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The emergence and evolution of open, digital scholarship has shone a light on the possibilities for academic 

work beyond the real or perceived boundaries of postsecondary institutions. Academic research can now be 

produced, published, and shared in a way that extends past the hallowed halls of a long-established university 

or the compact shelves of that university’s library. The Open Access movement has been pivotal for the 

largescale reconsideration of who does and who should have access to the world’s research. Community-

university partnerships and concerted knowledge translation and mobilization efforts have also formalized 

efforts to bring various publics together around issues of shared interest. The evolution of open access to open 

scholarship to open social scholarship is also representative of changing notions around the purpose and 

possibility of academic work.

This Open Scholarship Press Community research scan draws together recent thinking and writing on these 

topics. By no means complete, this scan represents a snapshot of resources relevant to the aims of the 

Implementing New Knowledge Environments (INKE) Partnership Community cluster. The research scan, made 

up of nearly 300 individual annotations, is divided into three core themes: Public & Community Engagement, 

Open Social Scholarship, and Scholarly Communication, each of which is subsequently divided into relevant 

sub-sections. Some resources are relevant for more than one sub-section, and the citations for these resources 

have been duplicated where appropriate and marked with F, as well as an indication of the previous sub-section 

in which the full annotation may be found. Many annotations represent original research, formally published in 

this scan for the first time. Other annotations are drawn from previous annotated bibliographies and research 

scans compiled by members of the Electronic Textual Cultures Lab (ETCL). Entries drawn from “Open Social 

Scholarship Annotated Bibliography” (El Khatib et al. 2019) are marked with +.1 Entries drawn from “An 

Annotated Bibliography of Social Knowledge Creation” (Arbuckle et al. 2017) are identified with †.2 

Unpublished annotations originally developed by Vitor Yano or Anna Honcharova through Mitacs Globalink 

internships in the Electronic Textual Cultures Lab (2018–2019) are marked by *; unpublished annotations 

developed by Alan Colín-Arce during his 2021 Mitacs Globalink internship in the Electronic Textual Cultures 

Lab are noted with Δ. Annotations concurrently published in the Open Scholarship Press Connection 

Collection and written by Graham Jensen are signaled by Ω; those in the Policy Collection written by Caroline 

Winter and Jesse Kern are noted by Ψ.

Long equated with such exclusionary metaphors as the ivory tower or the walled garden, academia is now 

considered to be a space for more inclusive and community-engaged work—at least by some. Calls for more 

public-facing and public-engaged scholarship have emerged over recent years, as emphasized by many of the 

authors included in the Public & Community Engagement section and especially the “Public Scholarship & 

Public Humanities” sub-section (see Christie et al. 2014; Jay 2012; and Rogers 2020; among others). Julie 

Ellison (2013) considers the “new public humanists” (291) to be more mainstream figures than previous public 

humanists, who were poised in a contrarian or alternative position vis-à-vis their more traditional academic 

colleagues. Kathleen Fitzpatrick (2019), in Generous Thinking: A Radical Approach to Saving the University, 
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places community-mindedness and community engagement at the heart of her recommendations for how 

academia should evolve to become more relevant for and aligned with contemporary society. Still others argue 

that the university, as a social institution, has moved too far away from its civic mission of public service and 

education and that more publicly-oriented activities could realign academia more appropriately (Cuthill 2012; 

Gibson 2009; Glass and Fitzgerald 2010; Hsu 2016; Woodward 2009). These institutional visions reveal a 

more engaged, open establishment than the old-fashioned metaphors of the ivory tower or walled garden infer.

Following this line of thinking, postsecondary institutions can be refigured as sites of collaboration and arenas 

for collective knowledge creation and sharing. Many of the authors in the “Collaboration, Partnership, & 

Engagement” sub-section focus on the importance of community-university partnerships, and how these can be 

undertaken ethically (Avila et al. 2010; Barnes 2009; Bowden and Carpenter 2011; Hall 2011; Hall and 

MacPherson 2011; Hart and Northmore 2008; Hart and Wolff 2006; Holland and Ramaley 2008; Hoy and 

Johnson 2013; Silka et al. 2008; Silka and Renault-Caragianes 2006; Silka and Toof 2011). Others look to 

where collaboration is already happening, especially in digital spaces. For instance, Susan Brown (2016) 

reflects on scholarly collaboration in the humanities and Lynne Siemens (2009) focuses on digital humanities 

teams. Overall, the authors collected in this sub-section move from a foundation of valuing engaged 

universities to considering how collaboration and partnership are undertaken in practice.

