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Introduction 

1. This document is a synthesis of the views garnered during a consultation of key stakeholders, 

who were asked to address a series of questions relating to the place of data in the scholarly 

publishing process. The consultation was undertaken during September and October 2012 as 

one of the strands of the JoRD (Journal Research Data) Policy Bank project, funded by JISC 

under the auspices of its Managing Research Data Programme
1
. The aim of the project is to 

examine the feasibility and the possible scope and shape of a sustainable service that will 

collate and summarise journal research data policies. The evidence from the consultation 

synthesised in this document is one of the blocks that contributes to the overall study. 

2. Nineteen individuals were consulted, mostly from the publishing industry, but including also a 

small number of players representing other interests in the higher education research 

environment. Their input is gratefully acknowledged. Given the relatively small sample size, 

efforts were made to ensure the presence of a good cross-section of publishing perspectives: 

large and smaller publishing houses, subscription-based and open access, commercial and 

learned society, and journals (or families of journals) as well as publishers at corporate level. 

The consultation took the form of structured one-hour interviews with 13 of these participants;  

in addition, a further 6 sets of responses were obtained from individuals who provided their 

views in writing, having been sent the list of questions that formed the basis of the interviews. 

The questions can be found at annex 1, and the list of individuals consulted at annex 2. In 

agreement with respondents, the views described in the document have been anonymised.  

3. The structure of this document is loosely based on that set of questions, starting with a 

discourse on definitions and principles, moving to policies and practice in a range of discrete 

areas and ending with a consideration of the prospects for JoRD. 

4. One of the other strands of the project focuses on a structured identification of selected 

publishers’ or journals’ policies. It was therefore not the purpose of this consultation to present 

those policies; rather, we sought views on the philosophy and principles underlying them, along 

with perceptions of their significance, development and practical applications. We sought to 

tease out current thinking on prospects and challenges relating to the fast-evolving relationship 

between scholarly journals and research data. Finally, we asked respondents for their views 

about the desirability of a prospective JoRD Policy Bank service. 

5. It is important to stress also that this document does not attempt to provide a fully-fledged 

analysis of the data publishing landscape. Although it is set out as a narrative, it restricts itself 

to presenting and comparing a range of views which, given the size of the sample of 

respondents, are inevitably selective. Moreover, there is much variation in the extent to which 

our different respondents are reflecting on and addressing the relevant issues, so that the 

                                                 
1
 http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/di_researchmanagement/managingresearchdata.aspx  
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synthesis does not necessarily present a complete or balanced picture of the challenges 

associated with the place of data in scholarly publishing. 

Definitions and principles 

6. Research data is increasingly perceived, by publishers, funders and other players, as playing a 

pervasive role in academic research, of which it is a fundamentally important output. The 

extent to which it forms an integral part of the publication process varies according to 

circumstances, but all publishers and journals that we consulted recognise that data frequently 

represents an indispensable complement to the content that they carry; and they generally take 

seriously their responsibility either to make it available or – where it is placed on platforms 

other than their own – to link to it. 

7. Much of what is set out in the next few paragraphs reflects the thinking that has emerged over 

the past few years on data sharing and open data. So although this section on definitions and 

principles confirms the more or less greater understanding that publishers and other 

stakeholders have of the major issues, it essentially goes over ground covered by recent 

initiatives and publications, including the data policies of research funders in the UK and 

beyond, and reports such as the Royal Society’s Science as an open enterprise
2
. 

Perceived characteristics of research data 

8. Deliberately, the consultation did not seek to derive an all-encompassing definition of data. 

One respondent ventured a definition adapted from guidance provided to clinical triallists: data 

is the aggregated collection of observations used for the purposes of producing the summary 

statistical findings presented in the main report of the research, whether previously published or 

not. Another respondent drew a distinction between journal articles and underlying data, by 

describing the article as the narrative and research data as the numbers, images, and text 

resources that were processed to reach the findings. But more importantly, our respondents 

took the view that data, in the context of publishing, is a very broad concept, in that it is what 

supports and substantiates conclusions in journal articles, enables them to be verified and 

interpreted, and provides the evidence base on which results are built. It can take many forms, 

which vary according to disciplines and experiment types, ranging from tables of experimental 

results to large datasets to images and representations of structures; and it may be preserved in 

a variety of file formats. Funders that we consulted reinforced that point by indicating that they 

do not take a prescriptive view about what constitutes data; they recognise that the edges of the 

concept of data are blurred, and feel that it is appropriate for the research community to take the 

lead in fostering a consensus about its meaning. 

9. Our respondents, both publisher and non-publisher, emphasised repeatedly that data should 

conform to a number of key principles: it must be discoverable, fit for re-use and have a 

capacity to be replicated. Where it is stored outside the confines of a journal article, it should be 

reliably pointed to – although in practice, this is often not the case. One of our respondents 

encapsulated the issue: the expectation is that authors provide enough data to allow someone 

else to replicate their study; test the analysis of their data to verify whether it is possible to 

agree with their results and conclusions; and re-use their data for further analysis and/or 

combination with related data.   

                                                 
2
 http://royalsociety.org/policy/projects/science-public-enterprise/report/  
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10. One of our non-publisher respondents emphasised the extent to which the discoverability of 

data enables it to be better recognised as an output of research. Such recognition of data as an 

identifiable product of the research process provides in itself a greater incentive to share, and is 

therefore an important concept associated with effective linkage between journal articles and 

data. In addition, institutions and particularly institutional research managers may find it 

valuable to know where to find the underlying data for any given research project; this could 

help with the drawing up of benchmarks for efficient institutional administration.  

Openness in practice 

11. Data adds transparency and visibility to the research process. Although we heard concerns from 

one quarter about the possibility of publishers acquiring copyright to data, we did not come 

across any such practice in the course of our consultation. The consensus among the publishers 

and journals that we spoke to was that data should be as freely available as possible, but there 

are variations as to how this is interpreted in practice. Open access publishers tend to take a 

more prescriptive view, for instance: 

- One of them told us that they insist that authors provide them with all their available data, 

which is then published in open access; failure to comply may lead to refusal to publish.   

- Another indicated that papers with closed data do not pass peer review.  

- And another stressed the desirability of enforcing the release of the data upon publication, 

but that this can only be achieved if all parties involved (journals, funders, institutions, data 

centres) co-operate. Through such a joint approach, authors might overcome their 

hesitancy, allowing the release of data to start becoming standard practice.  

12. However, among the organisations that we spoke to, such a relatively bullish approach 

represents an untypical stance, and other respondents took a more nuanced view, by not 

necessarily requiring all the relevant data, and allowing editors, on a case-by-case basis, to 

decide what ‘enough data’ means to substantiate given articles. A recurring theme throughout 

our consultation was the extent to which journals wish to reflect the views of the disciplinary 

communities that they serve; this reveals a certain tension between a desire to influence 

changes in behaviour, and a feeling that policies and practices should be led by community 

views.  

13. Publishers may also take their cue from the Brussels Declaration of 2007, endorsed by the 

international scientific, technical and medical (STM) publishing community, which states that 

“raw research data should be made freely available to all researchers”
3
. One publisher told us 

that they are in the process of signing up their journals to the Joint Data Archiving Policy
4
 

(JDAP), which commits signatories to ensuring that data supporting articles is made publicly 

available; perhaps surprisingly, adoption of JDAP was only mentioned by a single respondent. 

Nevertheless, our consultation revealed an earnest desire on the part of many publishers and 

journals to remove barriers, including pay walls, to access for data for which they have 

responsibility, reflecting a fairly liberal approach to data sharing – this point is further 

developed below in the section on licensing. 

