher education institu-
tions to standardize OER sites and address the
needs of students.

To promote scientific discovery and alleviate
the burden of illness, other scientists engaged
in a variety of studies were motivated to volun-
tarily disseminate their data, as stipulated in
the agreement that was reached when the hu-
man genome was initially sequenced, thereby
making the data available to the public domain
(Terry & Littler, 2024). However, challenges re-
main in the flow of raw data, where resources
often move from less developed countries to
wealthier nations and corporations that devel-
op medical countermeasures. This situation
is compounded by ongoing obstacles to data
sharing, such as concerns about patient pri-
vacy, intellectual property management, and
addressing inequalities in data reuse. When
infectious disease outbreaks occur, it is essen-
tial to ensure that research data are shared ef-
ficiently to support timely responses to emerg-
ing pathogens, especially during a potential
pandemic. The chapter reviews the COVID-19
pandemic and the challenges in developing a
global data-sharing system that accommodates
the needs and interests of diverse stakeholders,
including individuals worldwide, alongside the
fundamentals of open access research. McLeod
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and O’Connor (2022) explored the challenges
associated with preserving and disseminat-
ing qualitative data in educational research by
critically examining methods and discussions
from several social science fields. The politics
of knowledge creation, open-access agendas,
and changes in research techniques in the
data management era are all discussed about
ethical, epistemological, and methodological
issues. Using Australia as a case study, the au-
thors first examined pragmatic and interpre-
tive choices regarding the archiving of quali-
tative data before mapping the legal and policy
frameworks that govern research data man-
agement. The authors contend that qualitative
research’s unique ethical, methodological, and
knowledge claims may not have been fully in-
corporated into governance and data-sharing
policies. Instead, the focus is shifted toward
the expansion of methods related to quanti-
tative data, sometimes leading to the creation
of data that may lack full context. The authors
further emphasize the importance of carefully
examining the complexities and potential chal-
lenges of openness and data sharing, as well as
the conception, creation, and curation of data
archives. This entails a more profound compre-
hension of the temporal and affective dynamics
inherent in data archiving. It is imperative to
conceptualize data archiving as a process of (re)
invention that curates “archives for the future”
and contributes to shaping a historical perspec-
tive in educational research.

Tedersoo et al. (2021) asserted that data
sharing is a fundamental component of con-
temporary science, facilitating reproducibili-
ty and large-scale investigations. The authors
conducted a comprehensive assessment of data
availability in research articles from nine fields
published in the Nature and Science journals.
The study also documented the corresponding
authors’ concerns, demands, and justifications
for their decision to withhold data. Despite no-
table advancements over the past decade, par-
ticularly in recent years, data availability and
willingness to share data remain significantly
heterogeneous across different fields. It was
suggested that journals reconsider allowing
claims that data are available upon request,
as such claims may often be seen as ineffec-
tive. Researchers may be more encouraged to
share their data when their manuscripts are
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accepted, particularly if they can offer genu-
ine rewards, such as recognition or additional
points on grant and employment applications.
The authors suggest that funding agencies con-
sider supporting data maintenance, that appli-
cations be evaluated using publicly available
research data, and that funders and academ-
ic publishers explore options for data-sharing
oversight.