The concept of social knowledge creation is also aligned with values of public scholarship, collaboration, 

partnership, and engagement. Social knowledge creation encapsulates activities that promote multiplayer 

knowledge production in contrast to the old-fashioned notion that knowledge is created by a solitary, lone 

genius. In the sub-section “Social Knowledge Creation, including Wikipedia & Crowdsourcing,” authors 

discuss a variety of projects that purposefully facilitate social knowledge creation. The oft-discussed 

Wikimedia suite of initiatives, for example, is considered by many authors as a potent site for collaboration and 

knowledge development (Bruns 2008; Crompton et al. 2015; Jemielniak and Aibar 2016; Pfister 2011; 

Rosenzweig 2006; Siemens et al. 2012; Vandendorpe 2012, 2015; Willinsky 2007)—although Wikimedia is 

not without its issues and areas for improvement (Berson, Jones, and Tamani 2021; Gruwell 2015; Shane-

Simpson and Gillespie-Lynch 2017). Crowdsourcing, too, is considered as a mechanism for creating 

knowledge across and with varied communities, as explored by the Transcribe Bentham team (Causer and 

Terras 2014; Causer, Tonra, and Wallace 2012; Causer and Wallace 2012; Terras 2017) and commented upon 

by other authors (Carletti et al. 2013; Bradley et al. 2009; Estellés-Arolas, Enrique, and Fernando González-

Ladrón-de-Guevara 2012; Hendery and Gibson 2019; Holley 2010; Manzo et al. 2015; Ridge 2013; Rockwell 

2012; Ross, Christie, and Sayers 2014; Walsh et al. 2014; Wiggins 2011). Social knowledge creation tools and 

techniques often rely on networked technologies, offering an interesting counterpart to more embodied, in-

person collaborations considered in earlier sub-sections.

In recent years, many creative academic practices and areas of study have emerged under the auspices of 

research creation. The Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council defines research creation as “An 
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approach to research that combines creative and academic research practices, and supports the development of 

knowledge and innovation through artistic expression, scholarly investigation, and experimentation.”3 Digging 

deeper, Owen Chapman and Kim Sawchuk (2012) suggest:

Research-creation can […] be read as a methodological and epistemological challenge to the 

argumentative form(s) that have typified much academic scholarship. In research-creation approaches, 

the theoretical, technical, and creative aspects of a research project are pursued in tandem, and quite 

often, scholarly form and decorum are broached and breeched in the name of experimentation. (6)

Such endeavour is often an intuitive fit with the ethos of community engagement and social knowledge 

creation. The final sub-section of Public & Community Engagement, “Research Creation in Theory & 

Practice,” includes resources on research creation activities with a community engagement bent, including 

social media, podcasting, and games/game studies: areas that often align with broader public engagement due 

to their accessible modalities. In Social Media in Academia: Networked Scholars (2016), George Veletsianos 

explores how academics have embraced social media (or not) and the possibilities such public engagement 

entails for knowledge mobilization, professionalization, and broader community engagement. Other authors, 

such as Tatyana Dumova (2012), Claire Ross (2010), and Julie Letierce, Alexandre Passant, John Breslin, and 

Stefan Decker (2010) consider social media ripe for study as a digital scholarship practice. Podcasting can be a 

more focused way of engaging with varied communities using digital means, as Honae Cuffe (2019) 

demonstrates through her argument for the value of the history podcast. Looking to the connection between 

games and more open academic practices, Jean-Claude Bradley, Robert J. Lancashire, Andrew SID Lang, and 

Anthony J. Williams (2009) explore the intersections between a game-based approach to learning that 

intersects with open data, crowdsourcing, and the undergraduate classroom. Overall, the Public & Community 

Engagement section offers a view into the many approaches to and reasons behind reorienting academic work 

into a more public, and more social, space.