                                                 
3
 [insert reference] The declaration goes on to say that “publishers encourage the public posting of the raw data outputs 

of research. Sets or sub-sets of data that are submitted with a paper to a journal should wherever possible be made freely 

accessible to other scholars.” 

4
 https://datadryad.org/pages/jdap  

https://datadryad.org/pages/jdap


JoRD - Draft synthesis of interview conversations and responses to questionnaire – v04, 07/11/12 

 

Page 4 of 24 
 

14. Nevertheless, beyond these often lofty stances, there are complications associated with the 

sometimes fuzzy way that data is categorised. Thus several respondents sought to draw a 

distinction between what they perceive as different levels
5
 of data: 

- raw data, produced – sometimes in huge quantities – from observations, for instance as 

collected by satellites or measuring devices; 

- at an intermediate level, data which is derived and/or transformed from its raw state – that is, 

filtered, selected and sorted; this requires intellectual effort, forms an integral part of the 

research process, and is likely to be where researchers add the most value; examples of the 

relationship between raw and transformed data include microarray images against the tables 

formed from those; and a whole videos against specific timeframes illustrating a particular 

point;   

- at the end of this spectrum is the visual or tabular representation of such data, which 

typically ends up in the article itself – there is less intellectual effort involved in this last 

phase, and arguably more input from journals, for instance with design and layout.  

This distinction is important, since different levels of data may be subject to distinct licensing 

regimes (see below), depending on the extent to which value has been added. It is noteworthy 

that the Brussels Declaration relates specifically to raw data – but no definition is provided as 

to  how raw data is distinct from derived data. One of our publisher respondents argued that 

although they are willing to be as flexible as possible about providing access to the data they 

accept for publication, an agreement on such a definition is needed in order to clarify 

understanding and expectations.  

15. Further confusion may be occasioned because, in spite of good intentions on openness, authors 

do not always understand the distinction described above. They may thus make incorrect 

assumptions that the licensing regime which applies to the visual representation of the data is 

the same as that which governs the underlying data. Consequently, they may believe that access 

to and re-use of data is more restricted than it actually is. It is therefore important for publishers 

and journals to be very clear about the conditions that relate to the different levels of data. 

16. Not surprisingly, funders have a take on data openness too, through their commitment to make 

the results of publicly-funded research as widely available as possible. The Government’s 

transparency agenda (which, we were told, is somewhat idealistic and needs to be developed 

and implemented in a practical and helpful way), the Open Data White Paper
6
 and particularly 

the Royal Society’s report on Science as an Open Enterprise
7
 have all recently served to 

emphasise this view. Funders are thus concerned to ensure that data which publishers look after 

remains accessible, and that they do not impose restrictions or derive financial gain from data 

other than that to which they have themselves added value. We heard the view that publishers’ 

data policies should be defined strictly in the public interest and on the basis of the needs of 

users; arguably a debate is needed, in the first instance between funders and institutions (the 

latter have a responsibility too to ensure that the data produced by their academic employees is 

exploited and made as widely available as possible), about how the public interest in this area 

                                                 
5
 This categorisation by level bears some similarity to the ‘data publication pyramid’ model set out in the 2011 Report 

on Integration of Data and Publications – http://www.stm-

assoc.org/2011_12_5_ODE_Report_On_Integration_of_Data_and_Publications.pdf  
6
 http://data.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Open_data_White_Paper.pdf  

7
 http://royalsociety.org/uploadedFiles/Royal_Society_Content/policy/projects/sape/2012-06-20-SAOE.pdf  

http://www.stm-assoc.org/2011_12_5_ODE_Report_On_Integration_of_Data_and_Publications.pdf
http://www.stm-assoc.org/2011_12_5_ODE_Report_On_Integration_of_Data_and_Publications.pdf
http://data.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Open_data_White_Paper.pdf
http://royalsociety.org/uploadedFiles/Royal_Society_Content/policy/projects/sape/2012-06-20-SAOE.pdf
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might best be served. Publishers’ policies should then be founded, framed and implemented on 

the conclusions that are reached.  

17. But at the same time, funders have a responsibility to ensure value for money. Although there is 

a commitment to open data, there is a need for proper consideration of the practical and 

financial implications of keeping ever-growing volumes of research data, and weighing these 

against the perceived benefits. Demonstrating the long-term value of data, given that much of it 

probably has little such value, is therefore an important element in the debate (see also 

paragraph 44). 

Grounds for restricting access 

18. Data openness necessarily has limits. Its availability may be limited or constrained by ethical 

considerations, such as the need to preserve confidentiality in datasets containing personal 

information. There are also restrictions stemming from commercial confidentiality which might 

be prevalent in particular disciplines such as economics – although one respondent stressed that 

even commercial confidentiality is not accepted as grounds for non-publication. Public interest 

might be invoked too, and that has implications for the interpretation of freedom of information 

(FoI) legislation. But might there be other reasons for publishers and journals to restrict access 

to data? The view from most of our respondents was that there are no other major reasons, with 

one notable exception.  

19. The exception relates to the wish of some researchers to protect the data that they produce and 

apply an embargo period to restrict access, motivated by concerns such as intellectual property. 

This is recognised as a sensitive area; researchers may have put considerable effort and spent a 

large amount of time producing a dataset, for which they might want exclusive access and 

mining rights. This protective attitude may be exacerbated by political factors, such as the need 

to comply with Freedom of Interest (FoI) legislation in the face of requests for data that are 

perceived as being hostile – exemplified by recent controversies relating to the release of 

climate change data. Reconciling such feelings with pressure for greater openness is difficult. A 

couple of our publisher respondents told us that a refusal or reluctance to share data, and 

practices such as embargoes, are bad for science; they feel that it is important to persuade 

authors of the benefits of making data available for release upon publication of articles, if 

appropriate offering inducement. The idea of offering co-authorship for data creators on papers 

produced by other authors that re-use that data was suggested as an innovative form of 

inducement. However, most of the publishers who gave us their views adopted a more nuanced 

and pragmatic approach, accepting, for instance, that recourse to embargoes may be inevitable, 

with variations between disciplines, during a transitional period leading to an evolution in 

researcher culture. This could happen once citation rates for data improve (see paragraphs 48-

50), and recognition for data publication becomes more widespread. Suggestions for facilitating 

this transition include: 

- placing an embargo on the data as a whole for a defined period, but making a subset of this 

material available immediately upon publication; 

- putting clear practices and workflows in place at institutional level, to help researchers and 

individual departments address awkward questions on data publication and release which 

they are not always well-placed to answer themselves (for instance, in response to FoI 

requests); 

Where embargoes are imposed, there should be greater transparency about their application, for 

instance through the spelling out of terms in journal articles’ materials availability section. 
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20. A further complication is that sometimes the repositories in which data is deposited may 

impose access restrictions of their own
8
, for instance to protect confidentiality or intellectual 

property rights – in which circumstances a link from a journal article would not equate to 

openness. Clearly, this is an issue that is not just for journals to address. 

How publisher and journal policies on data improve the research process 

21. We heard the view that publishers’ policies and practices largely help to motivate researchers, 

and to effect culture change – possibly more so than those of funders, which are more likely to 

be perceived as an imposition. This may be particularly true for learned society publishers, or 

more specifically for journal editorial boards: these players could be said to be the closest thing 

to representative bodies for different research communities, and they might therefore have a 

particular interest in developing appropriate professional standards.  

22. Many of our respondents stressed the extent to which an open approach to data in the 

publication process underpins fundamental research concepts such as visibility, transparency, 

trust and reproducibility. For instance: 

- systematic linking from journal articles to underlying data reduces reliance on ad hoc 

sharing, speeds up the research process and improves efficiency; 

- making data more visible and available encourages re-use and promotes mining, thereby 

helping to reduce duplication and waste – this too improves efficiency; 

- easier availability of data also allows for better scrutiny: it makes it much easier to verify 

how data has been analysed to produce research results – hence whether the conclusions 

being made are really valid; in this vein, it can contribute to reduce fraud. 