The plutoF repository contains cross-disci-
plinary survey data, and Vlahou et al. (2021)
noted that the General Data Protection Regu-
lation (GDPR) became enforceable in EU mem-
ber states in 2018 to standardize personal data
protection laws across the EU. Nearly all forms
of personal data processing, including those re-
lated to biomedical research, are governed by
regulations. The authors conducted consulta-
tions with ethics and legal experts to identify
the primary practical concerns that biomedical
researchers frequently encounter when sharing
data and biological samples. The authors then
explained how these concerns are addressed
within the framework of the GDPR. The authors
identify specific sections of the GDPR that ne-
cessitate elucidation, particularly regarding the
consent requirements for study participants.
The objectives of the proposed amendments are
threefold: (1) to enhance harmonization and re-
strict exclusions based on national legislation,
(2) to substantiate the concept of broad con-
sent, and (3) to formulate a framework for the
secondary utilization of data. To achieve these
enhancements, prominent societies within the
field will spearhead the creation of a document
that will serve as a guide for the optimal inter-
pretation of the GDPR. This document will be
finalized following a period of comments from
a diverse range of stakeholders, concurrently
fostering public participation and education on
pertinent subjects, including various forms of
consent and residual risk for re-identification,
at the local, national, and global levels. The
authors anticipate that this post will encour-
age a comprehensive dialogue with all relevant
stakeholders, helping to realize the potential
benefits of data protection ethics.

Markiewicz et al. (2021) posit that the shar-
ing of research data is imperative to ensure re-
producibility and optimize the return on public
investments in scientific research. They have
developed OpenNeuro, a BRAIN initiative data
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archive that facilitates the exchange of data
from various brain imaging data formats in ac-
cordance with FAIR data-sharing guidelines.
The authors underscore the significance of the
Brain Imaging Data Structure standard in en-
abling efficient data exchange, curation, and re-
use. The archive currently disseminates more
than 600 datasets, encompassing information
from over 20,000 individuals, encompassing
various phenotypes, species, and measurement
methods. A growing body of published reuses,
amounting to over 150 papers, has underscored
the impact of shared data. Koch et al. (2021)
underscored the pivotal role of the benchmark
dataset in the framework of machine-learning
research. They serve to gauge progress toward
common objectives and help bring scholars
together around shared research issues. The
dynamics of benchmark dataset use and reuse
within or between machine-learning sub-com-
munities have been explored to a lesser ex-
tent, despite the importance of benchmarking
methods in this field. In this study, the authors
explored these dynamics by examining the
differences in dataset utilization patterns be-
tween machine-learning sub-communities and
between 2015 and 2020. In the context of task
communities, authors have observed a grow-
ing emphasis on a select number of datasets, a
notable adoption of datasets from other tasks,
and a focus on datasets introduced by academ-
ics from a limited number of prestigious insti-
tutions in the field.

Walter et al. (2021) assert that Native Ameri-
can Information Data is recognized as a cultur-
al and financial asset by Sovereignty, which as-
serts the right of Indigenous peoples to control
their gathering, ownership, and use. The advent
of Big Data and the concomitant emphasis on
enhancing the accessibility of publicly owned
data (Open Data) have amplified the influence
of data. In the prevailing data landscape, in-
digenous communities persist in their margin-
alization from data utilization and the exercise
of policy influence, despite their substantial
representation in data pertaining to social dis-
advantages and their anticipated overrepresen-
tation in the application of these novel tech-
nologies. The prevailing data architecture has
not fully incorporated the distinct perspectives
and worldviews of Indigenous communities,
and their unique data requirements are not yet
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fully addressed by the emerging Open Data in-
frastructure. This gap is reflected in the limited
consideration of Indigenous data challenges in
open-data discourse and publications. While
the potential benefits of this data revolution are
widely acknowledged, not all will benefit equal-
ly, given the marginalization of social, cultural,
and political positions. In addressing this im-
portant issue, the authors delve into the poten-
tial of Indigenous Data Sovereignty to not only
mitigate risks but also to foster shared benefits.
Additionally, they explore the unintended con-
sequences of the pervasive influence of open
and big data.

