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Abstract: Situated in today's digital context, where the open science movement is a new
paradigm for the production and circulation of knowledge, this paper analyzes the extent to
which research data repositories meet the technical, legal, and ethical needs of researchers in the
education and the social sciences domains. The methodological approach combines a literature
review, an expert interview, and analysis of repository catalogs. From the fusion of the obtained
results, it can be concluded that the characteristics of repositories that are most valued by
researchers in these disciplines are reputation, ease of use, availability of contextual information,
sustainability (long-term data preservation), technical support, and compliance with FAIR
principles (which promote the production of Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, and Reusable
data). In addition, this article delves into the role that repository catalogs play in facilitating the
selection of appropriate repositories for depositing data, providing researchers with useful
information for determining whether specific repositories meet their needs. This study provides
valuable information for promoting the adoption of open data practices in the field of educational
research.

Keywords: Research Tools, Archives, Online Catalogs, Metadata, Data Use.

Resumen: En el contexto digital actual, que tiene al movimiento de la ciencia abierta como un
nuevo paradigma de produccion y circulacion de conocimiento, este trabajo analiza en qué
medida los repositorios de datos de investigacion responden a las necesidades técnicas, legales y
éticas de los investigadores en educacion y ciencias sociales. El abordaje se realiza aplicando un
enfoque que combina tres actividades: revisidn bibliografica, entrevista a experto y analisis de
catédlogos de repositorios. De la fusion de los resultados obtenidos, se concluye que las
caracteristicas de los repositorios que resultan mas valoradas por los investigadores de estas
disciplinas son la reputacion de los repositorios, facilidad de uso, disponibilidad de informacion de
contexto, sostenibilidad (conservacién de los datos a largo plazo), apoyo técnico y cumplimiento
de los principios FAIR (que promueven la produccion de datos Encontrables, Accesibles,
Interoperables, Reutilizables). Ademas, este articulo profundiza en el rol que cumplen los
catélogos de repositorios para facilitar la seleccion de repositorios adecuados para depositar los
datos, proporcionando a los investigadores informacion util para evaluar la calidad de los
repositorios, en cuanto a si responden a sus necesidades. Este estudio proporciona informacién
valiosa para promover la adopcién de practicas de datos abiertos en el campo de la investigacién
educativa.

Palabras clave: Herramientas de investigacion, Archivos, Catalogos online, Metadatos, Uso de
datos.
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1. Introduction

In today's digital age, the open science movement has profoundly reshaped the
paradigms of scientific knowledge production and circulation. Within this
transformative framework, public access to research data emerges as a fundamental
strategic component, particularly in the field of education. The application of these
paradigms not only strengthens the pillars of transparency and reproducibility that
underpin the scientific method (OECD, 2020), but also facilitates secondary analysis and
contributes to the social impact of knowledge (European Commission, 2016; Wilkinson
et al,, 2016). The potential benefits are particularly significant in the field of education,
where the possibility of comparing results obtained in different sociocultural contexts
and pedagogical systems could generate inputs for the evolution of public policies in
education.

UNESCO (2021, p. 10) conceptualizes open research data as data that must be
«available in a timely manner, in a format that is easy to use, readable, and modifiable
by people and machines», as articulated under the FAIR (Findable, Accessible,
Interoperable, and Reusable) principles (Wilkinson et al, 2016). The availability of
repositories aligned with these principles facilitates the task of researchers, both in
terms of depositing and reusing data. However, it is not trivial to decide which
repository should be used to deposit, organize, and manage research data. In this
regard, the TRUST principles (Lin et al., 2020) represent a valuable reference framework
for evaluating the quality of scientific repositories, promoting Transparency (clear
usage policies), Accountability (in terms of data collection management), User Focus
(availability of tools for exploring, locating, and reusing data), Sustainability (availability
of long-term data access services), and Technology (use and implementation of
appropriate standards and tools for data management and curation). The
comprehensive characterization by Behnke et al. (2020) details how these principles
include both organizational requirements (such as clear data management policies and
support for standard formats) and technical requirements (from granular metadata to
persistent identifier systems).