The implementation of such policies forms part of the service that publishers and journals offer 

to their authors. Their approach to research data could thus contribute towards upholding their 

brand and credibility.  

 

Data in journal articles and supplementary material 

Journal articles 

23. Journal articles have long incorporated data provided by authors. Typically, this content has 

taken the form of visualisation of data, for instance charts, diagrams and summary tables 

embedded in articles themselves – but conventionally, as static objects. For our respondents, 

this area is not contentious, and elicited few comments, but there is an awareness that new 

opportunities are emerging to exploit the interactive potential of journal articles, and using 

these as a sort of portal for the discovery of underlying data. In the words of one respondent, 

there is a prospect of making data part of the story, by seeking to eliminate the tendency to bury 

data in supplementary material (see below), thereby enhancing transparency. A characteristic of 

such interactivity is to provide the “data behind the graph” as part of a new offering to readers. 

A further respondent emphasised their commitment to include supplementary data files within 

the article itself, at the end but before the references section. But notwithstanding such 

                                                 
8
 The nature of restrictions that might apply is covered, for instance, in the DISC-UK/DataShare guide Policy-making 

for research data in repositories (2009) – see http://www.disc-uk.org/docs/guide.pdf  

http://www.disc-uk.org/docs/guide.pdf
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developments as the notion of Elsevier’s Article of the Future
9
 (and on a smaller scale, the 

ideas expounded by eLife
10

), such endeavours are not currently the norm.  

24. A pertinent question is whether a more appealing structure and presentation of articles 

improves the research process and if so, whether enriched HTML versions, incorporating the 

sort of interactivity suggested above, might replace conventional and still ubiquitous, ‘flat’ pdf 

files in future as the version of record. It may be too soon to answer these questions 

The challenge of supplementary material 

25. The issue of data embedded in articles’ supplementary material is more problematic. Over time, 

journal articles, which even in electronic form can be subject to size and formatting constraints, 

have not been able to accommodate the growing quantity and complexity of data.  

Consequently, this has increasingly been placed within the supplementary material that journals 

make available in association with articles (even though there is no clear dividing line between 

the sort of data that remains in articles themselves and that which forms part of supplementary 

material; what actually goes into either varies according to circumstances and individual 

journals). However, the capacity and appropriateness of supplementary material as a container 

for such data has become an issue for publishers, and several of our respondents expressed 

serious concerns about this. But some others appeared to be more confident about their ability 

to treat supplementary material, and the data that it contains, as an integral and dynamic part of 

their offering. 

26. Historically, journals have felt a duty of care towards all the material that they publish, and this 

extends to supplementary material and the research data that it might contain – but can this be 

sustained? Publishers and journals may have a limited capacity for looking after data, partly 

because of insufficient bandwidth, but partly also because, as was suggested to us, caring for 

data is becoming more ‘diffuse’ in an open access world. Several of our respondents suggested 

that publishers have not properly considered the long-term implications of using supplementary 

information as a means of storing and curating ever-growing quantities of data. Particularly 

where there are no relevant repositories, publishers may thus be filling in a gap by default; over 

time, their role as custodians of data has developed more than they might have anticipated. The 

amount of data in each publication varies, but there is evidence that more and more of it gets 

pushed into supplementary material, often because researchers attempt to cram findings in their 

submissions, in a context where journals may impose limits to the size of actual articles; this 

means that supplementary material takes the stress, by acting as a safety-valve. One publisher 

respondent feared that there is a danger that it could turn into a dumping ground where data 

cannot easily be discovered. Another was concerned that the growth in the amount of such 

material has taken place in an uncontrolled, ill-planned and ultimately messy way.  

27. Thus data in supplementary material is felt to be often poorly-structured, with little control 

about what gets included inside it, inconsistent or unhelpful formatting, and insufficient 

metadata and metadata standards – which severely impairs discoverability and accessibility. A 

particular point was made to us about data file formats submitted to journals becoming 

obsolete, which means that the data becomes difficult to manipulate or re-use, even though it 

                                                 
9
 http://www.articleofthefuture.com/  

10
 http://www.elifesciences.org/supplementary-data/  

http://www.articleofthefuture.com/
http://www.elifesciences.org/supplementary-data/
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still sits in journal servers
11

; the frequently un-enduring nature of such formats represents a 

specific and important curatorial challenge. These difficulties contrast with the rigorous 

standards which journals have traditionally set for articles themselves. One respondent pointed 

out that the easy discovery of datasets by readers should be part of readers’ experience, and by 

implication, journals may not be providing the quality of service to which they aspire.  

Addressing the challenge 

28. There is therefore a tension to resolve: publishers and journals feel that they have a continuing 

responsibility to disseminate data associated with journal articles; for many journals, there is an 

commitment to maintaining data as part of supplementary material, because they see this as the 

best way of maintaining a close connection between articles and underlying data. But in order 

to exercise that responsibility, publishers need to think more strategically and to develop a 

longer-term view about the realistic extent of their commitment to providing access to research 

data. There is no single solution to this, and our respondents suggested various approaches: 

- Making conscious efforts to improve the structure of data in supplementary material.  

- Improving the linkage between given elements in journal articles, such as tables and graphs, 

and the corresponding data content in the supplementary material. This might imply a 

greater effort by authors themselves to point out the relationship between the two sets of 

objects. 

- Limiting the size of supplementary material in a clear and well-defined way in order to 

avoid data creep. We heard opposing views on this, and were told of one instance of a 

contrasting approach between a family of discipline-specific journals and their parent 

publishing house.  

- A recognition that articles might usefully be ‘layered’, with different offerings tailored for 

different audiences (including non-researchers). This might, for instance, suggest limiting 

the article to reinforce its narrative qualities (and correspondingly removing anything, 

including data, that might impair the narrative), with a greater level of detail provided as an 

underlay. Supplementary information and the associated data, which some if not most 

readers would not want to see anyway, would form part of such an underlay. Such an 

approach appears to be at odds with the stance taken by some publishers, who conversely 

wish to see greater embedding of data within articles (see paragraph 23). 

- Finally, as we heard repeatedly, encouraging or requiring the depositing of data in 

recognised repositories, rather than in supplementary material; this is covered in greater 

detail below. Here too, it is recognised that there is not always a clear division between what 

might stay as part of supplementary material, and what might be more appropriately be 

placed in a repository; indeed, there may be circumstances in which data is lodged in both, 

particularly during a transitional phase when the relevant policies of publishers and journals 

are still evolving.  

29. The arguments set out above should not suggest that research data is destined, over time, to 

disappear from the content of supplementary material. As has been noted, many publishers and 

journals remain committed, as a matter of principle but also because they see it as part of their 

                                                 
11 The example that was given to us to illustrate this point is that of KML files, which are used as an overlay for geospatial 

data associated with Google Maps. Such files are used in journal articles to provide interactivity. Journals wish to 

preserve these files in the long term – but, what happens when formats such as KML become obsolete, and the 

interactivity and full functionality becomes lost, even though the underlying data is preserved? 
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business model, to caring for at least some of the data that their authors submit to them. To 

emphasise the point of principle, one respondent indicated their preference for using the term 

‘additional files’ instead of supplementary material, because this is deemed to be a better way 

of conveying the notion that the data is an integral part of what is being reported in the article. 

