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REVIEWER 1: 
 
In this article, the authors suggest that one method for increasing awareness of the benefits of 
data sharing can be affected by administering a survey, hopefully encouraging either a minority 
or majority influence on other members of the behavioural science community. The authors 
describe the process for creating such a survey and provide their survey, although untested. 
This is a well-timed article as the existing literature on social and behavioural science data is 
quite thin. The majority/minority influence of norms is a nice theoretical construct to explore. 
This is definitely one approach to increase awareness of the benefits of data sharing. 
 
That said, this article needs to address a number of underlying assumptions, specifically with 
use of terms that are not as stable as the authors use them. In order to make their argument more 
clear, the authors need to more fully address (i) the data in question, (ii) data sharing, and (iii) 
data use. What is meant by “data” differs greatly by community. It would behove the authors to 
expand on the data they foresee being shared and the role of this data in research. Data sharing 
is a similarly contentious term. What do the authors mean by data sharing? What is entailed in 
sharing? What level of access or support? For example, by data sharing do they mean available 
online from a researcher’s webpage with the assumption that a potential user would contact the 
researcher for more information about the data context or does the data have to be deposited in 
a community-sanctioned repository with complete metadata? Would the data be used if it were 
shared? For instance the World Values Survey that is brought up in section 2, what are the 
usage statistics for this dataset? And even further what sorts of uses are being counted in the 
usage statistics: data downloads, publications from the data, etc.? By addressing these issues, 
the article will be more clearly scoped and support generalization beyond the behavioural 
sciences. 
 
Minority and majority influences need to be placed in relationship to other influences. The 
behavioural norms do not exist in a vacuum – in addition to practices there are incentive 
structures and technological barriers to data sharing. The authors are clearly addressing the 
practices, but without also stepping back and addressing the infrastructure within which these 
practices are located, otherwise changing the practices will be for naught. Affecting change 
through the use of a survey seems a bit pie-in-the-sky, but in concert with other efforts this 
would be very strong. 
 
Please note that ethics boards do not outright prohibit data sharing (or at least this is true of the 
IRB in the US), they merely ask you to disclose what you plan to do with the data. If you 
inform participants that their data will be shared outside of the current research, the ethics 
boards will not outright halt a project unless they think this will adversely affect the 
participants. Oral histories are a good model for social science and behavioural research, as 
they are collected with the intention of making them available in the future, sometimes without 
an embargo period. 
 
As to the implementation of this article, it is remarkably short (a full 7 pages), through more 
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judicious use of citations (4.5 pages of references is about 3 too many), the authors could really 
push this paper out a couple more pages. The introduction is quite general, and does not set up 
the paper very strongly. For instance, by the time I got to the section on the Survey Research 
Instrument (section 3.3), I was unclear as to whether the SRI was being setup as a means for 
studying the problem or affecting change, or both. The authors need to provide more guidance 
as to how the reader should interpret the role of the SRI. The treatment of norms (section 3.1) is 
unnecessarily long; a dictionary definition would serve better than the clothing metaphor. 
There are a few awkward sentences, such as the last sentence of the 3rd intro paragraph and the 
middle of the 3rd paragraph in the 2nd section, and the entire paper could use an editing pass. 
There is very little treatment of existing data sharing literature, see references below. A fuller 
treatment of this topic will help alleviate some of the assumption questions above. 
 
This article has much potential, and I look forward to being able to cite it in my own research, 
pending changes. 
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REVIEWER 2: 
 
This is an interesting article that has proposed a novel solution to the problem of encouraging 
data sharing in the behavioral sciences. The paper suggests that norms around data sharing can 
be changed with the use of a survey designed to change opinions and intentions. By using the 
foot-in-the-door technique, a survey could gradually introduce data sharing ideas and could 
lead to greater willingness and intention to share data. With enough people taking such a 
survey, norms in the behavioral sciences could be changed. In the end, however, I am sceptical 
about the claims made in this paper, it is not clear that it makes an appreciable contribution, and 
I have serious concerns about the ethics of what is proposed here. 
 
The paper provides a strong literature review of both the research around surveys as tools for 
norm changes and around the challenges and benefits of data sharing. One concern that shows 
up in the literature review but runs throughout is that the paper focuses almost entirely on the 
benefits of data sharing without addressing any of the challenges or potential downsides. 
Sharing data is difficult and potentially risky for scientists. Making datasets useful outside of 
the original context takes additional and often uncompensated work [1,5]. When scientists 
share data, they open up potential risks, including being scooped on discoveries or having 
mistakes pointed out [2]. Others have found that resistance to data sharing is not a matter of 
norms, but of lack of demand, concerns about data ownership and quality, etc. [3]. While it can 
be argued that sharing is good for science and society writ large, the authors would do well to 
recognize that the individual benefits may not be aligned with the social benefits. 
 