The organization and grouping of research data collections in repositories
responds to different criteria according to which it is possible to broadly categorize
repositories as disciplinary (when they contain data from a specific area of knowledge),
generalist, and institutional (if they house data from a particular institution). Moreover,
in some disciplines, such as economics or epidemiology, most of the data managed is
quantitative, while in others, such as the social sciences and education, the data is
mostly qualitative. Each of these repository types may require the prioritization of some
principles over others, or the use of different standards or technologies for their
implementation. In general, as research data from the same discipline share many
characteristics, the technological requirements are similar. In this respect, educational
research faces specific obstacles, especially when working with qualitative data which,
as Antonio et al. (2019) point out, require exceptional levels of contextualization and
specialized ethical protection mechanisms, implemented with specific technologies,
which many generalist repositories are not prepared to offer. Other as authors,
including Strecker, Pampel, Schabinger, and Weisweiler (2023), report on the risks of
these repositories in meeting quality standards, further indicating that repositories
related to the humanities and social sciences are among the most affected by such
problems. Benjelloun, Chen, and Noy (2020) and Gerasimov, Binita, Mehrabian, Acker,
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and McGuire (2024) also warn about trends toward centralization of most datasets in
generalist repositories. Paradoxically, several recommendations from these generalist
repositories encourage researchers to use disciplinary and institutional repositories
(Barbosa et al., 2024). In particular, the works of Avila Barrientos (2024) and Song, Li,
and Chansanam (2025) stand out for their comprehensive analysis of guidelines for
selecting reliable scientific data repositories. International organizations such as the
OECD (2020) and UNESCO (2021), aligned with the FAIR and TRUST principles, have also
promoted policies that encourage the use of specialized digital repositories for the
storage, preservation, and ethical dissemination of scientific data.

As Borgman, Scharnhorst, and Golshan (2018) argue, these digital
infrastructures are no longer mere repositories of information but have become
fundamental nodes in contemporary knowledge production networks, facilitating not
only access but also interoperability and the progressive enrichment of datasets
through successive reuses. Along the same lines, the recent conceptualization by Avila
Barrientos (2024, p. 27) emphasizes their role as dynamic systems that allow for «the
storage, organization, retrieval, and access of datasets of diverse thematic and
typological nature,» thus constituting essential drivers for open science.

The application of the FAIR (Wilkinson et al., 2016) and TRUST (Lin et al., 2020)
principles faces particular challenges in disciplines such as education and the social
sciences, where the heterogeneity, sensitivity, and complexity of data make it difficult
to standardize and create specialized infrastructures aligned with the requirements of
these disciplines. However, the scarcity of disciplinary repositories in these areas,
coupled with ethical, legal, and cultural challenges, forces most researchers to rely on
institutional or generalist repositories, which do not always meet the specific
requirements for optimal management of educational and social data.

As Borgman (2016) warns in his analysis of knowledge ecologies, data only
achieve their full scientific value when they are integrated into robust ecosystems that
coherently articulate technical, community, and institutional dimensions. It is this
articulation that presents particular challenges in the field of education and social
sciences, where specialized disciplinary repositories are scarce compared to those
pertaining to other areas of knowledge (Krdhmer, Schachtele, & Schneck, 2023; Lamb et
al., 2024). This disparity is paradoxical when we consider the intrinsic complexity of
educational data, which ranges from standardized quantitative measurements to
deeply contextualized ethnographic records, often containing sensitive information
(e.g., about minors in specific school environments; Gomes et al., 2022).

Faced with these challenges, initiatives such as re3data (Pampel, 2013) have
sought to create integrated catalogs that facilitate the location and evaluation of
specialized repositories. The informed selection of repositories thus becomes a crucial
challenge. In this context, repository catalogs emerge as key tools for searching,
filtering, and evaluating options according to technical, ethical, and disciplinary criteria.

