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Abstract: The article offers the description of the pilot study results on university
teachers' engagement in exchange of empirical data on distance learning. It was
suggested that they have a shaped intention to exchange; however, the specifics of
their efforts make it difficult to integrate the collected data into the body of open
empiricism. The study identifies the meaningful constructs of teachers' engagement in
data exchange. The research findings can be used in the practice of knowledge
management in the system of higher education in order to optimize the engagement of
teachers in the exchange of empirical data.
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1 Introduction

In many countries, including Ukraine, further digitalization of
higher education is recognized as a strategic direction of its
development (Digital Education Action Plan 2021-2027;
Volungeviciené et al., 2021; Higher Education Development
Strategy in Ukraine for 2021-2031). 1t implies considering both
positive and negative aspects of distance learning (Young,
2018), which should be confirmed not only by theoretical but
also by empirical evidence. Their lack complicates and makes it
amost impossible to understand the features of distance learning
and to control it (Alenezi, 2020). These days, it is close to
impossible to find open empiricism concerning distance learning
in Ukraine, though every teacher has some potentialy usable
empirical data (hereafter ED). Thus, the relevance of studying
teachers' engagement in the ED exchange is explained by the
necessity to coordinate the need for free dissemination and reuse
of research data on distance learning and individual efforts to
share them.

The purpose of the pilot study is to identify the specifics of
faculty engagement in the ED exchange. This engagement is
most appropriately viewed dispositionally, i.e., as their deliberate
decision to make ED available for free dissemination and reuse
by other researchers.

We hypothesize that educators do have the intention to make ED
available for other researchers to use freely, but the scope of
efforts required makes it difficult to integrate their data suitable
for analysisinto the body of open empiricism.

2 Literature Review

Since currently the exchange of ED is the initiative of teachers
and goes beyond their job duties, regulated by the relevant
normative documents, it is essential to determine how their
engagement in such activities affects the university performance.
To this end, we compare selected results from heterogeneous
studies on intra-organizational knowledge sharing (in terms of
approach, research methods, samples, countries, etc.) for a
gualitative assessment of engagement in ED sharing. Next, we
review works on the role of open empiricism in educational
research and practice and then analyze the barriers to the free
dissemination of ED and the ways to overcome them.

IN EMPIRICAL DATA

Studies show that: willingness to share knowledge is positively
related to productivity (Jarvenpaa & Staples, 2001); there is a
link between strengthening leadership and knowledge sharing
(Srivastava et d., 2006); inducing knowledge sharing leads to a
marked increase in organizational effectiveness (Wijk et a.,
2008); by supporting and encouraging knowledge sharing, the
organization not only achieves competitive advantage but aso
moves faster towards its goals (Liebowitz, 2001). Despite the
fact that the lack of formal job responsibilities for knowledge
sharing nullifies its intensity (De Clercq et al., 2013), it is still
argued that employee engagement should not be neglected as it
might be an opportunity to go beyond established job
requirements by taking ‘one step up from commitment’
(Robinson et al., 2004). In this case, it is important to remember
that the employee, taking on additional responsibilities to share
knowledge, firstly, expects to be recognized as an expert in some
area of professional knowledge (Yuan et al., 2013) and,
secondly, makes a decision basing on the vaue of this
knowledge (Pierce, 2012).

As follows from the above, the introduction and encouragement
of knowledge sharing have a positive impact both on the
functioning of the organization as a whole and on its employees
higher-level understanding of the professiona activity.

So, how important is open empiricism in solving educational
research problems? Both Ukrainian and foreign scholars working
in the field of educationa research generally do not refute the
rationales for the use of ED. However, they express concerns
about both the growing role of empiricism in recent research and
the lack of proper attention to the potential of evidence-based
pedagogy. Yet, research reliability remains one of the most
fundamental issues. In different formulations and contexts, it is
connected with the criticism of existing methods (Bridges, 2019;
Fim'yar et a., 2019). This highly-cited study is representative in
this regard (Glewwe et al., 2011). Having analyzed about 3,000
scientific papers, the authors concluded that the only issues that
emerged from these investigations are the factors influencing the
quality of education, including the availability of desks in the
classroom, teacher's knowledge of the subject, and the absence
of ateacher. The authors stated that such results are not novel
and are hardly useful to guide the development of future
education policy.