Gabelica et al. (2022) conducted a study to
analyze researchers’ adherence to their DAS
from publications published in open-access
journals. The authors established the required
DAS as the study’s objective, and they exam-
ined every article from 333 open-access publi-
cations published by BioMed Central in Janu-
ary 2019. The authors classified the DAS types
and surveyed the corresponding authors who
indicated a willingness to share data in the
DAS. All the included manuscripts were asked
for consent to participate in the study, and they
verified that the data were accessible, allowing
for reanalysis after gaining access to the raw
datasets. The DAS was present in 3,416 of the
3,556 publications examined. The datasets are
accessible upon reasonable request accord-
ing to the most common DAS category (42%).
However, of the 1,792 papers where the DAS
indicated that the authors were willing to pro-
vide their data, 1,669 (93%) did not respond or
chose not to share the data. Only 123 (6.8%) of
the 1,792 authors who answered the request for
data sharing out of 254 (14%) provided the re-
quested information. The compliance percent-
age remained consistent for authors who did
not provide the DAS, indicating that the DAS
may not always ensure data sharing, even when
authors state in their work that they will release
data upon request.

Considering the extant literature and within
the context of Indian PhD scholars, the follow-
ing hypotheses are posited:

e Hai:There are multiple barriers for research-
ers not sharing their research datasets.

e Ho2: The sharing of research datasets is
needed.
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The primary data for this study was collected
from Indian research scholars across the social
science domain. The details of such researchers
were obtained from the Indian thesis reposito-
ry, Shodhganga (2024). A review of the contents
of approximately 100 theses from the repository
was conducted, and it was observed that none of
the theses provided access to the PhD research
dataset. At a confidence interval of 5% and con-
fidence level of 95% for a substantially large
population of approximately 20,000, common-
ly used tables for sample sizes, such as those
by Krejcie and Morgan (1970), indicate that a
sample size of 377 is appropriate. The sample
size of 377 was rounded to 400 to improve rep-
resentation of the population and minimize
potential sampling errors. Google Forms was
utilized to create and administer the survey,
which was disseminated to approximately 800
research scholars, with an anticipated response
rate of 50%. A convenience sampling approach
was used to select these 800 individuals, giv-
en the practical constraints of the study. The
survey was conducted in December 2024 and
yielded 361 responses, resulting in a response
rate of 45%. The participants provided explicit
consent through the questionnaire, and their
names were not collected to maintain confiden-
tiality. The study received review and approval
from the ethics committee of a local university,
ensuring adherence to ethical standards. The
dataset is available in a repository and can be
accessed at https://www.openicpsr.org/ope-
nicpsr/project/188081/version/V2/view. The
survey questionnaire was composed of three
sections: profile information, factors influenc-
ing participation in data sharing, and advan-
tages of data sharing. The profile section con-
tained 9 questions, while the barriers and need
sections each included 10 questions.

The 10 reasons for the absence of data shar-
ing were primarily derived from the recent
UGC regulations regarding PhD degrees re-
leased in 2022 (University Grants Commis-
sion, 2022) that do not include provisions for
data sharing by PhD scholars. Concurrently, a
list of 10 statements was incorporated to eval-
uate the need of sharing data, primarily based
on extant literature (Borgman, 2012; Cheah et
al.,, 2015; Colavizza et al., 2020; Fienberg et al.,
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1985; Houtkoop et al., 2018; Michener, 2015;
Piwowar et al., 2007; Popkin, 2019; Tedersoo
et al., 2021; Toronto International Data Release
Workshop Authors, 2009; Wang et al., 2020;
Woods & Pinfield, 2021). Annexure 1 contains
the questionnaire format. Responses were
collected on a five-point Likert scale, with the
following options: strongly agree, somewhat
agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat
disagree, and strongly disagree. The validity
of the questionnaire was examined using the
Brown et al. (2015) checklist, yielding satisfac-
tory results. Furthermore, the reliability of each
section of the questionnaire was assessed using
Cronbach’s alpha method, yielding scores of
0.97 for section I (barriers), 0.95 for section II
(need), and 0.97 for the overall questionnaire.
These scores indicated the survey was reliable,
as all scores exceeded the acceptable threshold
of 0.70.