Building on public and community ideals and activities, one can look to the contemporary open movement in 

academia as framed in the Open Social Scholarship section. The INKE Partnership defines open social 

scholarship as “academic practice that enables the creation, dissemination, and engagement of open research by 

specialists and non-specialists in accessible and significant ways.”4 Indeed, open social scholarship centres 

public and community engagement, but it also focuses this engagement through the creation and sharing of 

research and research outputs. In this sense, it adds another layer to the concept of open scholarship or open 

science. In the “Open Scholarship” sub-section, many authors consider open scholarship to be a crucial step 

beyond mere access to research publications (Arbuckle 2019; Aspesi, and Brand 2020; Maxwell 2015; 

McGregor and Guthrie 2018; Meadows 2015). Authors such as Veletsianos and Royce Kimmons (2013) are 

more critical of the technoutopic ethos and application of open scholarship to date, however, and Leslie Chan, 

Bud Hall, Florence Piron, Rajesh Tandon, and Lorna Williams (2020) strongly promote a decolonial approach 

to open scholarship practices. Still other authors would like to see a more experimental and less polished 
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approach to open scholarship and scholarly communication in general, as Kaja Marczewska, Janneke Adema, 

Frances McDonald, and Whitney Trettien (2018) advocate for in their collaborative pamphlet, The Poethics of 

Scholarship.

Despite varying opinions on the current and future form, function, and feasibility of open scholarship, open 

access remains a foundational building block for open scholarship as well as open social scholarship. Various 

sources included in the “Open Access” sub-section demonstrate how central open access to research 

publications is to larger digital research infrastructure projects and activities. Much research and writing has 

been done on the Open Access movement and its various components, from models for books and monographs 

(Adema 2014; Asmah 2014) to humanities-specific concerns (Eve 2014) to impact on citations (Gargouri et al. 

2010). Early open access advocacy tends to be quite optimistic about the impact the movement could have in 

regard to global access and knowledge democratization (see Willinsky 2006, for example). Authors such as 

Ahmed Allan (2007), Denisse Albornoz, Angela Okune, and Chan (2020), Laura Francabandera (2020), Piron 

(2018), and Thomas Herve Mboa Nkoudou (2020) are more critical of open access, however, and suggest that 

in many ways the Open Access movement has reinscribed rather than overturned an inequitable scholarly 

communication system. Regardless, the value of more open and more accessible research output—in principle

—is a constant throughout the literature.

Open scholarship incorporates other open areas as well, including open data and open education—additional 

sub-sections included in the Open Social Scholarship section. In keeping with the ethos that open access to 

research output is beneficial for multiple stakeholders, open data supporters argue that data should be as 

accessible as publications. Heather A. Piwowar and Todd J. Vision highlight the efficiency and possibility for 

reuse that open access to data entails (Piwowar and Vision 2013; Vision 2010); Tim Davies (2010) argues that 

open government data empower citizens and improve government transparency and accountability. Other 

authors are more critical of open data: Michael B. Gurstein (2011) voices concern about marginalized 

communities being exploited via open data analysis and use and Jeffrey Alan Johnson (2014) argues similarly 

that open data could exacerbate social injustices. Open education discussions follow a similar trajectory, with 

broad support for the concept of open education but concerns about exploitative or problematic consequences 

of this evolution. Among other sources, the value of open education and open educational resources (OERs) is 

espoused throughout Rajiv S. Jhangiani and Robert Biswas-Deiner’s (2017) edited collection, Open: The 

Philosophy and Practices that are Revolutionizing Education and Science. But Pauline van Mourik Broekman, 

Gary Hall, Ted Byfield, Shaun Hides, and Simon Worthington (2015) raise flags about the potential 

exploitation of higher education via open education mechanisms, and Veletsianos (2021) suggests OERs might 

heighten inequities by privileging well-known and well-cited information over more diverse knowledges. The 

many strands of open practices interweave to form open scholarship, and, with an eye to broader and more 

community-engaged practices, open social scholarship.
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The ways in which academics communicate their work have evolved over time and are, in the twenty-first 

century, increasingly influenced by more open and more social practices. The Scholarly Communication 

section brings together contemporary issues, digital artifacts, critical approaches, and knowledge translation 

and mobilization. Current scholarly communication discussions encapsulated in the “Contemporary Issues” 

sub-section are broad and include deliberations on copyright and intellectual property rights (Boon 2014; Johns 