As aresult, empiricism is now regarded as a public resource, a
basis for political decision-making, and an indicator of university
performance, in addition to a conventional understanding of it as
the source of scientific information.

Examining the difficulties of disseminating open data in general
and open empiricism in particular, scholars have pointed to the
obvious ways of overcoming them, e.g., by implementing open
access policies for research publications. Such a clam was
refuted by the study (Savage & Vickers, 2009) that described an
attempt to obtain a set of raw data on medical research and
clinical trials: only one of ten corresponding authors provided
the required data set, although the request for information
explained that the data would be used to test a new hypothesis,
not to challenge conclusions. Consequently, the researchers
initial intention to compare levels of data sharing in journals
either with or without a clear sharing policy proved unhelpful.
Therefore, open access policies are only partially conducive to
realizing the potential of free dissemination and reuse of data,
without guaranteeing that the difficulties of engaging researchers
in these processes are fully overcome. Perhaps the initiative to
reconsider how researchers and their academic careers are
evaluated in order to ensure a successful transition to open
science, supported by universities (Lévy, 2020), will be a key
factor in overcoming barriers to ED exchange.

In the academic literature, the analysis of the difficulties and
reinforcement of open empiricism is often focused on the place
the university occupies in the hierarchy of aggregate research
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visibility of their staff. Faculty members at prestigious
universities may have less incentive to share ED because they
have sufficient resources at their disposa (D'Este. & Patel,
2007); they have more opportunities to interact, as the institution
itself attracts external stakeholders.

Investigating the potential value of open data as the materia for
educational use, scholars emphasize (Coughlan, 2020) that they
[open data] are rarely developed for educational purposes and
are often poorly specified. Moreover, the responsibility for using
open data for educational purposes is unclear. In addition,
teachers are not sufficiently informed about the differences
between open content and copyrighted materials (Rolfe, 2012),
open educational resources, or other types of online content
(Atenas et a., 2015), which causes misapprehension of their
value. It is encouraging to see the potential for various mutually
beneficiad models of collaboration, shared artifacts, and
communication that will increase the visibility of the author and
may provide a conceptual framework to support greater use of
open access by educators. However, there arise some difficulties:
educators are not confident users of digital technologies, they
can fail to use them (Zhornova & Zhornova, 2014), as well as
open educational resources or the potential of open pedagogy
(Zhornova & Zhornova, 2017; Garcia-Holgado et al., 2020).

Teachers support for open data, in general, and open
empiricism, in particular, is associated with increased awareness
of stakeholders about their achievements, additional
opportunities to promote their research and enter international
scientific communities. However, the lack of knowledge about
data dissemination and reuse, as well as the low level of digital
literacy (Zhornova? 2013), have a negative impact on the state of
open empiricism.

Thus, based on the results of the scientific literature review, we
can conclude that:

. the engagement of educators in ED exchange will not have
negative consequences for the university;

. overcoming the barriers to ED exchange is related to
increasing teachers understanding of the process and
methods of open data dissemination and reuse.

3 Materials and methods

The empirical study of teachers engagement in ED exchange
consisted of two stages: the first stage was to identify the
meaningful constructs of engagement in ED exchange through
interviews, based on which a questionnaire was then created: and
the second stage was to identify its inherent features through
guestionnaires.

Interview

In September 2020, we conducted unstructured interviews with
educators at Ukrainian universities. All respondents had
experience in conducting psychological and pedagogical
empirical research.

Five faculty members were interviewed, including women (4)
and a man (1); doctors of science, professors (2), candidates of
science, associate professors (2), a senior lecturer (1); aged from
38 to 62 years old. All interviews were conducted in person and
lasted 20 to 35 minutes. During the interviews, all respondents
demonstrated interest in the research. To guide respondents
reflections, we asked them to express their opinion on the
engagement of educators in ED exchange and determine the
criteria to discover their intentions to share. Our synthesis of the
information provided resulted in the identification of the main
meaningful constructs.

The questionnaire survey was conducted in November 2020,
data being collected anonymously. All interviewees were
informed of the purpose of the study.