The methods employed for hypothesis test-
ing were derived from the recommendations set
forth by Kumar et al. (2022a,b), Khedkar et al.
(2022) and Kumar et al. (2023, 2025). The re-
sponses for each section were categorized into
two groups: those who expressed agreement
and those who expressed disagreement. To dif-
ferentiate between somewhat agree and some-
what disagree responses, stronger responses
were assigned a weight of 2 for both strongly
agree and strongly disagree answers, while re-
sponses that indicated “neither agree nor dis-
agree” were assigned a weight of 0 and were
excluded from the computations. To ascertain
whether the group scored higher in agreement
or disagreement, an average was computed for
each sub-question. The larger of the two aver-
age score percentages for each section, as rec-
ognized by the Likert scale (Brown, 2011), was
then compared against a hypothesized popu-
lation mean of 50%, indicating no significant
difference. A t-test, commonly used when the
population’s standard deviation is unknown,
was applied to make this comparison.

3. RESULTS

This section is organized into three subsec-
tions. The initial two subsections present the
results regarding the descriptive features of the
profile data and the testing of the two hypothe-
ses. A discussion of the results follows.

Iberoamerican Journal of Science Measurement and Communication
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3.1. Descriptive features of the profile section

Frequency count and percentages sample (n = 361)
are shown in Table 1

The proportion of female researchers (52%)
exceeded that of male researchers (48%) with-
in the sample, showing a 4% difference. Al-
though this difference is relatively small, it is
interesting to observe that female researchers
make up a slightly larger proportion than male
researchers. The age distribution of the sample
revealed that 3% of the participants were un-
der 30 years of age, 33% were between 30 and
39 years old, 31% were in the 40-49 age range,
and 33% were 50 years or older. The propor-
tion of participants aged 50 years or older is of
interest, as it may suggest that they began their
doctoral studies at a later stage or required ad-
ditional time to complete their degrees. With
respect to regional distribution, 23% of the
respondents were from northern India, 24%
from eastern India, 25% from western India,
and 28% from southern India, indicating an
even distribution across the four regions. With
respect to the attainment of doctoral degrees,
27% of respondents completed their programs
in 2024, 21% in 2023, 27% in 2022, and 25%
prior to 2022. A significant proportion of re-
spondents (93%) possessed sample sizes of
400 or less, with a mere 7% having samples
that exceeded 400. This indicates that a sub-
stantial number of researchers have worked
with relatively large sample sizes. (A sample
size of 400 is frequently employed, as many
researchers find a sample size of 377 sufficient
at a 95% confidence level with a 5% margin
for a large population of 20,000, rounding to
400.) With respect to survey administration,
35% of respondents employed Google Forms,
30% conducted manual administration, and
35% utilized alternative methods, including
MS Excel and MS Word. It is evident that most
researchers have utilized digital tools for pri-
mary data collection. Most respondents (92%)
personally collected data, while 8% collected it
through another party. A significant majority
(99%) of respondents reported upholding the
confidentiality of survey participants, with a
small minority of five respondents not fully ad-
hering to this practice. The sample character-
istics suggest that ethical standards are gener-
ally being followed. Following the completion
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Sr. No. Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%)
Male 174 48
1 Gender
Female 187 52
<30 years I 3
30-39 years 120 33
2 Age
40-49 years 111 31
>50 years 119 33
North 82 23
. East 85 24
3 Region
West 91 25
South 103 28
2024 98 27
2023 76 21
4 PhD year
2022 97 27
Earlier than 2022 90 25
<400 164 45
5 Sample size Around 400 173 48
>400 24 7
Google Forms 125 35
6 Mode of data collection Manually 108 30
Other 128 35
Yes 333 92
7 Pri data collection by self
rimary data collection by se No 28 8
Yes 356 99
8 Identity anonymized
No 5 1
. Yes 172 48
9 Dataset retention
No 189 52

Table 1. Samples profile characteristics. Source. Authors primary data.

of their doctoral studies, 48% of respondents
retained their dataset, while 52% did not main-
tain it subsequently. It is important to mention
that the UGC has yet to issue formal guidelines
in this regard.