Another has set out their philosophy publicly, by calling in effect for a new sort of 

supplementary file, where data would not be buried, but instead be presented in easily-

discoverable individual files, each associated with a unique identifier
12

. A couple of further 

respondents stated unambiguously that, subject to peer review, they publish what they are 

given, and commit to ensuring the safety and security of the data content. Imaginative 

approaches are sometimes deployed: one publisher told us of their practice of embedding a 

widget within the html of articles (through a collaboration with a third-party data sharing 

service
13

) that enables readers to preview all the data, whatever its size and format, within the 

article itself before deciding if they wish to download it.  

30. Moreover, although repositories may represent a compelling solution to problems associated 

with the storage of data in supplementary material, there are limitations here too. For many 

authors, there are no readily-available repositories; there is arguably a long tail of smaller-scale 

data that may not fit well in repositories. For many such cases, and for the foreseeable future, 

supplementary material may still represent the most realistic environment.  

 

Data in repositories 

The value of repositories 

31. For our purposes, we use the term ‘repository’ to refer to any facility where research data may 

be deposited, managed and curated – although, as described at paragraph 47, one respondent 

sought to draw a distinction between repositories and data centres. 

32. There was a clear and strong consensus amongst almost all our respondents that repositories 

play, and should go on playing, a crucial part in the relationship between scholarly journal 

content and research data. The general view is that such facilities present the best option for 

effective curation of research data, including the possibility of providing training in data 

management practice. Some publishers feel that this is particularly true for certain types of 

data, such as larger datasets, or well-structured data, or raw data – although, in line with the 

definitional difficulties alluded to above, it is not always clear precisely what sort of data is 

most appropriately stored in repositories. As one respondent put it, the precise role that 

repositories can play is linked closely with a complex mix of issues, including data size, data 

type, community, ease of use of tools, discoverability and business models. 

33. The policies deployed by publishers reflect this consensus, but the approach to transforming 

principled views on repositories into practice varies widely. For some, there is a clear 

requirement for authors to deposit their data in appropriate repositories. Indeed, some journals 

may specify, on the basis of their assessment of the data submitted to them by authors, 

precisely which specialist repositories are acceptable; such mandating may reflect established 

community practice, for instance in fields such as gene sequencing, protein crystal structures 

and microarrays; this may imply (see paragraph 43) a need sometimes to align journal policies 

                                                 
12

 See the eLife blog entry at http://www.elifesciences.org/supplementary-data/  

13
 http://figshare.com/  

http://www.elifesciences.org/supplementary-data/
http://figshare.com/
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to those of repositories. In other instances, there is a more laissez-faire approach; publishers 

and journals may opt to take a less prescriptive or compulsive stance and prefer simply to 

encourage their authors to deposit and to provide appropriate guidance, in the knowledge that 

there is sometime reluctance by researchers, often very discipline-specific, to be overcome. 

Publishers may point to particular instances of successful development of repositories in order 

to encourage their individual titles to develop good practice in data deposition. We also heard a 

suggestion that the deposit of data should take place, with the encouragement of funders, before 

publication. 

34. It is worth noting that, among respondents, these sorts of policies tend to be left to individual 

journals, where editorial decisions can reflect community views, rather than to publishing 

houses at a corporate level; this may be especially true for learned society publishers. In some 

instances, broad principles may be set out at the corporate level, which serve as a stimulus or a 

framework for more specific journal-level policies. This can be challenging, however, for 

publishers who look after a wide range of journals, each with their disciplinary characteristics 

and corresponding editorial practices. 

35. Whatever the approach, many of our respondents emphasised the importance of promoting a 

dialogue and establishing closer relationships between publishers / journals and repositories, 

with a view to making the link between journal articles and repository content as seamless as 

possible for both authors, in terms of deposition, and for readers, in terms of easy preview and 

export. 

36. In practice, however, the relationship between journal articles and data in repositories is often 

weak, and requires strengthening, in both directions, by (i) enabling easier identification of 

related journal outputs when consulting a particular dataset (which would additionally have the 

advantage, from publishers’ perspective, of generating traffic to their platforms), and (ii) 

improving the traceability of data from the content of journal articles. One of our non-publisher 

respondents suggested that the provision of such bi-directional links, where possible making 

use of DOIs (see paragraph 49) should become a standard practice in scholarly communications 

and in the article submission process. 

Subject vs. institutional repositories 

37. The perception of most respondents is that discipline-based repositories are more appropriate 

than institutional ones. Four broad reasons are cited for this: 

- Subject repositories are deemed to reflect more effectively the culture, views and practices 

of relevant research communities. This chimes with the oft-stressed point that developments 

should be community-led – a point that several publisher respondents were keen to stress.  

- Allied to this, subject repositories may benefit from the expertise and know-how of 

specialist data managers who are familiar with relevant disciplinary settings and the 

specificities of particular types and formats of data. Institutional facilities, by hosting a 

broad range of data from many different disciplined, may be less well-placed to offer such 

insider’s know-how (which has implications for the role of librarians – see paragraphs 68-

69).  

- Subject repositories may be fare better than their institutional counterparts with regards to 

navigation, searchability and interoperability.  One respondent pointed to the importance of 
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the work undertaken by World Data System (WDS)
14

 in developing interoperability between 

data centres and improving searchability. 

- There is some uncertainty about how institutional repositories will develop in future; it is 

certainly the case that, at present, their role has focused far more on the preservation of 

published content, not least journal articles, than on research data. 

38. Given this positive view of subject repositories, a logical step might be for publishers or 

journals to run such facilities themselves. This is indeed the case with examples that were given 

to us by two of our respondents:  

- as a learned society publisher, RSC Publishing runs its own free chemical structure 

database, ChemSpider
15

 ; deposit of material in the database for RSC authors is voluntary at 

present;  

- the Journal of Applied Econometrics (JAE), largely under the impulsion of its current editor-

in-chief, has for almost 20 years run its own data archive
16

, hosted by Queen’s University 

Belfast; in this instance, authors are obliged to deposit their material. 

39. Many publishers therefore view subject repositories with greater confidence. However, some of 

our respondents have a more open view, and have suggested that they have no particular 

preference about where data is deposited, as long as it is managed effectively and meets 

appropriate standards; and repository contents are readily-discoverable and well-promoted. 

There is even some recognition that institutional facilities could play a role, for instance by 

providing: 

- an imperative for individual institutions to care for ‘their’ data; 

- means of ensuring compliance with institutional requirements with regards to data 

management; 

- a home for data associated with broad areas of study, or for multidisciplinary material; 

- a home for data from research areas – of which there are many – which are poorly covered 

by or do not have an obvious place in subject repositories. 

40. In such orphan areas, capturing the data is more important than waiting for the hypothetical 

emergence of repositories in every disciplinary area; the experience of the Australian National 

Data Service (and the political mandate that lies behind it) shows that it is possible to develop 

an institution-based data infrastructure.  

41. Finally, it should be noted that orphan areas may be served not just by institutional repositories, 

but also by broad-ranging repositories such as Dryad
17

 (which covers the wide range of basic 

and applied biosciences), or services such as LabArchives
18

. 
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Standards and sustainability 

42. The commitment to repositories, however, is not unconditional, and it is based on an 

understanding that policies and practices are in place to ensure that data is indeed adequately 

curated and accessible. Repositories must also meet appropriate quality and security standards, 

including policies on the management and updating of DOIs, on metadata and on protocol 

information stored with the data; and crucially, on an assumption of their long-term viability. A 

couple of publishers indicated that, with regards to the preservation of data, they expect from 

repositories the same sort of long-term guarantees that they themselves have historically 

provided for journal articles. We heard an argument that additionally, repositories need to 

promote actively the public release of their data at the time of publication, and the publication 

of the data stored within them.  

