A snapshot of robots.txt files across selected academic publishing sites

Al crawler rules in academic publishing

Inspired by FT Strategies' 2026 analysis of Al crawler rules across major news publishers,!"! this
snapshot applies a similar approach to academic publishing, and finds that the 32 selected sites
vary widely in their robots.txt rules for Al bots from providers including OpenAl, Anthropic, Google,
Perplexity and Meta."

Headline findings

Across 32 academic publishing sites: explicit rules allowing or blocking Al bots.
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Publisher approaches to Al crawlers

All 17 sites that explicitly blocked Al bots belong to long-established publishers. Several open-access
publishers, including PLOS, Frontiers and MDPI, had no named Al-bot rules.

Broad blocking: 11 sites Selective blocking: 6 sites

Eleven sites blocked three or more of the main Six sites blocked one or two of the main Al bots:

Al bots: ScienceDirect, Nature, SpringerLink,
Science, IEEE Xplore, ACM Digital Library,
|OPscience, APS Journals, NEJM, The Lancet

and Cell Press.

Explicit allows: 2 sites

ScienceDirect explicitly allowed OAI-SearchBot
and Claude-SearchBot, while blocking GPTBot,

Wiley Online Library, Taylor & Francis Online,
SAGE Journals, Cambridge Core, ACS
Publications and De Gruyter Brill.

General rules

Fourteen sites had no rule explicitly allowing or
blocking any of the main Al bots. SciELQO's

ClaudeBot and several other Al bots. general rule blocks all unnamed user agents,

iIncluding Al bots. The other 13 had no blanket
block: Oxford Academic, BMJ, RSC Publishing,
AlIP Publishing, Annual Reviews, PLOS,
Frontiers, MDPI, elLife, Open Library of
Humanities, Janeway, MIT Press Direct and
Tidsskriftet.

Emerald explicitly allowed OAI-SearchBot,
ChatGPT-User, Perplexity-User and
Claude-User.

How does this compare with news publishers?

Named Al restrictions were less widespread across the academic sites: 17 of 32 sites (53%) explicitly
blocked at least one main Al bot, compared with the 60 of 70 news sites (86%) where FT Strategies
found explicit Al-crawler restrictions.™
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Other controls

Robots.txt rules show a site’s public instructions to crawlers, but not whether access is technically
blocked, because services such as Cloudflare can apply separate controls that are not visible in
robots.txt.

For example, BMJ's robots.txt snapshot had no rule for any of the main Al bots, but that does not
mean BMJ permits Al scraping. Its text and data mining policy prohibits scraping for Al
development and training, apart from permitted research uses.” Its chief technology officer has
also described how, when bot traffic overtook human traffic on BMJ's journal websites in 2025,

the hosting provider switched on Cloudflare's bot blocking."”

Robots.txt rules also do not show licensing agreements: Wiley, which blocks some of the main Al
bots, has announced Al content licensing agreements with technology companies.[S]
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