Responses STA ST.2 ST.3
Strongly agree 145 138 145
Somewhat agree 150 132 145
Neither agree nor disagree 3 2 3
Somewhat disagree 36 58 31
Strongly disagree 27 31 37
Total 361 361 361

3.2. Hypothesis testing

Tables 2 and 3 present a straightforward count
summary of responses related to the question-
naire’s 10 barriers and need section.

ST.4 ST.5 ST.6 ST.7 ST.8 ST.9 ST.10
146 154 145 132 147 154 146
157 163 145 137 150 152 152
4 3 3 4 2 3 5
29 25 29 39 27 22 25
25 16 39 49 35 30 33
361 361 361 361 361 361 361

Table 2. Results of 361 replies to the causes section of the questionnaire.
Source. Authors primary data.

The data analysis involved the allocation
of a weight of two to the strongly agree and
strongly disagree responses, with the objective
of calculating the response counts and per-
centage, subsequently divided into two catego-
ries: disagreement and agreement. Thereafter,

10 Vol. 5, No. 2, 2025, 1-17. DOI: 10.47909/ijsmc.192

the percentages of disagreement and agree-
ment for the barriers and need were summed,
yielding an average percentage of 82% among
those in agreement with the barriers, and 18%
among those in disagreement. The hypoth-
esis was then subjected to a 95% confidence
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Responses ST.1 ST.2 ST.3
Strongly agree 187 158 160
Somewhat agree 134 136 147
Neither agree nor disagree 3 2 3
Somewhat disagree 20 41 22
Strongly disagree 17 24 29
Total 361 361 361

Barriers and need for dataset sharing in the publishing...

ST.4 ST.5 ST.6 ST.7 ST.8 ST.9 ST.10
169 162 162 158 164 172 160
149 165 149 131 145 155 153
4 3 3 4 3 2 5
19 17 19 35 23 19 22
20 14 28 33 26 13 21
361 361 361 361 361 361 361

Table 3. Results of 361 replies to the need section of the questionnaire.
Source. Authors primary data.

level test, given that the observed agreement
percentage exceeded the expected population
mean of 50%, thereby suggesting that the level
of agreement is statistically significant. The av-
erage percentage of individuals who expressed
agreement with the need was 87%, while the
average percentage of those who expressed

Parameter
Average = Ho (sample mean)
SD (standard deviation)
H1 (hypothesized mean of population)
n (sample size)
t-value (Ho-H1) / (SD) / Vn)
p-value

disagreement was 13%. The hypotheses were
tested at a 95% confidence level, and the ob-
served agreement percentage of 87% was high-
er than the theoretical population mean of
50%, which could suggest that the agreement
occurred randomly. The results are listed in
Table 4.

H1 H2
82% 87%
1.25 113
50% 50%
361 361
4.93 6.39
<0.0001 <0.0001

Table 4. Testing of the two hypotheses. Source. Primary data calculations.

The two null hypotheses —namely, that there
are no significant barriers for researchers to
refrain from sharing datasets and that there
is a neutral perception of the need— were not
supported by the data, which favored the alter-
nate hypotheses (p < 0.0001). In summary, this
study highlights the primary barriers that may
hinder researchers from adopting international
data-sharing policies endorsed by leading agen-
cies such as COPE, WAME, OASPA, and promi-
nent global publishers. The result of the second
hypothesis indicates that researchers hold the
policy and practice of sharing datasets in high
regard. The authors suggest that the UGC could
consider mandating the sharing of research
datasets, and that universities, research cen-
ters, supervisors, and scholars should work to-
ward implementing this policy.