2009; Lawson 2017a; Martin 2017), metrics (Fitzpatrick 2012a), Indigenous knowledges (Kimmerer 2020), 

digital research infrastructure (Government of Canada 2013, 2015; Leadership Council for Digital Research 

Infrastructure 2014; Minister of Industry 2015; Neylon 2017b; Research Data Canada 2013), publication 

platforms (Laakso et al. 2017; Lovett et al. 2017; Pooley 2017), and data management (Borgman 2015; 

Wilkinson et al. 2016), among other themes. Some authors—such as Daniel J. Cohen (2012), Kathleen 

Fitzpatrick (2019), Stuart Lawson (2017b), and Colleen McKenna and Jane Hughes (2013)—zoom out from 

those more focused topics and explicitly consider a wider, values-based approach to scholarly communication. 

For instance, in Living Books: Experiments in the Posthumanities, Janneke Adema (2021) argues for a more 

values-based approach to creating knowledge outputs that embodies flexibility, openness, and process over 

fixity and commercial gain. Many of the subjects outlined in the “Contemporary Issues” sub-section also 

emerge in the “Digital Artifacts: Articles, Journals, Monographs, Scholarly Editions, & Other Books” sub-

section, where authors consider the state of these scholarly communication forms in the contemporary academy.

Moving beyond contemporary issues and their ramifications for specific academic artifacts, the “Critical 

Approaches to Digital Scholarship” sub-section takes a more pointed look at scholarly communication. 

Authors like Moya Z. Bailey (2011), Wendy Hui Kyong Chun (2004), and Laura Francabandera (2020) look at 

the gendered and/or racialized aspects of digital scholarship and knowledge production. In Data Feminism, 

Catherine D’Ignazio and Lauren F. Klein (2020) take a feminist approach to examining data science practices. 

As noted above, Chan et al. (2020), Allan (2007), Albornoz, Okune, and Chan (2020), Piron (2018), and 

Nkoudou (2020) all suggest to varying extents that scholarly communication should be approached through a 

postcolonial or decolonial framework.

Issues of how best to communicate scholarly work have preoccupied researchers for some time now. In the 

“Knowledge Translation & Mobilization” sub-section, authors from across disciplines—including the social 

sciences and health sciences—consider best practices and detail previous and proposed approaches to effective 

knowledge sharing. Authors like Amanda Cooper and Ben Levin (2010) and Ian D. Graham, Jo Logan, 

Margaret B. Harrison, Sharon E. Straus, Jacqueline Tetroe, Wenda Caswell, and Nicole Robinson (2006) 

outline some of the challenges inherent to knowledge translation or mobilization. In sum, the Scholarly 

Communication section spans many pressing issues and hot topics for those concerned with current modes and 

methods for communicating academic research findings.

Much research remains to be done on the multiple ways to create open scholarship with and across 

communities. As Adema (2021) writes in relation to open access specifically, “The politics and ethics of open 
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access publishing and archiving are not predetermined, do not simply come prepackaged; they need to be 

creatively performed, produced, and invented by their users in an ongoing manner in response to changing 

technologies, practices, and conditions” (177). This research scan aims to collect and summarize recent 

thinking on public engagement, open social scholarship, and scholarly communication related to the INKE 

Partnership Community cluster. Overall, the collection suggests that not only are there multiple branching areas 

of interest related to these topics but many nascent research questions, too. At any rate, the twenty-first century 

postsecondary sector and its practitioners are well positioned to take on academic research for, with, alongside, 

and of interest to broader communities.

This annotated bibliography is an output of the Open Scholarship Press. For related work, please see the 

Connection, Policy, and Training bibliographies.