Sample

Among 44 respondents who completed the questionnaire, most
of them were women (31). Regarding the age: under 35 years old
(three respondents), from 36 to 55 (21), over 55 (20). Work
experience: respondents, working in higher education for up to
five years (2), 6 to 20 years (14), and more than 20 years (28).
Three participants do not have a scientific degree, 23 are
candidates of science, and 18 have doctora degrees, 36
respondents have academic titles: professors (13) and associate
professors, senior researchers, or senior research fellows (23).
Two respondents are senior faculty members, five are faculty
members, there is an amost equal number of professors and
assistant professors (18 and 19, respectively).

To analyze the obtained data, we used:

. content anaysis to identify the characteristics of the
engagement;

. context analysis to specify and unify the meaningful
constructs of engagement in the ED exchange;

. contrastive and comparative anaysis to discover
similarities and differences in teachers' engagement in ED
sharing;

. generalization to establish common and specific featuresin
the identified varieties of ED exchange engagement;

. grouping to combine the identified varieties of
engagement;

. methods of mathematical dtatistics to assess the
significance of engagement in ED exchange.

4 Findings and discussions

Thefirst stage of the empirical research

According to respondents, ED exchange among educators has
not become usua practice. One of the possible reasons is that
data sharing is not their priority.

| believe that a small number of colleagues participate in data
sharing. Certainly, for some people it's important, but there are
probably some who don't care about it at all.

Meanwhile, views on the popularity of empirical research on
distance learning divide respondents into two groups: those who
argue that it is a common practice (Everyone or almost everyone
collects ED. How can you teach at a university and not try to
scientifically explain certain learning outcomes?), and those
who think that this is rather an exception and that only a small
number of colleagues work on it (Not all colleagues collect
empirical data. | don't think many people collect data.)

The importance of ED exchange for the development of science
is not questioned (Of course, | agree that the exchange of data
allows us to talk about the quality of the research conducted. |
hope we will see new laws appear in pedagogy instead of
conclusions generally useless for science). As a result, the
reasons for non-participation in ED exchange are based on the
following: differences in scientific interests (Shall we share the
information we collect? It is not always easy to decide. What
interests me is not always interesting for others. You also need to
be able to present the data appropriately); on the gradua effort
(Know how to make data available, and understand that without
it there can be no exchange - this should be the first thing to talk
about. Only after that we can make the first steps to data
sharing...).

However, considering the efforts spent on collecting ED as a
loss of irretrievable resources (especialy time and health)
weakens the desire to share available data (Many researchers
conduct pedagogical experiments, especially for their
dissertation. But not all are ready to share the data collected
before defending their thesis. And then you wonder if it is worth
going back to what was done... After all, you can't return the
eyesight or the time"; "There are so many new concepts, that
doubts only increase... To revise everything again, to redo... So
much time! In addition, sitting in front of the computer...).
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When discussing data exchange, respondents describe some of
its benefits and challenges based solely on their own experience
(“Sometimes asking colleagues for data is the fastest and most
effective way to share. Certainly, you will provide your data in
return, if needed. So, all that we have is cooperation and mutual
support™. “It is impossible to attach your ED to the article in a
printed edition of a scientific journal. That is why the article is
published in a journal, but ED must be deposited elsewhere™).
Understanding the limitations of their experience, respondents
plan to overcome them either with the help of their colleagues (I
would gladly exchange data. But where shall | send them?
Where are they stored? | have to ask my colleagues, they might
have a better understanding of it. No one said anything about
that, though) or on their own (Did you try to upload the data? |
tried several times. What was the outcome? None!!! It wasn't
that the data were not properly formatted. It didn't even get that
far. Everything stopped at some account requirements, which |
never understood. | keep trying.) It should be mentioned that the
respondents tried to explain and not justify their insignificant
contribution to ED exchange. (Sometimes, it is so difficult to
find necessary materials that you lose hope. If you understand
that research cannot be isolated, that all findings have to be
combined into collections or other forms, then this is an
indication of your participation in the data exchange"; "We are
writing and publishing, writing and publishing... And we do not
even raise the question of clarifying, comparing, complementing
what has already been done. We just do not know where and
how to look).