4. DISCUSSION

The initial hypothesis posited several reasons
why researchers might opt against publicly dis-
seminating their research datasets. The survey,
which queried 10 distinct reasons, showed a

Iberoamerican Journal of Science Measurement and Communication

notable level of agreement among the surveyed
researchers. The most frequently cited reason
was —“I am not aware of a policy for sharing
data with the public” (89%), while the least
agreed upon reason was —“I do not think shar-
ing datais necessary” (75%). The average agree-
ment across all 10 reasons was 82%, which was
significant. Of note, all reasons received an
agreement rate of at least 75%. Given that the
reasons were Likert items, the study did not
prioritize individual reasons. Instead, the study
considered the overall Likert scale of the 10
reasons and concluded the average agreement
of 82% (Brown, 2011). This level of agreement
was statistically significant and notably high-
er than the random chance agreement of 50%.
Some additional reasons for the non-sharing of
datasets included: “there is no such provision
in the UGC norms for PhD,” “my research su-
pervisor never asked about the sharing,” “the
research center never asked about the sharing,”
“no questions are asked about it during the fi-
nal defense viva-voce,” “the dataset was not
sharable for various reasons ranging from it not
being there to it being compiled in an ad-hoc
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manner,” “in my knowledge, no one else has
shared the dataset,” “the data collection pro-
cess is described elaborately in the methodolo-
gy chapter of my thesis,” and “the data analysis
section in the thesis elaborately describes the
dataset.”

Upon examination, the second hypothesis is
supported by the findings. Researchers demon-
strated a comprehensive understanding and
validation of the need associated with the shar-
ing of datasets. The researchers exhibited a ro-
bust response to all 10 needs enumerated in the
second section of the questionnaire. The need
that received the highest level of agreement was
—“A metric counting the number of accesses to
the dataset can be developed and would indi-
cate the use of the dataset by other researchers”
(92%). The need that received the lowest level of
agreement was —“Readers of the thesis can use
the dataset for various purposes” (82%). When
averaged, the overall agreement for the 10
needs was 87%, suggesting strong agreement.
Other needs that received considerable agree-
ment included: “it would lead to transparency
in the research process,” “it would help in im-
proving the reliability of the research,” “it can
help current researchers understand its struc-
ture and other important details,” “the sharing
of the dataset will bring Indian research at par
with international practices of data sharing,” “it
will lead to compliance with the Committee on
Publication Ethics (COPE) norms on research
ethics,” “it will improve the presentation of the
entire thesis during various presentations in-
cluding the final defense viva-voce,” “it will lead
to increased citations of the research work,” and
“the datasets can be used for further research.”

