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Summary and Purpose of Document
The purpose of this document is to inform the panel on:
a, The International Council for Science (ICSU) the World Data System (WDS) open access
approach; and
b, the Data Citation Index as a single source for dataset discovery that also places datasets in
context of attribution and usage metrics within the broader research landscape.

Appendix:
A: “WDS and Open Access”, Discussion paper by ICSU World Data System
B: “Collaborative Science – solving the issues of discovery, attribution and measurement of data
sharing”, Essay by Thomson Reuters

ACTION PROPOSED
The meeting is invited to note this information, and consider it in its discussion on Digital Object
Identifiers under agenda item 9.4.
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Appendix:

WDS and Open Access

Discussion paper submitted by ICSU World Data System
Prepared by the International Programme Office

1. Historical background

The World Data System (WDS) builds on the 50+ year legacy of former World Data Centres (WDCs) and Federation of
Astronomical and Geophysical data Analysis Services (FAGS), established by the International Council for Science (ICSU)
to keep and organize data generated by the International Geophysical Year (IGY) in 1957–1958. While they readily
served and preserved the IGY data legacy for more than half a century, the WDCs and FAGS were facing tremendous
challenges. The International Polar Year (IPY 2007–2008)—another data-intensive international research effort
launched by ICSU and the World Meteorological Organization—revealed that they were not equipped to anticipate and
respond to the sheer multidisciplinary scope of IPY-sponsored research. In 2009, the ICSU General Assembly
discontinued both bodies and established WDS as a new ICSU Interdisciplinary Body to incorporate re-applying WDCs
and FAGS, as well as state-of-the-art data centres and services.
WDCs and FAGS were created as part of ICSU’s longstanding commitment to promote access to scientific data and
information, which is enshrined in its Principle of Universality of Science. One of the guiding principles of the WDCs was
indeed to ‘provide data to scientists in any country free of charge, on an exchange basis or at a cost not to exceed the
cost of copying and sending the requested data’. Therefore, the concept and spirit of open access to data were already
put into practice by these organizations. In 1996, an ICSU resolution was adopted by its General Assembly that
recommends ‘…as a general policy the fundamental principle of full and open exchange of data and information for
scientific and educational purposes’. In actuality, several ICSU bodies embraced this recommendation, most notably IPY,
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which adopted a full, free, and open access Data Policy for all of the data generated through its sponsored projects.

2. WDS Data Policy
ICSU WDS is an evolution from WDCs and FAGS and its mission is tightly linked to the full and open access to scientific
data and information. Its objectives are to ‘Enable universal and equitable access to quality-assured scientific data,
data services, products, and information, and to ensure long-term data stewardship’ and ‘Foster compliance to agreedupon data standards and conventions, and to provide mechanisms to facilitate and improve access to data and data
product’.
2
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To promote an Open Access Policy to data, the WDS Data Policy derives from the GEOSS Data Sharing Principles
developed under the auspices of the Group on Earth Observations and under the guidance of ICSU CODATA. The WDS
Scientific Committee (WDS-SC) decided that it was unnecessary to not only reinvent a new data policy but also go into
further details, since the default position must be full and open access and any exception should be dealt with on a
case-by-case basis as such. It is obvious that WDS will directly benefit from a wider adoption of the principle of ‘Full and
Open Access’ to scientific data as this would allow an expansion of its membership and ultimately better serve the
scientific community and multidisciplinary research. WDS is also contributing to its adoption through the recruitment of
relevant data and service providers.

3. Open access challenges
3.1. For WDS
The largest challenge for WDS has been the implementation of a WDS Data Policy as decided by the WDS-SC whilst
respecting ICSU’s recent terminology. On the WDS website and within our documentation (Constitution, Data Policy,
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http://ipy.arcticportal.org/images/uploads/final_ipy_data_policy-1.pdf
http://www.icsu-wds.org/organization/data-policy
3
http://www.earthobservations.org/geoss_dsp.shtml
2
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etc.), we use both the term ‘universal and equitable access’—as employed by ICSU—for scientific information
(published journals) and ‘full and open access’ for data. ICSU’s phrasing, used for scientific information as opposed to
data, was adopted to avoid any confusion with open access journal publishing. However, the distinction between
scientific information and data is relatively fuzzy, especially in the context of emerging concepts such as data
publication, making this distinction cumbersome. Moreover, the publication landscape has dramatically changed, with
an influx of open access publishers, and a widespread advocacy of open access practices. As a result, ICSU’s definition
must be reconsidered. Although there has been movement towards full and open access, ICSU’s meaning of open
access is still not in line with that generally accepted. WDS would appreciate clarification on this.