In general, the respondents’ reasoning about faculty engagement
in ED exchange can be grouped according to the following
statements:

. teachers are more likely to have the intentions to share and
reuse ED;

. most faculty members have at least one set of ED that are
of interest to other educators;

. educators share ED in various ways. such data may be
uploaded to speciad platforms, published in journas
dedicated to data, sent to colleagues at their request, etc;

= educators failure to understand the significance of each
stage of data dissemination makesiit difficult to share ED.

Thus, the results of the conducted content and context analyses
showed that teachers could be engaged in ED exchange in
different ways: a) they recognize the relevance of ED exchange;
b) have experience or at least made some attempts to share data;
¢) have some understanding of the process of data dissemination.

The second stage of the study

Based on these findings, a questionnaire "Empirica Data
Sharing" was devel oped to determine the following:

1. Shaped intention to share ED.
2. Consistent application of ED exchange methods.
3. Conscious assistance to data sharing.

The first three questions were designed to discover the shaped
intention to share ED. The first question focused on the
relevance of ED sharing, the second — on the frequency of ED
sharing among university teachers, and the third — on the criteria
for selecting ED to share. While determining the relevance of the
ED exchange, we used a 5-point Likert scale (very important,
important, undecided, slightly important, unimportant) to
measure the importance of the exchange effort. Such a scale was
also used to discover the frequency of data sharing and its
availability (definitely have, probably have, do not know,
probably do not have, definitely do not have). The respondents’
choice of one of the suggested criteria for selecting ED to share
clarifies if the effort is directed at sharing. Thus, the answer
"data that other researchers might need" is the most indicative of
this orientation, while "do not know" indicates the absence of
this orientation. Other responses only point to insufficient focus
on the ED exchange.

Consistent application of ED exchange methods is revealed
through consistent approbation. For this purpose, the role of the
most acceptable ED exchange method for a teacher is correlated
with that of other methods.

The sixth question clarifies the respondents’ awareness of the
distribution logic, i.e., whether they know what skills they need
to master in order to exchange ED and whether they are capable
of estimating their significance. The list of skillsis based on the
so-called five-star rating of engagement in the dissemination of
open data ‘How many stars do you have? by Tim Berners-Lee
(5-star Open Data plan).

The following are the questions of the questionnaire:

1. Rate the importance of sharing empirica data on the
characteristics of distance learning.

2. Do your colleagues or other researchers have empirical
data on the characteristics of distance learning?

3. Which of the empirical data you have collected are to be
exchanged?

4.  What is the most acceptable way of sharing empirical data
for you at the moment?

5. Rate how important it is to: a) share empirical data
informally (e.g., at the request of colleagues); b) upload
empirical data as an appendix to publications in journals
with clear data sharing policies; c) deposit empirical datain
thematic, institutional, and multidisciplinary data
repositories; d) post empirical datato corporate (university)
sites; f) publish ED in specia datajournals.

6. How important isit for a university teacher to be able to: a)
use an open license; b) structure empirical data; c) use non-
proprietary formats; d) use URLs and other codes; f) link
data.

The results of the survey are published a Mendeley.data
(Zhornova & Zhornova, 2021). Their analysis provides answers
to three main questions: 1. Can it be claimed that the educators
have formed an intention to share ED? 2. To what extent are
educators' efforts to share ED coordinated with each other? 3.
Are there reasons to believe that educators are familiar with the
processes of ED dissemination and reuse? Let us consider them
oneby one.

Can it be claimed that the educators have formed an intention to
share ED?

None of the respondents questioned the importance of ED
exchange (mode 27). However, the respondents are not sure
whether their colleagues have ED or not: only 19 times the
answer probably have was chosen (mode 19). The fact that none
of them claim that colleagues do not have ED is encouraging.

Asfor the criteriafor selecting ED to share, the answers were as
follows: the majority of those surveyed (26) agreed on the
response data that has some value; three respondents were
undecided about the criteria for selecting ED to share, twice as
many think that all the ED they have collected are worth
exchanging. It should be noted that none of the respondents
thinks, that their ED cannot be shared (Zhornovaet al., 2021).

As we can see, the respondents generally understand the
importance of ED sharing, but they are not so sure whether their
colleagues have ED worth sharing or whether they are ready to
share. Thus, every fourth does not know at al whether
colleagues have ED or not, and only every fifth (20% or 9)
showed some understanding of the essence of data exchange (by
choosing the option the data that can be useful for other
researchers while answering the question about the type of ED
to be shared). In general, the results suggest that the respondents
have formed the intention to share ED.