While the secondary data sources (Alter &
Gonzalez, 2018; Borgman, 2012; Cheah et al.,
2015; Colavizza et al., 2020; Corti et al., 2019;
Fienberg et al., 1985; Houtkoop et al., 2018;
Martone et al., 2018; Michener, 2015; Piwowar
et al., 2007; Popkin, 2019; Tedersoo et al., 2021,
Wang et al., 2020; Woods & Pinfield, 2021) and
the data-sharing policies of prominent publish-
ing houses (Emerald, 2025; Springer Nature,
2025; Taylor and Francis, 2025) consistently
advocate for the sharing of research datasets, it
is important to note that the most recent UGC
2022 PhD guidelines do not address the topic
of dataset sharing. The guidelines stipulate that
the complete thesis should be uploaded to the
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central depository (University Grants Commis-
sion, 2022), but they do not include any men-
tion of sharing or depositing the associated
datasets. The demand for data sharing in the
academic domain has existed for some time,
with research in this area dating back to 1985
(Fienberg et al., 1985). The absence of guidance
on this matter by the Indian apex body, the
UGC, is concerning. The datasets play a pivotal
role in research studies, as findings and con-
clusions are derived from these datasets, and
hypotheses are evaluated through statistical
analysis. However, there appears to be limited
engagement with data sharing within the Indi-
an research community. Research indicates a
significant number of respondents expressing
agreement with statements such as, “there is no
such provision in the UGC norms for PhD,” and
so on, mentioned previously. This suggests a
lack of awareness or understanding of the issue
at the institutional or macro level. At the micro
level, there is considerable agreement with the
statement, “I need to be made aware of such a
policy of sharing the dataset with the public.”
It is difficult to identify the exact reasons
why some researchers may not be sharing their
datasets. It appears that there are no major ob-
stacles that significantly hinder this practice.
In the absence of clear explanations at both the
institutional and individual levels, one might
hypothesize that the reason could be the one
mentioned earlier in barriers —“The dataset
was not sharable for various reasons ranging
from it not being there to it being compiled
in an ad-hoc manner.” This hypothesis is sup-
ported by the findings of Gabelica et al. (2022),
who observed that 1669 (93%) of the 1792 pa-
pers where the DAS indicated that authors who
indicated willingness to share their data did
not receive a response or chose not to provide
the data. Further, a retraction notice from The
TQM Journal indicates challenges in obtaining
the dataset upon request (The TQM Journal,
2025). While constructing a database can be
a manageable task, especially with tools like
Google Forms, the process of sharing the file
in various formats is typically straightforward.
When referring to the present content upload-
ed as part of depositing the PhD thesis in the
central repository, more than 15 items were
identified, from the title to the references. In-
terestingly, the underlying dataset on which all
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the remaining things are dependent is missing
from the list. On a positive note, it is encour-
aging that a significant majority of Indian PhD
holders recognize the need of sharing datasets.
They overwhelmingly endorsed the advantages
of sharing the datasets.

5. CONCLUSION

This study yielded two primary conclusions.
First, there are various barriers that research
scholars face in sharing their datasets. Second,
researchers acknowledge the need of sharing
datasets. Despite international support for de-
positing datasets, Indian research scholars in
the social sciences face several challenges in
sharing their research data. The most recent
PhD regulations do not mandate the sharing
of the research dataset, which forms the foun-
dation of the research results and conclusions.
The hesitation of Indian PhD researchers to
share their research datasets at different levels
may be attributed to several factors. It is imper-
ative for them to recognize the importance of
data sharing. The findings of this study suggest
that research supervisors may not prioritize
this issue, highlighting the need for local higher
education institutions (HEIs) and the apex in-
stitution (UGC) to show greater attention to this
matter. The availability of datasets generally
does not require excessive effort to share them
with the public. This approach would ensure
the protection of the respondents’ confidenti-
ality. However, this need remains insufficiently
addressed, and it is crucial for all stakehold-
ers, including leading agencies such as COPE,
WAME, and OASPA, as well as publishing
houses like Springer Nature, Taylor & Francis,
and Emerald, to acknowledge the significance
of this issue. They could consider encouraging
researchers to share their datasets by deposit-
ing them in a publicly accessible repository or
using other available methods. India may also
consider taking steps to align with this practice
to support the integrity of research while pro-
tecting individual privacy.

Given the pressing need for sharing research
datasets, it is suggested that the UGC encour-
age the upload of these datasets to the cen-
tral repository, Shodhganga, by PhD research
scholars, along with a minimum of 15 addition-
al items. The decision not to share associated
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research datasets may not align with recom-
mended research practices and could raise con-
cerns about the accessibility of datasets for PhD
research scholars. The study cites a recent re-
traction notice as support for this suggestion,

“It has come to our attention that there are
statistical errors present within the article.
As part of an investigation into the article’s
findings, the authors were requested to pro-
vide a copy of the data so that the editorial
team could verify the findings. The authors
were unable to provide the requested data.
As a result, the findings of the article cannot
be relied upon.” (The TQM Journal, 2025)