However, when it comes to repositories of educational research data, there is
very little disciplinary presence. For example, according to information collected in
June 2025, the FAIRSharing, DataCite Commons, and re3data catalogs respectively have
1,252, 1,767, and 3,259 repositories registered, only 22, 5, and 47 of which correspond
to research data repositories in the field of education.
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In this sense, we believe that this work contributes to drawing attention to the
needs of education researchers in order to continue improving the service that
repositories can offer them, thereby encouraging their development.

Accordingly, in this article, we analyze the need for data publication in
education and social sciences, and the characteristics of the repositories most valued
by researchers in these disciplines, considering their ethical, technical, and legal
concerns. In addition, we explore the role of repository catalogs in the informed
selection of repositories, with the aim of strengthening the culture of open data and
contributing to the advancement of open science in these disciplines.

2. Methodology

This study was conducted using a sequential exploratory methodological design with
the following three interrelated phases: Literature Review, Expert Interview, and
Catalog Analysis. Its objective was to identify how repositories respond to the ethical,
technical, and legal concerns that researchers have when depositing data from
educational research

2.1. Methodological Phases

— Phase 1. Literature Review. Various sources were used: articles in Scopus/WoS
(keywords: 'open data' + 'education research' + 'concerns’), as well as UNESCO and
OECD reports. Exclusion criteria included: studies on open educational resource
repositories and works that focus solely on open access to research publications. For
the analysis, assisted coding was applied using Elicit1l to categorize recurring
concerns (e.g., privacy, intellectual property, additional effort). The expected
outcome was a conceptual map of barriers documented in the literature (2015-
2025).

— Phase 2. Expert Interview. The person responsible for the open data repository of
the National Agency for Research and Innovation (ANII) of Uruguay was interviewed.
The instrument (protocol) was a semi-structured interview lasting 45 minutes. For
the analysis, the interview was transcribed and coded in order to confirm or refine
the categories identified in the literature.

— Phase 3. Repository Catalog Analysis. A sample of six internationally widely used
catalogs was analyzed (OpenDOAR, ROAR, OpenAlRE, FAIRSharing, DataCite
Commons). The variables evaluated were: repository activity, creation of persistent
identifiers, support for specifying context, compliance with interoperability
standards, adherence to licensing policies, and sustainability.

For data triangulation and validation, the three methods: literature review,

expert consultation, and catalog analysis, were combined, allowing for the
triangulation of information and increasing the validity and reliability of the results.

3. Resultados

In this section, we present the results yielded by the literature review, expert
consultation, and analysis of repository catalogs.
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3.1. Results of literature review

Although numerous studies have focused on identifying the factors that influence
researchers' willingness to share their data openly, only the key works focusing on
repositories are highlighted here. A comprehensive review of extant literature reveals
that a variety of data collection methods and analytical approaches are adopted in
these studies, including surveys, systematic literature reviews, meta-analyses, focus
groups, and round tables (Barczak, Hopp, Kaminski, Piller, & Pruschak, 2022; Borycz et
al., 2023; Casali, Motz, & Sprock, 2022; Grattarola, Laufer, et al., 2024; Logan, Hart, &
Schatschneider, 2021; Mosha & Vincent, 2024; Shamsudin, Zain, & Sahid, 2025; Tenopir
et al, 2011; Thoegersen & Borlund, 2022; Zuiderwijk, Shinde, & Jeng, 2020). It is
interesting to note that most of these studies were conducted with researchers from
different disciplines, with different levels of expertise and from different geographical
contexts. Curiously, few of these studies have been studies conducted with education
sciences researchers, such as Casali et al. (2022), who analyzed survey responses
provided by the LACLO (Latin American Conference on Learning Technologies)
attendees. On the other hand, Logan et al. (2021) and Neild, Robinson, and Agufa
(2022) present guidelines on open data publication specifically aimed at researchers in
education.

While the work of Casali et al. (2022) highlights barriers such as the time and
effort required to share data, the lack of funding for data standardization, and
restrictions related to data security and confidentiality, Logan et al. (2021) and Neild et
al. (2022) pay special attention to procedures for maintaining data security and
confidentiality, as these are recognized as the most common problem.