3.2. For WDS Members
Although WDS Members share the principle of providing open access to their holdings, in general, there is huge
variability in attitudes towards data sharing across research disciplines, and only 25% of research data collections are
thought to be openly available. This discipline-dependency is a microcosm of national implementations of sharing
principles, which even at this level are highly inconsistent, no matter internationally.
In part, this inconsistency is considered to be due to unrestricted data sharing being contradictory to the highest bodies
in the scientific community, as well as the majority of academic journals and funding agencies, that value scientific
novelty over long-term data stewardship. The success of open access depends on the ability to address this
discrepancy.
a.

Incentivising scientists—Data citation?

WDS Members identify the biggest challenge to open access as convincing scientists to share their data. Scientists often
feel that there is a cost and no immediate benefit or reward for data sharing (others are perceived to receive most of
the benefits). In particular, scientists focused on the production of datasets do not receive adequate professional
recognition for their efforts. Consequently, there is increasing support from the scientific community for peer-reviewed
data publication and data citation when using published data. Several WDS members state that they will only provide
data if they are recognized as the data source, while others insist on ‘rewarding’ others through citation.
It is unclear, however, how effective an incentive data citation is and whether citation is a reward in itself. Traditionally,
the culture of science has been to predominantly judge a researcher’s merit—and hence their evaluation and funding—
on the number and quality of their peer-reviewed publications. This culture encourages restriction of data access such
that researchers maximize their number of publications, and provides little enticement to compile and document data
beyond the needs of the original research. Hence, academia at large needs to endorse fair and formal credit and
attribution for data producers, which must in turn be recognized by evaluation and funding bodies (in a manner similar
to the h-index). By doing this, not only is a clear incentive established for data providers to share data but also efforts to
acquire new high-quality data by providers are promoted and reinforced.
Attempts at data citation are not considered to have been particularly successful thus far, with citation of datasets
often missing or incorrect. Internationally correct citation of both literature and datasets is vital for the reproducibility
of science. Areas of responsibility for ICSU to rectify this include development of standards for citing data, such as
where in a journal article data be should cited; and assignment, management, and versioning of unique (digital or
analogue) data identifiers to create stable links for cited data. Data identifiers are recognized by WDS members as
being particularly pertinent, and scientists must be encouraged to cite datasets by referring to those data identifiers
when they publish their results. Existing DOIs can be used as data identifiers or a set of new identifiers can be applied to
existing data alone.
b. Technical difficulties—The need for infrastructure
The above implies that an infrastructure exists to curate, disseminate, and publish research data. Data curation requires
dedicated data centres; but, a lack of professional data management training and resources, as well as inadequate
support for data archives, is evident within research programmes. Moreover, so that it can generally be reused by
others, data must be properly described. Making data available thus involves significant effort and cost; even more so
for real-time and provisional datasets, which require further processing to use in precise scientific analyses. The cost of
long-term data preservation is hence one of the impediments to continued access, and the most appropriate business
model appears to be linked to the awarding of a predictable percentage of grants.
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It is obviously not possible to keep everything indefinitely, however, and some scientific grounding for the practice of
'what to keep and what to throw away' is necessary. Furthermore, it is often difficult for open archive managers to
know what practices are allowed and what are not. An increasing need hence exists for informatics specialists, and
basic data management training should be included in the core scientific curriculum such that researchers of all types
take a ‘data class’ as part of obtaining an advanced degree.
Most current journals are patently not intended for data publication, and the issue of journals especially designed for
publication of scientific data should be encouraged by ICSU.
c.

