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Background 

Many funding agencies require that data collected in a research project or study should 
be openly shared and findable, accessible, interoperable and reusable provided that no ethical or 
national security issues are at stake (commonly referred to as the FAIR data principles). Despite 
such requirements, data sharing is still not widely practiced. Previous research points that issues 
go beyond ethical or technological issues, but relate to a lack of incentives (Borycz et al., 2023; 
Van den Eynden & Bishop, 2014), hence suggesting to implement policies which reward data 
sharing  (European Commission. Directorate General for Research and Innovation, 2017; Mabile 
et al., 2024; Morris & Saenen, 2024; National Academies of Sciences, 2020). The underlying 
assumption is that, by recognizing open science practices, these will be adopted widely. 

Others argue that this might not work (Fecher et al., 2017), as data sharing practices work against 
scientists’ ‘competitive edge’ (Hilgartner & Brandt-Rauf, 1994). Mabile et al. (2024) suggest that 
researchers might ‘engage in strategic sharing to accumulate rewards, effectively ‘gaming’ the 
system rather than focusing on the production of new, high-quality knowledge’ (p. 34). 
Furthermore, data sharing requirements may lead to unintended effects. Researchers may adopt 
restrictive practices, delaying journal submissions to fully exploit the underlying data before 
sharing it openly (Mueller-Langer & Andreoli-Versbach, 2018). Hilgartner (2017) refers to these 
practices as ‘knowledge control regimes’. 

Additionally, research efforts on collecting primary data may reduce in some fields as observed 
in the case of Hydrology (Allen & Berghuijs, 2018; Blume et al., 2018) as scientists see greater 
benefit on making use of secondary data rather than generating new one. This can be problematic 
if the reasons for reusing data are related to career priorities and rationalizing efforts rather than 
research priorities and challenges. In cases in which data sharing is common, researchers may 
adopt more ‘obscure’ practices to impede colleagues on reusing their data due to a lack of 
documentation or by withholding key variables from the shared datasets (Thelwall et al., 2020). 

Still, there are numerous calls for rewarding open science (Holmberg, 2017; Leonelli, 2017; 
Musker & Smith, 2021) which also extend to research data (Fecher et al., 2015; Puebla & 
Lowenberg, 2024). Data sharing has specific characteristics that make them distinct from similar 
initiatives such as open access publishing (Fecher et al., 2015; Puebla & Lowenberg, 2024) due 
to their own nature and characteristics, e.g., granularity, versioning or peer review. This is 
reflected for example on the difficulties for implementing and monitoring data citations 
(Lowenberg, 2022; Puebla & Lowenberg, 2024; Robinson‐García et al., 2016). 

All these issues open a difficult scenario in which mixed feelings are found on both sides. On the 
one hand, stakeholders promoting data sharing practices who seek to promote an open and 
collaborative research environment. On the other hand, the conundrum of a complex evaluative 
academic culture which threatens with unintended effects which may curtail the ultimate aims of 
the open science movement, leading to malpractices and misdirection in research agendas. This 
special session aims at portraying both sides of this scenario in order to integrate 
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perspectives from researchers, funding agencies, scientometricians and research evaluators 
to progress on the development of a healthy and sustainable scientific ecosystem. Therefore, 
we invite colleagues to submit quantitative, qualitative or mixed-methods studies that include 
preliminary or final findings addressing one of these issues:  

 

(i) the identification of (supra)national governments’ and funding institutions’ 
evaluation approaches of (open) data sharing through rewards or penalties, 

(ii) the examination of the type of quantitative and qualitative indicators or control 
mechanisms that are being used for these evaluations, and what these indicators or 
control mechanisms are exactly representing. In other words, how FAIR data, data 
reproducibility and reusability, quality and quantity of data sets, etc. are represented 
in these indicators or control mechanisms,  

(iii) the analysis of how these rewards and penalties are shaping researchers’ data sharing 
practices, and 

(iv) what type of consequences these evaluation approaches might have for researchers 
in terms of equity in career assessment within the same research discipline. 

 

Papers will be assigned for discussion to the rest of the presenters in the session, who will give 
10-minute feedback to authors after a short presentation during the session. At the end of the 
session, the organizers will present a summary of the empirical studies submitted to the session 
and stimulate discussion among attendants and experts in the room. We seek to foster a debate 
on whether (open) data sharing should be rewarded and reflect on its consequences.  

 

All submissions via Oxford Abstracts here:  
https://app.oxfordabstracts.com/stages/77578/submitter 

Deadline: 4th April 2025 
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