43. Repositories should also ensure that they can support the needs of different publishers, for 

instance with regards to the way that data collections are packaged or listed. Conversely, it may 

also be opportune for publishers to align their policies with those of some of the larger 

repositories, such as PANGAEA
19

, for earth and environmental sciences data, or GenBank
20

, 

for genetic sequences. 

44. One set of concerns relates to the sustainability of repositories, particularly subject repositories. 

There are long-term investments and costs associated with running these effectively. 

Repositories are usually dependent on public funding, and in the current financial climate, it is 

difficult if not impossible to offer long-term guarantees even to established facilities. Research 

funders have research data policies of their own, including requirements also to deposit data – 

but at the same time, they legitimately take the view that they cannot meet ever-growing costs 

associated with the storage and curation of research data, and therefore that continued financial 

support to repositories can only be provided if (i) the preservation of data is justified (given that 

a significant proportion of the data produced by researchers has little intrinsic long-term value), 

and (ii) genuine added value is clearly demonstrated. The confident development of publisher 

and journal policies on data may therefore depend at least partly on the extent to which 

repositories can continually and successfully justify their existence. Clearly, funders are key 

players in the equation, and one respondent cited the case of the closure of the Arts and 

Humanities Data Service as an example of the disruption and uncertainty that may follow from 

funders’ decisions in this area. 

45. One respondent suggested that the viability of repositories might in some circumstances be 

improved through the sort of dispersed approach provided, for journal articles, by LOCKSS
21

  

and CLOCKKS
22

 – effectively providing a form of insurance. 

46. The quality of the service offered by repositories is another important area where publishers are 

liable to seek assurances. Although, as suggested above, there is a general assumption that 

subject repositories in particular do indeed provide appropriately robust environments for 

research data, some respondents have suggested that these facilities need to reflect on how they 

might guarantee the long-term security of the data of which they are custodians. There may 

therefore be a case for self-regulation, and adherence to a recognisable and accepted set of 
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standards or criteria, such as the Data Seal of Approval
23

; this could help publishers and 

journals reach a view about the robustness of repositories. 

47. It was also suggested that not all repositories need offer the same type of service. Thus one 

respondent drew a distinction between two types of facility: (i) data centres, where data is 

actively curated, that is, made available for repurposing; and (ii) repositories, where data is 

deposited, but where its management is more passive. Publishers and journals might usefully 

reflect on the distinction between the two roles when recommending or mandating to authors 

where to place their data. In this respect too, the Data Seal of Approval or some such standard 

could help stakeholders to reach a view. 

 

Citation and persistent identifiers 

48. The citation of data sources in journal articles is recognised as being an important element in 

the drive to make research data more visible. It could also be good for business, as the citing of 

data can help to generate traffic to articles. For data to be cited with confidence, it needs to 

meet agreed standards relating to its proper care, including persistence and effective versioning; 

as we have seen above, there is a view that the Data Seal of Approval could help to provide 

confidence about the meeting of standards.  

49. In spite of this understanding, there is some variation in practice about how publishers and 

journals approach the issue. In some instances, guidance to authors is provided to emphasise 

that datasets constitute citable objects in their own right; the usefulness of drawing up clear 

guidance was stressed by some of our respondents, but this raises two essential questions: 

- How should data be cited? There is an underlying principle that data citation should occur in 

a standardised format. Persistent identifiers can be deployed for this purpose, and of these, 

Digital Object Identifiers (DOIs) are perceived as the preferred method of citing data, as 

they support citation indexing and analysis, but it is recognised that DOIs are not always 

available and that other sub-optimal formats, including URLs (which, of course, are not 

persistent identifiers), may sometimes be acceptable too. There may also be cultural 

resistance, varying between disciplines, to be overcome towards the deployment of DOIs. 

- What precisely should be cited? Ideally, both the journal article and the accompanying data 

should be cited. With regards to the latter, there is a question about the granularity of the 

data object, the extent to which individual elements of data, as opposed for instance to entire 

large datasets, are treatable as citable objects in their own right. There is no consensus at 

present about what constitutes the most appropriate level of granularity, and it was 

suggested to us that there is a need to develop a view on this. One respondent also felt that 

DOIs are not necessarily appropriate for smaller packages of data. 

50. Our conversations highlighted a range of current approaches relating to data citation:  

- One publisher indicated that they are used to ensuring systematic linking to repositories – 

but generally using directional links, not full citations. They are now looking to include a 

data citation/reference section in articles, where possible making use of DOIs. Others told us 

that such sections should not be located behind paywalls, but instead might figure, for 

instance, alongside the abstract page, and therefore be available for mining. We heard the 
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view that a more generalised prevalence of data citation lists should in due course come to 

mirror established practice for the citation of journal articles.  

- The creators of data should be acknowledged and recognised in data citation lists, where 

these are different from the authors of the related articles. 

- Services that track data citation, relate data objects to journal content and ultimately help to 

identify re-use and impact, are another noteworthy development. Thomson Reuter’s Data 

Citation Index
24

 and ImpactStory
25

  (formerly Total Impact) were mentioned approvingly. 

- We heard from one non-publisher respondent that journals should facilitate semantic markup 

of references so that upon submission of papers authors can specify why they are citing data 

(re-use, background information, etc.). Authors should be asked to include in the submission 

form the references to materials that were fundamental to the execution of the reported 

research; journals should then make this metadata publicly available. 

 

Peer review 

51. Peer review traditionally applies to journal articles, and although elements of the process have 

been criticised and novel forms of review have emerged in recent years, it remains an 

indispensable mainstay of scholarly communications. However, no such consensus exists with 

regards to the use of peer review for research data associated with journal articles. Two 

important issues arise in deciding whether and how to approach this: 

- The appropriateness of reviewing data: there are questions about the extent to which peer 

review may be usefully be applied to data. One respondent suggested that, when research 

articles are reviewed, it is the rhetoric and the logic that is critically examined, i.e. the 

capacity of a researcher to make a case – but research data cannot be treated in the same way 

since it is not the product of the same sort of intellectual process; this may be particularly 

true of raw data. Pushing this logic even further, we noted concern from another source 

about whether data could really serve as evidence of the quality of research, and about the 

production of ever-increasing volumes of data becoming seen as a substitute for the 

presentation of research results – which raises questions about the emergence of the concept 

of the data journal (paragraph 66). 

- The capacity of reviewers to review data: whether data is reviewed in its own right as a 

dataset, or whether the article review process includes a validation of research findings 

based on an examination of the data, significant additional effort may be required of the 

reviewer, leading potentially to longer review times and a reluctance of reviewers to become 

involved.  

52. The uncertain extent to which data is peer reviewed in practice may be a reflection of these 

concerns. Many of our respondents suggested that they do not have particular expectations of 

their reviewers with regards to the data that authors supply as part of supplementary material – 

and even less so for linked data in repositories (although there was one suggestion that, where 

pre-publication access to repositories is restricted, reviewers should be granted access on a 

confidential basis, should they wish to see the underlying data). By and large, this is a matter 
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left to journal editorial boards, and these are liable to take a pragmatic view about the realistic 

capacity of reviewers to consider data in anything more than a cursory way – for instance, 

looking at the extent to which the data may be re-used. 

53. One of our respondents allows for the publication of data-only articles (see below). They 

encourage referees to look at the data, and are finding that the latter are complying, and 

commenting not only on the data itself but also on what additional data might beneficially be 

provided. To aid this process, they have developed appropriate guidelines for referees. 

Similarly, data journals may be subject to particular peer review requirements. Another 

respondent indicated that, for their data journals, authors’ data is reviewed according to a 

number of specified criteria relating to arrangements for its deposit and sustainability, open 

licensing terms, use of non-proprietary formats, metadata standards and archiving of any script 

or software that might be needed to interpret the data. 