The role of funding agencies

Many institutions and projects with relatively short-lived funding are not in a position to provide the required
infrastructure for open access. It is clear that funding agencies have a strong part to play in encouraging open access.
The strongest incentive for data sharing is thought to be when data deposition into an identified, financially supported
open archive is a requirement for on-going research funding. Although, whether such a hard requirement leads to
lower quality data being deposited is open to debate. Agencies that fund data collection must therefore assume
responsibility for data management and develop the necessary infrastructure to support their preservation and use. To
achieve this, a basic requirement of project proposals—which do not normally identify individual datasets to be
delivered—should be the inclusion of data management plans. Moreover, if data is to be available for free (or at
minimal cost), all funding agencies must agree to policies that cover author publication charges in their grant awards.
d. The extent of open access—Embargos and exclusions
Some exceptions and qualifications to the extent of providing unlimited open access are considered valid. Current
restrictions to open access again often stem from pressures on researchers to publish, which has fostered a practice of
embargoing data until formal publication. While an ICSU general policy of full and open exchange of data and
information for scientific and educational purposes is lauded, WDS Members feel that this right has to be balanced by
reasonable measures to allow researchers to exploit the academic value of their work without undue competition,
typically in the period leading up to publication of a paper or thesis.
One WDS Member grants a one-year retention period to allow investigators time to properly analyse, document, and
publish their data before submitting them in standardized format. Another Member permits an embargo period that
exists for the life of a project (in most cases, less than 4 years) because papers are typically not written until towards
the end of a project. However, with different research domains moving at different speeds and having different lengths
of relevance, the correct period for embargoing data is a contentious issue. What works for one field may be
completely inappropriate for others, and a uniform embargo period (e.g., 12 months) would be too long in well-funded
and fast-moving disciplines and too short to be practical in fields such as mathematics, in which articles have citation
lifetimes of years.
Natural restrictions may also apply when data centres are not the primary source of the data. In this case, the data
exchange policy of the originator should be applied and the contract with that provider regulates the accessibility of
each dataset. Unfortunately, this can lead to conflicts since data upon which research results are based cannot be made
open because of the originator’s wishes. Open access to data can therefore depend on the willingness and efforts of
individual members. In fact, WDS Members with open access data policies state that this can sometimes cause concern
for potential international collaborators.
e.

Lack of trust? A ‘common’ answer

A significant barrier to data sharing seems to be a general lack of trust between data providers and users. Providers do
not trust others with their datasets, fearing that users will apply data incorrectly, misuse it for ethical or legal breaches,
or gain financially from it. In contrast, users do not trust the accuracy or believability of data or results that they find in
journal articles. Such prejudices must be removed and data producers, curators, and users need to establish closer
working relationships based on mutual trust. To aid in this process, more research is needed to create effective
incentives that cultivate trust and motivate data sharing. An evolving legal and social science research agenda is also
required to balance society’s need for open data and protection of people, heritage, endangered species, and cultures
from misuse.
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Although in reality there appears to have not been great take-up of the concepts behind the Polar Information
Commons, the most popular solution to problems of trust is the creation of an open ‘commons’ that allows researchers
to place data in the public domain with limited retention of intellectual property rights through permissive licenses.
Historically, there has been an absence of data-sharing norms and traditions within research communities. To develop
such a commons, expected norms (not legal requirements) on the behaviour of data users and providers as regards
ethical, collaborative data sharing must be defined and asserted. Publishing of standard global licenses (similar to
Creative Commons licenses) is beneficial since when, for example, data is classified because of conservation concerns,
everyone will be served by a globally accepted and understood license.
f.

(Inter)National Policy

Implementation of an efficient scientific data commons may be difficult in practice because of the proliferation of open
access copyright licenses used by governments. Such licences should be standardized to streamline permissions and
facilitate efficient sharing and reuse. However, standardization requires support at the international level, and work is
needed to harmonize governmental policies across national jurisdictions in accordance with common principles of
openness and ethical use.
Although data policies should include clear identification of roles, responsibilities, and resources, the details of data
policy will necessarily vary with discipline and research culture. Therefore, policy development must be a dynamic and
interactive feedback process that involves all stakeholders and with active leadership by the sponsors of data collection.
Again, the most adaptable policy approach is one based on community-accepted norms of ethics and behaviour rather
than rigorous enforcement of licenses and contracts.
Unfortunately, tensions often exist between the drive towards free and open access, and current or future national
legislation, especially those dealing with intellectual property rights and protection of information. The intent of these
Acts is typically not of concern; nevertheless, they can be abused to restrict access and thereby harming knowledge
creation and socio-economic development.
Tensions are particularly harsh between the public and private use of publicly-funded research. Ideally, all data,
information, and research outputs generated by state-funded means should be included in national policies of open
access. However, developing countries often regard research data as sensitive, based on (possible) future commercial
value or on conservation implications (natural resources). In the case of developed countries, for areas of publically
funded research in which they have a competitive advantage, it can be considered to be against national interest to
publish everything since industry is supported by the margin created through intellectual property. Specifically, there is
a ‘public’ obligation to create wealth for the domestic economy. One solution to this problem would be to mitigate
those that derive a significant proportion of their income from the sale of publicly funded data.