Most of the researchers in this field agree that the extra effort involved in
curating data for open publication is an important hindrance to the establishment of
repositories. While this problem is generally attributed to the development of
repositories that are not very user-centric, some authors argue that it is due to a lack of
administrative support for researchers in preparing data (Borycz et al., 2023; Casali et
al,, 2022).

More recently, Grattarola, Shmagun, et al. (2024) and Mabile et al. (2025)
pointed out that the main disincentive to sharing data openly is the lack of institutional
incentives and recognition for data publication. With regard to qualitative research
data, all authors highlight the problem of having elements that allow the context in
which the data were obtained to be specified and the concern for having specific
curation to ensure researchers' protection from the legal and ethical problems arising
from using sensitive data.

Qualitative researchers in the social sciences mention issues related to the
privacy of their data and the ethical commitment involved in its publication. In the
social sciences, data are usually provided by or relate to study participants, and even if
they are anonymized, many researchers fear that participating individuals may be re-
identified, especially when data was collected in small communities or relates to
sensitive topics (Krahmer et al., 2023). Despite the existence of mechanisms to mitigate
this issue, such as informed consent, the responsibility of repositories for data custody
is not always easy for data producers to understand (Prosser et al., 2022).
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In their work, Lamb et al. (2024) confirm some of the challenges inherent in
qualitative research. According to their findings, qualitative data (such as interviews or
field diaries) require in-depth contextual knowledge to be interpreted properly when
other researchers decide to reuse the dataset.

3.2. Results of expert consultation

The conclusions drawn from the expert interview are based on an internal study
conducted by the National Agency for Research and Innovation (ANII). Although
unpublished, this study provided valuable information on researchers' perspectives in
the context of Uruguay. The ANII study revealed that researchers tend to perceive
themselves primarily as consumers of data rather than producers. This perception
influences their expectations and needs in relation to data repositories. Discussing the
findings yielded by this study, the expert interviewed highlighted three key
characteristics that researchers consider essential when publishing their data:

a) Assignment of persistent identifiers: The assignment of unique and
permanent identifiers, preferably Digital Object Identifiers (DOIs), is seen as a
fundamental requirement, especially since many scientific journals require
them for the evaluation and citation of articles.

b) Sustainability and durability: The repository's ability to guarantee long-term
data preservation is considered crucial to ensuring its availability and future
reuse.

) Interoperability: The repository's ability to facilitate data integration and
exchange between different platforms and systems is considered essential
for maximizing the impact and reuse of data.

The semi-structured nature of the interview facilitated in-depth exploration of
relevant topics without restricting the spontaneity of the dialogue, which helped to
validate and expand the results of the bibliographic survey with empirical evidence
and direct experience.

3.3. Results of the repository catalog analysis

As a part of their studies, Witt et al. (2024) and Song et al. (2025) established the main
criteria for evaluating research data repositories. However, these authors point out that
researchers face obstacles in verifying compliance with these criteria, given the limited
accessibility of this information a priori. This limitation makes it difficult to select a
suitable repository for the publication and reuse of data. Guided by this observation, in
this paper, we analyze the role of repository catalogs in the efficient dissemination of
such information, taking as a reference the criteria defined by these authors and those
developed by the Data Repository Attributes Working Group 1. The characteristics we
seek to identify are: repository activity, creation of persistent identifiers, support for
specifying context, compliance with interoperability standards, and adherence to
licensing and sustainability policies.

Repository activity
The activity factors of the repository and disciplinary specificity strongly determine the

visibility and reuse of data. Recent repository activity is a key indicator of its reliability.
Indicators of activity include the frequency of updates (e.g., new datasets deposited
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monthly), date of the last dataset deposited (researchers should avoid repositories with
no activity in the last 12 months), and public statistics (e.g., number of downloads or
citations in DataCite).

On the other hand, a repository specializing in a subject area offers the significant
advantage of using specific metadata schemas (e.g., DDI' for social sciences), which
improves interoperability and data discovery. In addition, thematic repositories attract
specialized users, which increases the impact and citation of stored datasets.