54. The two above examples are not typical. Nevertheless, even though reviewers may not be 

expected to play in significant role with regards to data, there is an acknowledgement that the 

extent of the role needs to be clarified and set out more transparently than is the case a present, 

so that authors have an unambiguous understanding of what is liable to be peer reviewed, and 

what isn’t. A couple of publishers told us that they are currently looking to firm up the 

guidance that they provide to their journals. One non-publisher responded suggested an 

incremental approach: starting with a requirement to publish data in parallel with the article, 

then working progressively towards pre-publication peer review. 

55. Given that there are limits to what might be achieved through pre-publication peer review of 

data, quality assurance may be best served through recourse to post-publication review, where 

researchers in disciplinary settings, and through practice, can provide a community view on the 

quality and replicability of the data. One respondent encapsulated this view by claiming that the 

ultimate data referee is the individual who uses the data for a new article. 

 

Metadata standards 

56. The defining and deployment of metadata standards are important for accessibility, reusability 

and interoperability. We were told that, at the very least, metadata should include sufficient 

information to support the creation of a citation together with a resolvable DOI. Some 

respondents suggested that journals can have key role in helping to develop such standards; 

they have an interest in ensuring that these are developed appropriately and recognised by the 

community. We heard a suggestion that publishers may be more interested in collection level 

metadata (who created the data, the name of the project, its DOI, the licence conditions, etc.) 

than in object level metadata, which relates more to the way that the research has been 

conducted. 

57. In practice, however, the involvement of publishers and journals has been patchy, particularly 

since, in the light of variations in disciplinary practice, it is difficult to develop any sort of 

overarching standard. Moreover, there are questions about whether individual publishers or 

journals (with the possible exception of specialist data journals, which are still relatively rare) 

should take a lead. The role of DataCite
26

 on the systematisation and registration of metadata is 
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recognised, and one of our respondents suggested that only collective, membership-based 

endeavours such as that can provide a framework for any sort of standardisation.  

 

Licensing 

58. As we have seen above, there is widely-shared view, among our publisher and non-publisher 

respondents, that in the interest of openness, data needs to be as accessible as possible. Thus 

data that remains the responsibility of publishers and journals (i.e. principally data contained in 

supplementary material) is often not placed behind paywalls. But beyond accessibility, the 

nature of licensing arrangements is crucial in securing rights to re-use.   

59. Underlying research data tends not to be owned by publishers; ownership rights, including the 

assignment of copyright, are usually vested with the institution that employs the author or data 

creator. On that basis, licences may be assigned to publishers. Some of these have very clear 

ideas about openness, and are thus either currently enabling, or aspiring to enable an open 

regime, where data contained in supplementary material is governed by a CC0 licence – so that 

copyright is waived in order to make data available in the public domain without any 

restriction. But there are two important caveats to this liberal approach: 

- Authors must be comfortable with the idea that the data they produce should be made 

available in this way; it has to be recognised that they could be reluctant, and that may 

reflect particular disciplinary cultures. Moreover, CC0 licences remove the need to attribute 

the creators of the data; culturally, this too might be deemed unacceptable by many. 

Provision could be made to allow authors to opt out any such licensing arrangements. 

- There has to be some clarity about what constitutes data, which is related to the sort of 

definitional issues that are set out above. 

60. It is worth noting that BioMed Central have just completed a public consultation relating to the 

implications of the greater deployment of CC0 licences
27

, in line with a policy proposal which 

they set out in September 2012
28

; the outcome of this is not yet known, but reactions posted on 

the BMC website do indeed suggest sensitivities about the issue of non-attribution. 

61. Far from all publishers are considering the use of CC0 licences. For some, a CC BY licence 

may be more appropriate; in Australia, AusGOAL, the Australian Government Open Access 

and Licencing Framework
29

, offers a national framework that incorporates licensing options, 

licensing tools and associated resources, all intended to provide an inclusive service to the 

research community. Other publishers have not yet reached a view about what type of licence 

might be appropriate; there is a feeling that this question has not yet been tested out in practice. 

Such uncertainty can be a source of confusion for researchers, and publishers and journals need 

to set out clearly to their authors the terms under which data may be used and re-used. 

 

Data mining 

62. The mining of data cared for by publishers and journals is generally viewed positively, with 

                                                 
27

 http://blogs.biomedcentral.com/bmcblog/2012/09/10/put-the-open-in-open-data/ 

28
 see http://www.biomedcentral.com/1756-0500/5/494/abstract for the detail of the proposal 

29
 http://www.ausgoal.gov.au/  

http://blogs.biomedcentral.com/bmcblog/2012/09/10/put-the-open-in-open-data/
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1756-0500/5/494/abstract
http://www.ausgoal.gov.au/


JoRD - Draft synthesis of interview conversations and responses to questionnaire – v04, 07/11/12 

 

Page 17 of 24 
 

some of our respondents endorsing the practice enthusiastically – but with an understanding 

that this could raise licensing concerns. The importance and potential of data mining is 

recognised, because of the prospect that it offers for analysis and combining of data. It could 

also be a driver for more usage of articles and increased levels of citation, and could foster 

academic collaborations; all these perspectives can lead to efficiency gains in the research 

process, and for journal business too.  

63. Since data contained in supplementary material frequently does not sit behind paywalls, there 

are in principle no impediments to mining. However, some respondents expressed concern that 

the process might be open to abuse, for instance with regards to the possible re-publication of 

mined data. This is not an issue where CC 0 and CC BY licences are used, but as we have 

noted (paragraphs 58-61), for many publishers, there is some uncertainty about the appropriate 

licencing regime. The implications of licenses for mining (and indeed of mining for licensing) 

therefore need to be spelt out, to establish clear boundaries around what is deemed permissible.  

64. In addition, many authors whose data has been mined and subsequently re-used may wish to 

receive acknowledgement, which is a further factor in determining the most appropriate type of 

licence. This is an area where a debate would be welcome, in order to minimise the risk of 

possible barriers to re-use. 

65. Finally, although publishers and journals might facilitate the mining of data that they hold by 

improving the structure of the protocol underlying the data or making it available to automated 

query (for instance, by allowing web scraping), data held in well-maintained repositories 

provides a better environment than supplementary files for mining – which are scattered and, as 

we have seen, often poorly-structured. So the desirability of data mining provides an additional 

argument for the placing of as much (linked) data as possible in repositories. 

 

Data journals 

66. Data journals, or data-only articles, are a relatively new publishing development, which is still 

in its infancy. The Geosciences Data Journal, launched in the middle of 2012, is an example. 

This carries descriptions of datasets, and explains their settings and conditions of use, but the 

data itself is stored in a linked repository rather than on the publisher’s platform. This raises an 

as yet unanswered question: is the journal article or the underlying data more likely to be cited?  

 

Role of other players 

67. We have already covered the role of repositories and their interface with publishers and 

journals, but other players also have a part to play in the relationship between data and 

publishing, not least university libraries, academic institutions more broadly, research funders 

and researchers themselves. However, this ecosystem can only function effectively if there is 

an understanding of the interrelationships between all the players, and recognition of the 

usefulness of the collaborations that might ensue – particularly in a transitional period, where 

approaches to data dissemination are developing quickly. The nature of the relationships is 

influenced by particular disciplinary contexts (where, for instance, established subject 

repositories with recognised expertise can be an important influence) and by the standards 

required by funders. We were told that some disciplinary areas, such as plant science, are 

particularly good at promoting a dialogue. One of our respondents summarised a possible set of 
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interactions in linear fashion: 

 

In reality, the roles and the nature of the relationships is likely to be more complex, and 

sometimes difficult to understand – so what is expected of the different players may not 

necessarily be clear. There is a danger of fragmentation of responsibilities, which raises the 

question of the pertinence of an overarching, perhaps national co-ordinatory service. 