This leads into another aspect of the paper that I find problematic: the paper implies that the 
low level of data sharing in the behavioral sciences is primarily an issue of norms and attitudes. 
As mentioned above, there is a body of research that attributes resistance to data sharing to 
other factors. Recognition structures for scientists (tenure & promotion, publication, grant 
funding) tend not to provide adequate rewards to incentivize data sharing. There is frequently 
no financial or human resource support for data sharing. Even if scientists support the idea of 
data sharing, there are many other factors (and other norms) that may conflict, including norms 
about how to get ahead in science, norms about data ethics and data privacy, etc. In the 
conclusion, the authors say that they have provided suggestions to “facilitate” data sharing, but 
I would argue that these suggestions merely promote data sharing, and do little to make it easier 
to do. I do not mean to suggest that norms aren’t part of the picture or that attempts to directly 
change norms would not be useful; but these other factors provide important context and 
framing for the data sharing issue and should be addressed in the paper. 
 
The discussion of norms, behaviors and attitudes presents a confusing picture of the 
relationships among these concepts. Sometimes (as in the discussion of the non-sharing norm 
in section 2), a norm seems to simply be collective behavior. Thus, because most people don’t 
share, not sharing is the norm (regardless of how people think or feel about sharing). In that 
section, attitudes are distinct from norms (c.f. “the extent to which attitudes and norms lead to 
data sharing problems”). Later in section 3.1, however, “norms are by definition the attitudes of 
the majority.” This vagueness about these definitions makes it difficult to understand and 
assess how the survey is expected to work – is its goal to change attitudes, or to change 
behaviors, or both?  
 
A particularly weak point in the paper is the discussion of the development of the survey 
instrument in section 4.1. It is not clear how the principles discussed were applied to this 
specific example, or which of the questions in the survey are specifically designed to promote 
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data sharing norms. There are also claims in this section that run counter to the literature. For 
example, it is proposed that a small request to use as a starting point would be to ask scientists 
if they would be willing to reuse other scientists’ data: “It is very unlikely that people would 
refuse to use data that they themselves did not collect.” Prior research has found the opposite: 
scientists tend to be very wary about using data that they did not collect themselves. They have 
significant concerns about the skill and trustworthiness of the scientists who originally 
collected the data, and need to know that the dataset is understandable and relevant to and 
compatible with their questions and approach [4]. 
 
In section 4.2, there is a suggestion that giving the survey at workshops would be a way to 
reach a large number of people, but this seems to be an example of “preaching to the choir.” 
One would expect that people who attend such workshops would be the ones most likely to 
already see data sharing as valuable and already engaged in discussions about the topic. 
 
This paper needs significant editing for spelling, grammar and clarity. 
 
I am deeply troubled by the lack of a discussion of the ethics of doing what is suggested in this 
paper. This technique of using a survey to change an opinion or behavior is presented here in 
sterile academic language, but it is deeply controversial. First, the practice relies on deception: 
it is doubtful that the survey would be effective if the purpose were disclosed, for example, by 
a statement at the beginning that said, “The purpose of this survey is not to find out how you 
would answer these questions, but instead to subtly influence your attitudes and behaviors.” In 
the political realm, this same technique is known as “push polling,” and is generally considered 
to be unethical (c.f. http://www.theaapc.org/default.asp?contentID=552). This kind of 
subliminal attitude adjustment may be slightly more acceptable in fields like public health 
(where there is significant individual benefit to quitting smoking or eating well), or in political 
participation (where there is little if any risk), but as discussed earlier, despite the positive 
picture presented here, data sharing is not universally valued and is not without individual risk 
to the scientists and their careers. Second, while this technique may increase data sharing, it 
may also harm the academic enterprise by contributing to the skepticism and survey fatigue 
that is leading to lower response rates and lower-quality data on surveys generally.  
 
Finally, at the end of the paper, it is unclear what contribution it makes. The concept of 
changing norms and attitudes using surveys is not new, and this paper does not add anything 
novel to that conversation. The paper does not change the way we understand the value of data 
sharing generally or specifically in this domain. The idea of using a survey to influence data 
sharing is a) relatively trivial, and b) not well thought-out in terms of context-specific issues 
(e.g. norm conflict, structural barriers to data sharing) or ramifications (ethics). In order for the 
survey itself to be a contribution, I would expect it to be tested and validated in some form to 
show that it has the predicted effects. In the end, this feels more like a research proposal than a 
finished article. 
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