Creation of persistent identifiers

The DOI plays a fundamental role in research data repositories, as it guarantees the
location, citation, and permanent preservation of datasets. It provides a unique and
stable link, preventing data loss due to changes in URLs or outdated repositories. This
ensures that datasets remain accessible in the long term, complying with FAIR
principles. By integrating with bibliographic management systems (such as Crossref or
DataCite), the DOI allows datasets to be linked to scientific articles, improving their
visibility and facilitating the tracking of their impact.

The DOl is assigned by authorized registration agencies, with DataCite being the
most widely used for research data or by repositories/institutions affiliated with
DataCite. In some cases, the same dataset may be associated with multiple DOIs. This
can happen if a researcher uploads the same dataset to different repositories and each
one assigns it a different DOI, or in the case of updates or versions, as some repositories
generate a new DOI for corrected or expanded versions of the same dataset. This
practice is undesirable as citations to the dataset are scattered across multiple DOls,
underestimating its real impact and making it difficult to identify which is the most up-
to-date version. To avoid these problems, it is recommended to prioritize the use of
reference repositories in each discipline (e.g., ICPSR in social sciences) to avoid
duplication. If this is not possible, using repositories that support versions under the
same DOI and linking alternative DOIs using metadata (isVersionOf or isldenticalTo
relationships in schemas such as Schema.org) is advised.

Support for documenting context

The context of a dataset includes details about its origin, the methodology used to
generate it, its potential uses, and its limitations. Repositories collect contextual
information through descriptive metadata, technical documentation (such as
laboratory protocols, questionnaires, or processing scripts), additional documents
(such as readme files, guides, and reports), and linked publications (DOIs of related
articles in which the dataset was used or cited). The descriptive metadata must include
at least the following information:

a) Origin: Who created it (institution, research project, authorship) and
temporal/geographical coverage (when and where the dataset was
generated).

b) Purpose: Objective of the collection.
¢) Collection methods: Instruments, protocols, or software used.
d) Licenses and restrictions: Conditions of use (CC-BY, GDPR, restricted access).

' https://ddialliance.org/
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Catalogues such as OpenAIRE and DataCite Commons promote the use of
international standards (such as the OAI-PMH protocol and FAIR metadata), which
ensures that data is easily locatable, accessible, and reusable by different platforms and
systems, fostering collaboration and information exchange between scientific
communities. This best practice of using controlled vocabularies and disciplinary
ontologies (e.g., OECD Education Taxonomy) to facilitate interoperability is promoted
by FAIRSharing, which offers a curated directory of metadata standards among its
features. When a repository is indexed in FAIRSharing, it evaluates and recommends
specific metadata standards according to its discipline.

Compliance with policies

Another aspect to consider in a repository, which depends on political or legal factors,
is its usage and preservation or sustainability policies. The problem of repositories
becoming extinct is highlighted by Strecker et al. (2023). Some catalogs, such as
FAIRSharing, facilitate the evaluation of these factors, allowing the relationship
between the specific policies of each repository and more general policies to be
identified.

If we take the example of the NIH? as a funder, it could impose compliance with
its terms of data use®. FFAIRSharing is capable of displaying repositories that are
compatible with this policy, as depicted in Figure 1. Aided by this functionality, a
researcher with an NIH-funded project can limit the selection of repositories to those
found in the query that produces the graph in Figure 1.

@ 0DC-SCI (R)
@ SPARC (R)

® exRNA Atlas (R)

~ __eNCIGDCR
s W (R)
~~@NCIPOC (R)
@ orop-21-013 RFITBR (R)
W DANDI(R) ImmPort (R)
® HUBMAP (R)
@ NCATS OpenData Portal (R)
@ 4DN (R)
® IMPC (R)
@B (R)

Figure 1. Graph of repositories that use the NIH policy — FAIRSharing (Retrieved on 2025/06/26).