University libraries 

68. Most institutional repositories are run by university libraries, so an important part of the latter’s 

role with regards to research data is determined by their capacity to position themselves 

confidently as effective managers of such repositories.  But there are questions about whether 

they have been able to do so, particularly with regards to research data. Do librarians generally 

have the know-how and skills to act as trusted custodians and curators of data, and can they 

manage and promote it in a way that meets the sort of standards which we outlined above? It 

was suggested to us from one quarter that librarians may be better able to take on such 

responsibilities by working closely with IT services, particularly in those institutional situations 

where library and IT services have been integrated; this could allow for a cross-fertilisation of 

ideas, and might perhaps facilitate the emergence and evolution of a cadre of subject-specific 

data librarians with recognised domain knowledge. 

69. Nevertheless, we noted a degree of scepticism about the place of libraries as managers of 

repository-located data. Instead, respondents pointed to a range of other roles that they might 

play, including: 

- provision of advice, guidance and signposting, notably on locating and accessing research 

data; 

- provision of advice also on data gathering and the drawing up of data management plans, 

bearing in mind disciplinary requirements 

- promotion of good practice;  

- curating data journals. 

Libraries would do well to develop any role in partnership with other players, including subject 

repositories. But they need to think precisely about how they might add value – for instance, by 

capitalising on their well-established expertise at managing metadata and providing access to 

content. 

Research funders and universities 

70. As suggested by the diagram above, a key responsibility for funders and universities is to 

encourage or require researchers to observe good practice in ensuring that research data is made 

accessible; this can be done through grant-awarding policies, including instructions to 

reviewers and conditions of award. By the same token, funders can provide recognition to 

Funders and 
institutions, who set 

(and possibly enforce) 
requirements 

Researchers, who in 
due course will change 

their behaviour in 
response to these 

requirements 

Journals, whose 
practices will be 

determined largely by 
the culture of the 

disciplinary 
communities that they 

serve 
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researchers who commit to ensuring that the data they create is as discoverable and accessible 

as possible on a par with the recognition to authors of research articles. But funders’ policies 

can only be effective only through closer working with publishers in a common endeavour to 

boost accessibility. As a practical example, one respondent indicated that funders often have 

policies on data management plans, whereas publishers may be more likely to set out 

statements on data availability. An alignment between the policies and procedures of these two 

sets of players could be extremely useful for providing greater clarity about what is expected 

from researchers.   

71. For the longer term, we heard that funders’ policies should aim to change researchers’ 

mindsets, to make them realise that the data they create belongs to their institution (or 

conceivably their funder), but not to them. Researchers thus need to be challenged in their view 

that they can create data as a result of public investment, and then refuse to share it. Effecting 

such cultural change could involve both the use of incentives (much better recognition of the 

value of producing data) and penalties (no further grants unless relevant data from previous 

grants is shared publicly). Of course, institutions themselves can play a similar role in helping 

to effect cultural change, with important parts played by PIs, heads of departments and research 

administrators – not least through underlining the contribution that data could make as part of 

institutions’ offering to the REF.  

Learned societies 

72. Much has been made of the importance of community-led developments, and it is not 

surprising therefore that learned societies were perceived by some of our respondents as 

playing a role in areas such as policy development, defining standards and spreading good 

practice. We were told of some societies (the Royal Economics Society, the International 

Union of Crystallography) who appear to be taking an interest in relevant issues; in doing so, 

they may be reflecting changes in data-related practices within their respective disciplines. 

SMEs 

73. One respondent highlighted the role played by specialist SMEs who are providing tools aimed 

at easing workflows for researchers. Products such as Utopia Docs
30

, Figshare, Mendeley and 

LabArchives
31

 have been developed by independent enterprises to assist with data annotation, 

representation or linkage, and can play a real role in helping to reduce barriers to submission of 

data. 

 

Views on JoRD 

74. The responses from the consulted stakeholders point both to a convergence of views on a range 

of policies and approaches, but also to a variety of practices. The capacity of the JoRD Policy 

Bank to chart the complexity of the landscape, and give a flavour of its dynamics and 

subtleties, will determine the viability of the proposed service. Respondents were asked about 

their perception of the need for such a service, and about what this might cover. Not 

surprisingly in view of the many perspectives, these views were not uniform. Few respondents 

were unequivocally enthusiastic about JoRD, several expressed a cautious welcome to the idea, 

                                                 
30

 http://getutopia.com/  

31
 http://www.labarchives.com/  

http://getutopia.com/
http://www.labarchives.com/


JoRD - Draft synthesis of interview conversations and responses to questionnaire – v04, 07/11/12 

 

Page 20 of 24 
 

and others were relatively guarded, preferring to reserve judgement until a clearer idea of the 

offering has been elaborated. No-one, however, expressed outright opposition. 

75. A service such as JoRD could be important and valuable, particularly if it collated information 

internationally. We heard the view that – unlike ROMEO, which is used largely by librarians – 

the audience for JoRD is not immediately apparent, but many respondents agreed that a 

catalogue presenting information in an easily accessible way could prove useful to funders, 

authors and publishers themselves, although. For authors, it would help with ensuring 

compliance with requirements from funders and institutions on data sharing and openness; for 

publishers, journal editorial boards might find the service useful for stimulating discussions on 

the development of practice. By allowing for comparisons between respective policies, it could 

help with their strengthening, clarification and refinement, thereby providing an aid to 

benchmarking and the development of good practice for all the players concerned. It might 

even encourage publishers to work together to make the landscape less complex for authors, 

and also for repositories striving to comply and interface with different journals; one 

respondent suggested that publishers might be receptive to the idea of developing joint 

standards. But all these factors imply a need for JoRD to be well-structured, for instance by 

disciplinary area, and/or by licensing policy. A clear and attractive presentation and layout 

could also encourage interest from authors who may otherwise be reluctant to read guidelines 

and specifications. 

76. Perhaps inevitably, a comparison was made with ROMEO, which is deemed to have been a 

driver for the development of repositories. Might JoRD have a similar influence within its own 

remit? One respondent considered that, just as universities are interested in getting their 

research results published in journals with the highest possible impact factor, they might also 

wish to know about publishers’ approach to research data, in order to steer researchers towards 

an appropriate journal (and authors themselves could want such information in order to make 

informed choices of their own about where to submit and how to comply). This could become 

especially relevant if, in future, there are stronger drivers, from funders especially, to recognise 

data more clearly as an output of the research process; and also if publishers and others develop 

services to chart the use and impact of research data
32

. 

77. Beyond this favourable view of JoRD, some respondents suggested that the service would be 

valuable only if a significant qualitative or analytical element were introduced to complement 

the notion of a simple map. We heard three sets of ideas: 

- Policy and practice with regards to research data are evolving rapidly, and in this context, 

JoRD should not limit itself merely to presenting a snapshot. It would have to convey, 

perhaps graphically, the dynamic nature of the environment; of contemporary trends in 

policy and the consequent development of good publishing practice, in order to encourage 

consistency; and more ambitiously, of the implications and possible practices stemming 

from the application of policies, particularly where these are contrasting.  This could be 

valuable during a transitional phase when policy and practice are still in a state of flux. Such 

an emphasis on active mapping emphasise the importance of liaising on an ongoing basis 

with publishers and journals.  

- The scope of JoRD should be extended, by charting not only publisher and journal policies, 

but also by mapping these against the positions of other players (including, crucially, the 

                                                 
32

 In this respect, we have already touched on the service currently offered through Thomson Reuter’s Data Citation 

Index and ImpactStory. 
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community-led practices that underpin the development of many subject repositories), 

because all such stakeholders are bound by a common interest in seeing enhanced access to 

research data. 

