Data Sharing Policies in Scholarly Publications: Interdisciplinary Comparisons

Michal Tal-Socher* and Adrian Ziderman*A
*Committee on Publishing Ethics (COPE), ~Bar-llan University, Israel

- 'S Journal Sample h

ﬂlerall, 29% of the sample journals enable data sharing - but it is not mandatom /Role af Publishers h

In 13% of the journals, strong data sharing policies are in place.

The research showed the importance

Data sharing is promoted in different
avenues; a powerful one is the
scholarly publication process. This
research examines interdisciplinary

The journal sample was selected from
fifteen disciplines, drawn from five
main academic discipline categories.
These are:

Over half of the journals provided no option for data sharing. See Chart.

Interdisciplinary comparisons

The table shows the central results for journal policies in the 5 discipline categories

of the major journal publishers in
promoting data sharing.
The five leading publishers account for
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possibli’ to share is Sciences Probability stronger than publication policies in

some types of data must be
deposited for open sharing as a

condition for publication.

but not mentioned

mandatory

** Out of all the journals sampled for the discipline group

Notable differences across disciplines were found also in data hosting solutions

for journals with strong data sharing policies. Details are available on request.

less "journal-centric"” disciplines.
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