2 https://www.nih.gov/
3 nih_policy_fairsharing] 2023 Final NIH Policy for Data Management and Sharing -
https:/fairsharing.org/FAIRsharing.7861ef
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Another mechanism that helps identify repositories' adherence to certain usage
and sustainability policies is certification. Repository certifications are external
evaluation mechanisms that guarantee that a repository complies with quality,
preservation, and best practice standards in data management. Certifications are
especially useful for determining whether repositories adhere to preservation or
sustainability policies. For instance, a certification indicates that a repository has
demonstrated some of the following functionalities: it assigns DOIs, uses disciplinary
metadata schemas, has a sustainable technical infrastructure (backups, format
migration), offers version management for change control in datasets, has technical
support to respond to incidents, and is backed by a stable institution (university, public
body). Different certification seals signify different functionalities. For example, a
repository with CoreTrustSeal* seal confirms that a repository has undergone a
thorough verification of legal compliance criteria (e.g., GDPR, intellectual property) but
not of DOI assignment.

The catalogs compile data from certifying bodies and standardize the display of
certifications to facilitate comparison. For example, re3data shows the year of
certification and its validity. FAIRSharing does not certify, but rather evaluates and
recommends repositories that adhere to the use of metadata standards and FAIR
principles. It also includes a filter by certification (e.g., CoreTrustSeal, ISO 16363°) and
provides links to official certification reports. A researcher looking for a repository for
education data can use FAIRSharing and filter by CoreTrustSeal, as well as check in
re3data to see if the repository has a valid certification.

Repository compatibility with services

Knowing the repository's capacity to provide or integrate with certain specialized
services in a particular research area, as well as the conditions under which it provides
these services (price or level of availability), may be relevant to researchers. Some of
these services and functionalities include the ability to perform or receive formal
reviews, the possibility of establishing embargo periods, specialized technical
assistance, or the availability of disciplinary curation services.

In particular, in the case of qualitative research data repositories, the presence or
integration of services such as anonymization or access control mechanisms is valuable
to researchers. Catalogues such as OpenAlIRE provide information on the integration of
different repositories with the EOSC service ecosystem. For example, using the
«Compatibility Level» filter, researchers can view the repository's level of compatibility
with services such as Amnesia® nonymization service, OpenAIRE AAI’, API for access
service, and «Argos»® Data Management Plan service, among others. Table 1 provides a
summary of the main features of the repository catalogs reviewed.

https://www.coretrustseal.org
https://www.iso.org/standard/87472.html
https://www.openaire.eu/amnesia-guide
https://catalogue.openaire.eu/service/openaire.aai/overview
https://catalogue.openaire.eu/service/openaire.argos/overview

® N o w &
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Table 1. Main features of six repository catalogs in focus of this work.

Catalog Features

OpenDOAR Provides basic information about the repository.

ROAR Similar to OpenDOAR, but allows users to find out the discipline
associated with the repository. Specializing in academic publication
repositories, it also contains research data repositories on an
occasional basis.

Re3data Specializes in describing research data repositories. Provides the
largest number of repository records. Its publication on certification
validity is very useful.

FAIRsharing It allows users to navigate between the relationships between

DataCite Commons

OpenAIRE

standards and policies and different data repositories. Standards
include FAIR principles, TRUST, and various certifications. It includes
various repositories (data, documents, multimedia, software, etc.).

It integrates information on various types of research repositories
and stands out for providing concise information on their content,
although it does not allow users to explore certain characteristics of
the repository in detail, nor does it offer advanced filtering criteria
like re3data.

Similar to DataCite, it allows users to view, but not navigate between,
repository relationships, making it less useful than FAIRSharing. It
stands out for the quality with which it handles data provenance,
allowing users to see which repositories share content and which
catalog the repository information comes from.

4, Conclusion

The following section presents the findings obtained from the results of the applied
methodology. The findings are summarized in Table 2. The first column shows the
characteristics of repositories that meet the needs identified by researchers listed in the
second column, and the third column lists the catalogs that, to a greater or lesser
extent, provide information that allows researchers to identify which repositories meet

those characteristics.

Table 2. Features of repositories most valued by researchers.