- JoRD would be worthwhile only if journal policies were graded for their compliance with 

and agreed definition of open data – similarly to what ROMEO does for open access – 

taking account of the fact that different disciplines have their own needs and practices. The 

inclusion of good practice guidelines as part of the service offering would also be useful. 

78. Some respondents, however, felt more dubious about the premise underlying JoRD, at least 

until its usefulness could be more clearly articulated. We were told that publishers and journals 

already have a clear idea about data policies in their sector, and therefore that the service would 

be of little value to them. We also heard that researchers, librarians and repositories are more 

likely to be engaged with publishers on a title by title (or dataset by dataset) basis, so it the 

usefulness of an overarching, ready-reference tool is not necessarily apparent. It would be 

better instead to develop an alternative database of data repositories, which might incorporate a 

taxonomy of such centres by discipline – perhaps making use of the criteria in the Data Seal of 

Approval. 

79. Even more fundamentally, concerns were voiced from one quarter that the service might be 

premature, and that before charting publishers’ and journals’ policies, it is appropriate to define 

the public interest objectives that such policies are intended to address (see also paragraph 16). 

 

Conclusions 

80. This synthesis, and the consultation underlying it, reveals much consensus on the growing 

importance of research data for scholarly journal publishing and recognition of the vital linkage 

between journal content and underlying data, particularly data stored in subject-based 

repositories. There is a consensus about the importance of making data as freely accessible as 

possible, and to a large extent, a corresponding commitment to ensuring that licensing terms 

allow for this.  

81. But there is less of a unified approach with regards to the way that things are moving in 

practice. Some publishers among our respondents have been reflecting seriously on the place of 

research data within the scholarly journal ecology; these players are actively looking to set 

trends, and are leading with innovative thinking and practices. Others show less awareness of 

how they might contribute to emerging trends, and take a less prescriptive approach to the 

storage and curation of their authors’ data; they may be more inclined to reflect practices 

defined by disciplinary communities. 

82. A number of salient points emerge from the consultation: 

- There is a degree of uncertainty and, for some, of unease, about the capacity of publishers to 

care for the increasing volumes of data that their authors submit. This relates particularly to 

the extent to which supplementary material is an appropriate medium for the long-term 

preservation and curation of data; a reflection on the long-term role of supplementary 

material with regards to research data is therefore opportune. 

- Publishers are keen to see repositories play a major role in the preservation and curation of 

data that underpins journal articles – but here too, practice is affected by the extent to which 

publishers and journals wish to be prescriptive. There is thus a contrast between those who 
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require deposit of authors’ data in appropriate repositories, and those who prefer to 

encourage or recommend it. 

- Subject repositories tend to be favoured more than institutional facilities, but it is recognised 

that the latter could play a useful role for given researchers whose data cannot easily be 

accommodated in subject-based facilities. 

- Whether repositories are subject-based or institutional, there is a concern about ensuring 

their sustainability. Authors need to be confident that the data that they deposit there will be 

cared for in the long term – but at the same time, the usefulness of facilities should be 

demonstrated in order to justify the public investment upon which they mostly depend.  

- There is an understanding that for data to be cited with confidence, it needs to meet 

appropriate standards. There is much variation in the way that data is cited; DOIs are looked 

upon favourably as a reliable method, but it is recognised that there are obstacles to their 

deployment on a larger scale. 

- There is no uniformity of practice in the way that research data associated with journal 

articles is peer reviewed, assuming it is reviewed at all. For the benefit of authors as well as 

journals, what is expected of reviewers with regards to data should be clarified, so that there 

is an understanding of what is and isn’t liable to be peer reviewed. 

- There is a tendency to adopt a liberal approach to licensing, so as to allow as much access to 

and re-use of data as possible, with much supplementary material not located behind 

paywalls. But there are variations in types of license deployed, and a recognition that greater 

openness depends to a large extent on overcoming reluctance on the part of many 

researchers to make their data widely available. 

- Publishers and journals are not the only players in the data publishing landscape. University 

libraries, universities at a corporate level, research funders and conceivably learned societies 

all have a role to play in helping to change the behaviour of researchers with regards to the 

sharing of data, and the provision of support, advice and incentives to assist such change. 

- Finally, there is a contrast of views on the place and role of a future JoRD Policy Bank. 

Although this idea is cautiously welcomed, views from our respondents suggest a number of 

important caveats – most notably a need to ensure that, in order to be genuinely useful, any 

such service reflects the evolving and dynamic nature of the policy environment. 
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Annex 1 

QUESTIONS FOR INTERVIEWS WITH PUBLISHERS / JOURNALS 
 
1. Data takes a multitude of forms, varying across disciplines. We are not aiming to formulate an 

overarching definition (although we would be interested to know whether you have a definition of your 

own), but could you indicate your understanding of what data means for your organisation as a practical 

concept? More broadly, what is your view about the relationship between journal articles and research 

data? 

2. On the basis of the policies (if any) that you have in place at the moment, could you tell us what policies 

and practices your organisation might develop with regards to research data? This might relate to areas 

such as: 

- data citation 

- use of persistent identifiers 

- embedding of research data in journal articles (including enabling of interactive content) 

- publication and form of supplementary material that incorporates research data 

- linkage between the content of journal articles and externally-available underlying data (including 

the setting and enforcing of editorial standards relating to such linkage) 

- use of public repositories 

- peer review of underlying research data 

- setting metadata standards for underlying research data 

- specialist data journals 

- mining of research data contained in journal articles 

- licensing 

Do you consider any of these to be particularly important? 

3. In what way do you feel your policies and practices with regards to research data improve the research 

process? 

4. Do you see any grounds for restricting access to research data, other than factors associated with 

confidentiality and security? 

5. What roles, with regards to research data, do you envisage for other players in the publishing ecosystem? 

Such players include: 

- data centres 

- research libraries 

- research funders 

- researchers themselves 

How do you see your relationship with these players? 

6. What do you feel might be the implications of data mining, both for your organisation and for the 

research process as a whole? [Note: this relates to the mining of research data published by your 

organisation, i.e. data contained in articles and/or supplementary material, but not linked data that is 

located in data centres and repositories] 

7. Looking ahead to the possible provision of the service suggested by the JoRD Policy Bank, could you let 

us know: 

- whether your organisation perceives the need for such a service 

- if so, whether you feel you might use this service 

- what you would like the service to cover (perhaps in the light of the answers you have provided to 

the above questions) 

 

Note: a slightly adapted version of this questionnaire was used for the non-publisher respondents 
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Annex 2 

List of respondents 

 
Interviewees 

Ijsbrand Jan Aalbersberg (Elsevier) 

Claire Bird (Oxford University Press) 

Theodora Bloom (PLOS) 

Simon Hodson (JISC) 

Iain Hrynaszkiewicz (Springer / BioMed Central) 

Simon Kerridge (Association of Research Managers and Administrators) 

Richard Kidd (RSC Publishing) 

Fiona Murphy (Wiley) 

Graham Russel (Wiley) 

David Sweeney / Paul Hubbard (interviewed jointly) (HEFCE) 

Mark Thorley (RCUK / NERC) 

Ruth Wilson (Nature Publishing Group) 

Keith Wollman (Cell Press) 

 

Written responses to questions 

Brian Hole (Ubiquity Press) 

Phil Hurst (Royal Society) 

Rebecca Lawrence (Faculty1000) 

Ian Mulvany (eLife) 

Heather Piwowar (University of British Columbia) 

Ross Wilkinson (Australian National Data Service) 

 