To what extent are educators' efforts to share ED coordinated
with each other?

The three most acceptable ways include posting on university
websites (27%), uploading as an attachment to a publication
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(27%), and depositing in a data repository (23%). The least
preferred ways include publishing in special data journals (9%)
and informal sharing (14%). We can observe the following
efforts: @) to maintain data sharing within universities, which is
consistent with the statement of Blagov (Blagov et a., 2017), b)
to reserve the proprietary right to be the first to analyze the
collected ED, and c) store the data in a place designated for this
purpose.

The fact that only 14% prefer to share ED informally proves that
it is not common among university teachers. It can be explained
both by the lack of demand and by a focus on a higher level of
exchange to create a larger platform for sharing. We tend to
believe that the latter is more consistent with the results
described above.

In the responses to the question concerning the role of ED
exchange methods, the central tendency in determining their
importance is clear: mode - response important. Below is the
number/percentage of options for each method: appendix to the
publication:  24/54.5% data deposition in repositories:
26/59.1%; posting empirical data to corporate (university) sites:
24/54.5%; publishing in specia data journals: 25/56.8%;
informal data sharing: 21/47.7%.

As you can see, under half of the respondents consider informal
sharing important, which makes it the least preferable method. It
gives grounds to declare that, despite significant differences in
what is considered the most acceptable ways for data exchange,
a consistent approbation of them has been worked out.

So what kinds of configurations of consistent application of
exchange methods do the respondents prefer? By the
configuration of consistent application, we understand the
compatibility of the most acceptable method with other methods
of ED exchange.

We noticed that:

. The most common configuration, which is observed 18
times: the most acceptable for the respondent method is as
important as the others (at least one more option is rated
important). We call this type co-oriented efforts;

. The configuration that follows was chosen 13 times: the
most acceptable method is the most important of al (only
the most acceptable method is considered very important).
We call thistype focused effort.

There is aso a configuration observed seven times, which we
call extremely important efforts: the most acceptable method is
not the only one to be defined as very important.

There are also some individual configurations: @) the most
acceptable method is the only one whose role can be evaluated;
b) its role cannot be evaluated at al; c) the role of other methods
is important and that of the most acceptable one is unimportant;
d) the role of the most acceptable method is not different from
that of the other methods considered less important or
unimportant.

In general, configurations with a negative assessment of the role
of the most acceptable method are incomparably less common
than configurations with a positive one. The latter makes up
almost 91% of the answers.

Considering the information mentioned above, it is justified to
talk about the prevalence of consistent approbation of different
methods of ED exchange. However, any configuration is time-
consuming.

Are there reasons to believe that educators are familiar with the
processes of ED dissemination and reuse?

Since understanding the logic of data dissemination involves the
ability to assess the significance of the skills necessary for this
process, we analyze the following: & two levels of assistance:
support and rejection; b) two degrees of confidence: full and partial.
They are measured on an interval scae of significance (unimportant

- probably unimportant - probably important - very important),
because it is assumed that: @) the answers probably important and
probably unimportant are the same distance from very important and
unimportant, and b) the same distance is between probably
important and probably unimportant. Thus, each of the proposed
significance ratings s equidistant from the neighboring one.

The spread and distribution of the skill significance ratings are shown
in Figure 1 and (Zhornova et a., 2021) The andysis of the results
showed that: each of the skills received the highest score (very
important), only the ability to use non-proprietary formats rated as
the lowest (unimportant). The biggest range of opinions was
expressed regarding the ability to use non-proprietary formats, the
lowest - to structure ED; the average is in the range from dightly
above probably important to very important (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Range of opinions (1- unimportant; 2- probably
unimportant; 3 - probably important; 4 - very important)
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We should note the asymmetry in the distribution of the
significance ratings for each skill. Thus, positive asymmetry, i.e.,
when lower values of a feature are more common in the
distribution, is observed for such skills as using codes and
linking data, while negative asymmetry, with higher vaues of
importance, is observed for the others (Zhornovaet ., 2021).

The predominance of mean or close to mean vaues is
characteristic for the skills to use non-proprietary formats and
apply URL and other codes (have a positive kurtosis), while for
other skills — the Kkurtosis is negative, indicating the
predominance of extreme values of significance.