4. Final comments
The diversity of approaches to open access reflects the complexities of its implementation. The public domain status of
factual data is an especially complex subject in terms of legality. For this reason, it is highly desirable for ICSU to take a
leading role in both open access of scientific data and its publication. It is also very important for the entire scientific
community that ICSU show a strong commitment to this issue. To achieve this, it needs to encourage broader research
focused on producing valuable scientific data rather than prestigious publications. ICSU WDS must be consolidated and
promoted as the system of choice to achieve open access to ICSU-sponsored research data. The chances that a data
management plan is successful are increase by including data centres and data service providers in the initial phases of
research planning. In concert, CODATA and WDS can help maximize the chances of open access to the ICSU research
data legacy by providing an appropriate mix of lawyers, data experts, and practitioners.
In the future, we hope that ICSU research programmes and their funders will have increased interest in, and active
involvement with, ICSU data bodies (CODATA, WDS, INASP) and other partner organizations (ICSTI, GEO, etc.). Future
Earth, the current ICSU flagship programme, is the first of its kind to be designed by both scientists and their funders,
and unfortunately, it is still not addressing the important issues of data management and data legacy.
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Collaborative Science

Solving the Issues of Discovery, Attribution and
Measurement in Data Sharing
Essay
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Scientific breakthroughs will be
powered by advanced computing
techniques that help researchers explore
and mine datasets. Digital data are
both the products of research and the
foundation for new scientific insights
and discoveries that drive innovation. *
Jeannette Wing, Assistant Director
National Science Foundation
Computer & Information Science &
Engineering Directorate

Executive summary

Twenty-first century research is more data-intensive than ever due to the proliferation
of digital technologies and the demand for answers in today’s era of fast-paced
innovation. Similarly, the movement toward collaborative (aka “open”) innovation
is affecting scientific research, bringing scientists from different disciplines together
in their pursuit of solutions to today’s challenges. In an effort to make research data
more transparent and ensure that “any data obtained with federal funds be accessible
to the general public,”* funding organizations and professional associations are now
requiring researchers to provide data management plans when filing for grants and to
make the results of their work available to the larger research community. The benefits
are obvious: data can be used by other researchers with different objectives, results can
be reproduced more easily and accurately, researchers receive the credit they’re due,
and data producers have a new channel by which to promote their work.
Historically, however, there have been disparate repository systems of varying levels
of credibility for housing datasets, making it extremely difficult to discover, attribute,
and measure research, and at the same time offering little incentive for researchers to
submit their findings for others’ use.
Knowing the growing importance of data sharing, Thomson Reuters Scientific &
Scholarly Research analysts researched and studied the situation in search of a
better solution. They determined a system was needed to help researchers more
easily discover data relevant to their work, attribute data in a way that appropriately
acknowledges intellectual debt, incorporate data usage in measurements of impact
and influence, and contribute to the use of data citation information for future funding
awards or even academic tenure and promotion decisions.
As part of the effort to address the problem, Thomson Reuters started working with
prominent champions of data sharing, including leading research libraries and digital
repositories. Because its Web of KnowledgeSM platform already indexes peer-reviewed
literature in journals, books and conference proceedings, the project team sought
to develop a way to not only connect disparate datasets and allow for more unified
searching across this emerging scholarly landscape, but also to connect and display
that information alongside more traditional literature indexed in Thomson Reuters
databases. The result was the Data Citation Index which the company launched on
the Web of Knowledge platform in 2012 as a single source for dataset discovery that
also places datasets in context of attribution and usage metrics within the broader
research landscape.

* National Science Foundation (May 10, 2010): Scientists Seeking NSF Funding Will Soon Be Required to
Submit Data Management Plans;
http://www.nsf.gov/news/news_summ.jsp?cntn_id=116928&org=NSF&from=news
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Researchers from numerous disciplines
need to work together to attack complex
problems; openly sharing data will pave
the way for researchers to communicate
and collaborate more effectively. *
Ed Seidel, Acting Assistant Director
National Science Foundation
Mathematical and Physical
Sciences Directorate
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THE PUSH TOWARD DATA SHARING