The findings of this study carry implications
for all stakeholders involved in the research
process. Primarily, PhD research scholars
should recognize the importance of sharing the
research dataset (unless there is a valid reason
for not doing so) to improve the dependabili-
ty, reliability, validity, and credibility of their
research work. It is important for research
scholars to understand the process of deposit-
ing datasets in open repositories. Alternatively,
they should deposit the dataset and the other
research material uploaded to the central re-
pository, Shodhganga. Supervisors play a role
in this process; they should ensure they have
reviewed the underlying research datasets.
After such certification, a PhD viva should be
conducted. It would be beneficial for the apex
body, UGC, to consider making it mandatory
for PhD researchers to upload their research
datasets along with all other content. It is note-
worthy that PhD researchers often share the
acknowledgment file of their thesis but may not
upload the research dataset. These implications
apply not only to India but also to other nations
that may not yet prioritize this aspect. Indian
doctoral research could benefit from aligning
with international data-sharing policies, and in
practice, doctoral theses might be shared along
with the underlying dataset. Without this,
questions about the availability of the dataset
might emerge (The TQM Journal, 2025). The
process of sharing is generally straightforward
when the dataset is available, similar to the oth-
er items, ranging from the title to the reference
list, that are currently uploaded with the cen-
tral thesis repository.
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This study is subject to certain limitations,
including those related to the sampling meth-
od. Furthermore, the non-probability tech-
nique was employed for the selection of the
sample, which constitutes an additional lim-
itation of the study. It is imperative to encour-
age extensive research in this pivotal domain
across all pertinent levels to ensure the manda-
tory sharing of research datasets under typical
circumstances.
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ANNEXURE 1

Barriers and need for dataset sharing in the publishing...

QUESTIONNAIRE

Barriers and Need for Dataset Sharing in the Publishing of Research Thesis

| expressly record my consent to participate in the survey (Yes, No)

PROFILE INFORMATION

Gender (Male, Female)

Age (<30 Years, 30-39 Years, 40-49 Years, 250 Years)

Region (North, East, West, South)

Year of completion of PhD (2024, 2023, 2022, Earlier Than 2022)

What was the size of your sample for PhD research? (<400, 400, >400)

How had you administered the data collection? (Google forms, Manually, Other Ways)

Did you collect the entire primary data on your own? (Yes, No)

Was the respondent’s identity anonymized? (Yes, No)

o |N|ojn]|bdhlwW|N]|—

Have you retained the dataset with you after awarding of the degree? (Yes, No)

I. Barriers for non-sharing of the dataset

Rate the following statements on a scale of Strongly agree, Somewhat agree,
Neither agree nor disagree, Somewhat disagree, Strongly disagree

No. Statement Response
1 There is no such provision in the UGC norms for PhD
2 My research supervisor never asked about the sharing
3 The research center never asked about the sharing
4 No questions were asked about it during the final defense viva-voce
5 | am not aware of such a policy of sharing the dataset with the public
6 The datasgt was not sharable for var.ious'reasons ranging
from it not being there to it being compiled in an ad-hoc manner
7 I do not think that there is a need to share the dataset
8 In my knowledge no one else has shared the dataset
9 The data collection process is described elaborately in the methodology chapter of my thesis
10 The data analysis section in the thesis elaborately describes the dataset
Il. Need of sharing of the dataset
Rate the following statements on a scale of Strongly agree, Somewhat agree,
Neither agree nor disagree, Somewhat disagree, Strongly disagree
No. Statement Response
1 It would lead to transparency in the research process
2 It would help in improving reliability of the research
It can help current researchers in understanding its structure and other important details
4 The sharir)g Qf the dgtaset will bring Indian resefarch
at par with international practices of data sharing
5 It W.i“ Igad to gompliance with the Committee )
on Publication Ethics (COPE) norms on research ethics
6 ~ Itwillimprove the presentation of the entire thesis
during various presentations including the final defense viva-voce
Readers of the thesis can use the dataset for various purposes
It will lead to increased citations of the research work
9 A metrics counting number of accesses to the dataset can be developed
and would indicate the use of the dataset by other researchers
10 The datasets can be used for further research
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