The data obtained (Zhornova et al., 2021) reveal an unanimity in
the respondents' views on the importance of each stage of data
dissemination. Thus, the response unimportant is found only
once (out of 220 observations); probable and definite
assessments are amost equally represented: 54% and 46%,
respectively; the support of the data dissemination process at
each of the stages was observed in 208 responses, which makes
about 95%.

We identified only two of the four possible options for conscious
assistance in our study, namely strong and mild support of the
logic of datadissemination (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Configurations of conscious assistance
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Itislikely that there are causes that influence the level of support
of al skills, but have little or no effect on the level of
confidence. Since examining such causal relationships is beyond
the scope of this study, we focused on establishing correlations
between the levels of significance of different skills, as well as
their strength and direction. We believe that the assistance to ED
exchange is confirmed by significant two-way correlations
(desirable value is 0.05, sufficient - 0.01) among all significance
levels of al the studied skills.

Still, the results (Table 1) showed only 6 correlations, which
makes, however, more than a haf (60%). The anaysis was
performed using statistical packages SPSS 20.0.

Table 1: Correlation analysis results (Spearman's po)
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*. Correlation significant at the 0,05 level (2-tailed).
**_Correlation significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed).

As we can see, the correlation is not random between the
assessment of the significance: using open license and
structuring data, using non-proprietary formats and open license,
structuring data and coding them; linking data and structuring
them; using non-proprietary formats, using URL and other
codes; using URL and other codes and linking data.

None of the significance assessments of skillsis fully related to
those of the other skills, and no skill is completely isolated in
terms of its significance assessment. Structuring and coding have
the greatest number of associations (3), while the others have
two.

Thus, we can state that the teachers are familiar with the process
of open data sharing, but to further improve the conscious
assistance they need to increase their understanding of its logic
and to improve their existing experience in using open license
and non-proprietary formats, data structuring, data coordination,
and coding.

5 Conclusion, limitations and further development

The introduction of the quarantine became a "litmus paper",
which showed the lack of exchange of primary research data on
distance learning and actualized the problem of teachers
engagement in ED exchange.

The findings of the pilot study of the engagement, considered
dispositionally, demonstrate that at this stage we have reached a
meaningful understanding of its manifestations through a)
shaped intention to share ED, b) consistent application of its
methods, and c) conscious assistance to it.

We have revealed that teachers: formed the intention to share
ED; despite significant differences in the most acceptable
methods of ED exchange, developed their consistent
approbation. Different types of configurations of concerted
efforts, i.e. co-oriented, focused, and extremely important effort,
which are similar in that they are time-consuming.

The teachers are unanimous about the significance of the stages
of data dissemination: they are familiar with the process of
disseminating open data, but they need to increase their
understanding of its logic to further improve their conscious
assistance.

It suggests that there is a gap in the chain of efforts to make ED
available for free dissemination and reuse by other researchers,
namely that the effort spent on collecting ED does not translate
into efforts to fully integrate them into the body of scientific
knowledge.

Therefore, faculty members' engagement in ED sharing can be
regarded as an intention to promote ED dissemination rather than
to strengthen and improve existing ED sharing practices.

University teachers need to make a transition from collecting ED
to participating in the formation of a database of digital scientific
data on distance learning. Certainly, it involves understanding
the responsibility for the selection of ED to be included in the
stream of knowledge on distance learning, as well as the
willingness to take responsibility for it.

Most likely, the post-pandemic future of higher education will
involve a new round of evidence-based pedagogy, when it will
become impossible to propose and evaluate alternative solutions
to learning in higher education without reliance on open primary
data. However, even today, every teacher’s redefinition of their
role in such a future must begin now by improving their
engagement in ED exchange.

Since the conducted research has focused on examining
engagement in sharing data on the characteristics of distance
learning, further research needs to be directed toward
understanding the following:

=  to what extent can the findings be extrapolated to other
learning problems and other types and kinds of data;

L] what are the implications of teachers' engagement in ED
exchange in the long term.

The data for this study were collected from a small number of
respondents, representing not al higher education institutions in
Ukraine. Therefore, it is likely that intentions of teachers from
other universities will be different from those presented in this

paper.
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