In 2005, the National Science Foundation (NSF) in the United States published a
manifesto on the importance of collecting and curating datasets for ongoing use. Six
years later, the NSF was the first organization to mandate that all funding proposals
include a two-page “data management plan” describing how the project will conform
to NSF policy on sharing of datasets. With data management a growing priority for
NSF, many funders and organizations followed suit. Proposal requirements were
revised to include a data sharing component, increasing the transparency and
reproducibility of funded or published projects.
Similar efforts are underway around the world. In the United Kingdom, the Economic
and Social Research Council (ESRC) and National Environment Research Council
(NERC) have begun implementing requirements for data management plans, along
with the European Commission FP7, Wellcome Trust (UK), and the Australian National
Data Service (ANDS) and Research Council (ARC).
Data sharing has increasingly become a global imperative due to the changing nature
of research and available data. In its 2005 paper, NSF defines data as “any information
that can be stored in digital form, including text, numbers, images, video or movies,
audio, software, algorithms, equations, animations, models, simulations…generated
by various means including observation, computation or experiment.” The proliferation
of digital technology allows data to come in forms unthinkable even 20 years ago,
increasing data volume and variety. Although data has always been a part of research,
these new forms make research increasingly data-intensive.
BENEFITS OF DATA SHARING

In a world where the grassroots open-source technology movement has spawned
increasing levels of digital altruism, data sharing offers many benefits to the research
community.
•

Advancing scholarship. Using existing data as the basis of breakthrough
ideas is nothing new. Four hundred years ago, Johannes Kepler, assistant to
Danish astronomer Tycho Brahe, discovered the laws of planetary motion by
poring over Brahe’s carefully cataloged observations. This is just one example
of the compounding effect of scientific research. What is new, however, is the
unprecedented ability to share data with potentially hundreds or thousands of
researchers globally for the entire lifecycle of the data.

•

Increasing transparency. With access to original datasets, researchers can verify
results more readily and accurately. Transparency also allows researchers to
understand how data was compiled and how conclusions were drawn, making the
ability to determine if a particular dataset is an appropriate source for secondary
or tertiary research much easier.

•

Promoting work in new ways. As data sharing increases, datasets widely used by
other researchers can potentially indicate separate contributions to the research
community outside of the article or more traditional publication that reviews
the findings. This could eventually reshape the way funders and researchers
approach the scope and structure of data collection for a given investigation,
while providing researchers a new avenue in which to promote their work.

•

Curbing the double-funding tide. From a funder’s perspective, one of the most
frustrating situations is learning that one’s organization has funded the same
or a very similar initiative as another group (or even at one’s own organization),
yet in isolation—resulting in unwanted replication of efforts rather than building
off or refining prior work. With a streamlined, authoritative source for datasets
and digital citation, funders can see what others have funded to avoid “doublefunding” the same project. By the same token, funders can ensure that work they
have funded is properly attributed to them and publically available for researchers
to access and build upon.
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“Data is not like a narrative—you don’t
know its value and utility until it’s used.
In this regard, we’re doing everything
we can to promote sharing of data from
our archives. The Data Citation Index
from Thomson Reuters is helping to
turn the tide.”
John Kunze, Associate Director
California Digital Library
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DISCONNECTED RESOURCES

Although the sharing of this form of data offers many advantages, such datasets have
been largely underleveraged by the community due to the lack of discovery, attribution
and usage measurement associated with the data.
Datasets live around the world in disparate repositories, many of which organically
grew over the past decades to fit the needs of different disciplines. As a result, not all
repositories are structured the same way and, indeed, they may vary significantly by
(or within) disciplines or even type of study. Taken together, these varying networks
frustrate a streamlined discovery process. Moreover, dataset discovery lacks the key
context routinely available in more traditional literature such as articles, books, and
proceedings—most notably the citation connections: Did the work influence others?
Who, how many, and at what time? And how exactly did they draw upon the data in
their work?
Although the organic growth of repositories allowed for great innovations and
approaches to data management, the variance also led to the “silo” environment of
disconnected resources. Specific ramifications of this included:
•

Inability to discover relevant datasets. Because data repositories have been
siloed, a researcher conducting a particular search would have to query multiple
repositories in search of relevant data. Lacking a single source to identify datasets
across multiple jurisdictions, data often go undetected, and researchers have had
little hope that their contributions would be discovered.

•

Lack of standard attribution conventions. Because data are a relatively new
addition to a researcher’s source list, there is no current standard for citing the
information. Researchers referencing data consequently struggle with the issue of
appropriately acknowledging intellectual debt.

•

Difficulty in measuring data use and impact. Lacking citation conventions and
a discovery tool with the ability to search multiple repositories has meant that
tracking and measuring data usage and impact was a somewhat dance in the
dark. Although dataset downloads and other alternate metrics are sometimes
available, they are housed within the siloed repositories rather than one central
resource. Moreover, even in new forms of digital scholarship, citations remain the
strongest “credit” authors can give to honor the intellectual debt owed to their
peers, offering the most reliable linkages on which to measure impact.