Feature Researchers’ needs Catalog providing
information

Activity, Reputation Recognition Re3data, FAIRSharing,
OpenAIRE

Technical support Less effort FAIRSharing, DataCite

Metadata availability

Compliance with FAIR
principles
Sustainability, Policy
Compliance

Commons

FAIRSharing, DataCite
Commons, OpenAIRE

Re3data, FAIRSharing,
OpenAlIRE

Re3data, FAIRSharing

Context information

Data access and reuse,
interoperability

Data availability and integrity

132


https://doi.org/10.17398/1695-288X.24.2.123
http://relatec.unex.es/

Revista Latinoamericana de Tecnologia Educativa, 24(2) Revista Latinoamericana
https://doi.org/10.17398/1695-288X.24.2.123 r\) E LATE C de Tecnologia Educativa

The features presented in the first column of the Table 2 represent the attributes
of repositories that are identified as most valued by the study authors, as shown below:

a) Activity and Reputation: The repository must comply with disciplinary
community standards, have recognized activity and enjoy a good reputation
within the scientific community, and be supported by professional
organizations or academic institutions.

b) Technical support: The repository must provide comprehensive
documentation and good technical support to facilitate its use.

¢) Metadata availability: The repository must contain descriptive metadata that
provides contextual information about the data, such as the author and
purpose of the collection, and the methodology used for its compilation and
maintenance. (

d) Compliance with FAIR principles: The repository must provide clear metadata
and support interoperability between different data formats. It must comply
with a clear governance structure and transparent policies that enable secure
and ethical reuse.

e) Sustainability and policy compliance: The repository must have a long-term
financing model and a plan to ensure its continued operation, and it must
include continuity plans to prevent loss of information. The repository must
have a solid infrastructure in terms of storage capacity, data security, and
backup protocols.

4.1. Discussion

It is important to highlight researchers' openness to publishing data and their
appreciation of the benefits this brings to both those who publish and those who
access the data. However, current data repositories do not seem to offer a
comprehensive solution that meets all the needs of educational researchers.

Despite this limitation, the work presented here provides a comparative
evaluation of research data repository catalogs. Based on the obtained findings,
FAIRSharing stands out as the tool that offers the best levels of curation and data
quality. Its sustainability model and the transparency of its criteria and processes are
also noteworthy. FAIRSharing provides an organic view of the publication process and
open research infrastructure. However, its exclusive use is not recommended. Because
the FAIRSharing database lacks some records, researchers should perform a parallel
query in DataCite Commons, and should use re3data to obtain a better view of the
validity of certifications.

Given the limitations that hinder visibility, several authors of extant studies in
this domain concur that it is necessary to improve the discoverability of available
repositories and services, as recently pointed out by Huber, Gonzalez Beltran, Neidiger,
Ulrich, and L'Hours et al. (2024). These authors also recognize the need to improve the
capacity of repositories and infrastructure to capture diverse disciplinary information.
Other researchers, including Ulrich et al. (2024), propose mechanisms for discovering
the services and capabilities of each repository, even though this approach still requires
standardization efforts on the part of repository managers to be useful. Implementing
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such proposals in practice would greatly enhance the quality of the data collected by
repository catalogs, making them much more reliable and descriptive.

Some researchers, for instance Vogt et al. (2025), choose to neglect the role of
repositories and focus instead on content, proposing the creation of a layer of semantic
interoperability that unifies resources from a conciliatory perspective for each
discipline, facilitating access by researchers not only to research data but to resources
in general. According to these authors, this approach blurs the line that differentiates
research articles from research data or even resources external to the research area
(e.g., OERs, government data, software, etc.), concepts that are difficult to differentiate
for the majority of researchers and that often may not make sense to differentiate from
the researcher's point of view.

Other proposed strategies include the use of data management plans (DMPs) to
make the dialogue between the different actors during the research process
transparent (Bicarregui et al., 2012). Miksa, Mietchen, and Simms (2019) go a step
further to suggest capturing the dialogue in a structured and automatically actionable
document (maPGD). Although the use of DMPs is not new, their adoption still needs to
be increased before they can be fully exploited.

Such initiatives will help bridge the disciplinary gap and promote dialogue
between data management and disciplinary knowledge.
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