•

Challenges in seeing the full funding picture. Funders have similarly been
impacted by the siloed repository environment by not having a clear view into the
results or findings from the research they support and the subsequent research to
which an initial grant has contributed. Their challenge has more to do with where
their money is going and the impact it has on science, which is of equal concern.

HISTORICAL LACK OF INCENTIVE

Submitting data to a repository has been a time-consuming process with
questionable, or at least largely unrealized, benefit to date. Repositories require
researchers to submit metadata, and in most cases researchers must “clean” the data
by preparing or formatting it so that it can be used by others.
Additionally, even those who have understood the impact of accessible data and are
willing to invest the time to prepare it for a repository have encountered a second layer
of discouragement: the same lack of discovery, attribution and usage measurement
that would not only aid their research but also open new avenues to promote the work
they have produced in formal datasets.
The same discovery challenges have likewise made it difficult to incentivize researchers
to submit their data. Thomson Reuters focused on solving these key issues as part
of its initiative to contribute to more collaborative science and to offer a place and
process for the proper attribution to researchers for their work.
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DATA CITATION INDEX

Working with prominent champions of data sharing, including leading research
libraries and digital repositories, such as the California Digital Library, ICPSR, Protein
Data Bank, PANGAEA, and UK Data Archive, among others, Thomson Reuters
developed the Data Citation Index. Designed to be a single source of data discovery
for the sciences, social sciences, and arts and humanities, Data Citation Index fully
indexes a significant number of the world’s leading data repositories of critical interest
to the scientific community, including over two million data studies and datasets. The
records for the datasets, which include authors, institutions, keywords, citations and
other metadata, are then connected to related peer-reviewed literature indexed in the
Web of Knowledge.
By indexing repository data and displaying it alongside other research outputs, Data
Citation Index solves three of the major issues that frustrate the discovery process and
in turn discourage researchers from submitting their data to repositories.
•

Discovery. Raw repository metadata and descriptive metadata feeds are analyzed
and augmented during the indexing process. Once indexed, Data Citation
Index records are integrated into the Web of Knowledge platform, making it a
single, searchable platform for researchers looking for particular data. Searches
performed incorporate all search-filtering capabilities available in the Web of
Knowledge, refining the index’s search results in more useful ways. Once a data
record has been selected, it links directly to the data housed within its respective
repository.

•

Attribution. Each result page contains a How to Cite this Resource link with a
recommended citation format. Providing standardized citations will help establish
citation conventions, paving the way for better measurement of data impact over
time and contributing to faster, more accurate indexing while also increasing
search productivity. Thomson Reuters EndNote® supports the same citation
standards offered in Web of Knowledge for streamlined, consistent attribution of
datasets during the writing process.

•

Measurement. Integration with the Web of Knowledge and the resulting linkages
from data to literature allow the Data Citation Index to present measures
traditionally associated with published literature to datasets. Researchers can
measure the influence of their data and publications through the Times Cited
counter on each index record, creating a valuable representation of influence for
future funding awards or even academic tenure and promotion decisions.

FUNDERS AND THE FUTURE OF DATA SHARING

The emphasis on data sharing promises only to increase in the next decade.

Science Head Offices:
Americas
Philadelphia +1 800 333 4474
+1 215 386 0100
Europe, Middle East, Africa
London
+44 20 7433 4000
Asia-Pacific
Singapore
+65 6775 5088
Tokyo
+81 3 5218 6500
For a complete office list, visit:
science.thomsonreuters.com/contact

10/2012
Copyright © 2012 Thomson Reuters

Infrastructures are being built to house and share data for researchers, educators and
the general public. In 2008, the National Science Foundation funded over $95 million
in data preservation and infrastructure development projects under the DataNet
initiative, including the Data Observation Network for Earth (DataONE) and the Data
Conservancy headquartered at Johns Hopkins. Additionally, the Australian National
Data Service (ANDS) and Australian Research Data Commons are pioneering national
initiatives, and organizations such as European Data Infrastructure (EUDAT) are
working to create an electronic data-sharing infrastructure supporting all of Europe.
As data sharing and data management become important prerequisites for funders,
the pressure on researchers to share their data will increase. However, researchers
should be given opportunities to understand the contributions their data are making
in their field and to the research community at large. In this way, the pull of funders to
make data available will be well met by the push of researchers eager to uncover new
ways of measuring the value of their work and tracing its footprint to find additional
data sources, articles, or even collaborators to accelerate the time to create new work.
For more information, visit:
go.thomsonreuters.com/datacitationindex