Footnotes

Symbol Meaning

Φ Annotations appearing in more than one sub-section

+ Annotations drawn from “Open Social Scholarship Annotated 

Bibliography” (El Khatib et al. 2019)

† Annotations drawn from “An Annotated Bibliography of 

Social Knowledge Creation” (Arbuckle et al. 2017)

* Annotations developed by Vitor Yano or Anna Honcharova

Δ Annotations developed by Alan Colín-Arce

Ω Annotations developed by Graham Jensen for the Connection 

Annotated Bibliography

Ψ Annotations developed by Caroline Winter and Jesse Kern for 

the Policy Annotated Bibliography

1.  El Khatib, Randa, Lindsey Seatter, Tracey El Hajj, Conrad Leibel, Alyssa Arbuckle, Ray Siemens, 

Caroline Winter, and the INKE and ETCL Research Groups. 2019. “Open Social Scholarship Annotated 

Bibliography.” KULA: Knowledge Creation, Dissemination, and Preservation Studies 3(1): n.p. 

DOI:10.5334/kula.58 ↩

2.  Arbuckle, Alyssa, Nina Belojevic, Tracey El Hajj, Randa El Khatib, Lindsey Seatter, and Raymond G. 

Siemens, with Alex Christie, Matthew Hiebert, Jon Saklofske, Jentery Sayers, Derek Siemens, Shaun Wong, 
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and the INKE and ETCL Research Groups. 2017. “An Annotated Bibliography of Social Knowledge 

Creation.” In Social Knowledge Creation in the Humanities: Volume I, edited by Alyssa Arbuckle, Aaron 

Mauro, and Daniel Powell, 29-264. Arizona: Iter Academic Press and Arizona Center for Medieval and 

Renaissance Studies. ↩

3.  See https://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/funding-financement/programs-programmes/definitions-eng.aspx#a22 ↩

4.  INKE Partnership. n.d. “About INKE.” https://inke.ca/about-inke/ ↩

https://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/funding-financement/programs-programmes/definitions-eng.aspx#a22
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Public Scholarship & Public Humanities
Alperin, Juan Pablo, Carol Muñoz Nieves, Lesley Schimanski, Gustavo E. Fischman, Meredith T. Niles, 

and Erin C. McKiernan. 2018. “How Significant Are the Public Dimensions of Faculty Work in Review, 

Promotion, and Tenure Documents?” Humanities Commons. https://doi.org/10.17613/M6W950N35

Alperin, Muñoz Nieves, Schimanski, Fischman, Niles, and McKiernan study how concepts of publicness 

and community engagement are represented in institutional review, promotion, and tenure guidelines and 

adjudication. The authors conclude that although these values are often touted by the university, they are 

sequestered to service considerations in the actual adjudication of faculty. Since service is already 

broadly considered as less important than research and teaching, the public aspects of one’s academic 

work are not valued as highly as research impact. Alperin et al. conclude that universities should consider 

how their civic missions could be better undertaken if faculty were rewarded for more open and/or more 

publicly engaged work.

Brennan, Sheila. 2016. “Public, First.” In Debates in the Digital Humanities 2016, 384–89. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press.

Brennan looks at the use of the term public digital humanities and suggests that it has been 

misappropriated in some contexts. She argues that simply putting a digital humanities project online does 

not make it public, per se; rather, if digital humanists want to create public projects, they must consider 

the public first. Brennan points to the Roy Rosenzweig Center for History and New Media as an 

exemplary instance of public digital humanities / digital history. She also provides a brief summary of the 

ways in which a public digital humanities project should be accessible to potential audiences. Overall, 

Brennan suggests that the public and public engagement should be considered at the forefront of a public 

digital humanities and should not be assumed as a de facto element of making digital humanities work 

available on the web.

* Christie, Alex, Jana M. Usiskin, Jentery Sayers, and Kathryn Tanigawa. 2014. “Digital Humanities, 

Public Humanities.” Introduction to New American Notes Online 5. 

https://nanocrit.com/issues/issue5/introduction-digital-humanities-public-humanities

Christie et al. point to some threads in the conversation about the intrinsic relationship between digital 

and public humanities. They argue that, due to the great variety of possibilities for projects in the digital 

humanities, it is necessary to pay attention to context and representation, and to be culturally critical of 

technologies in order to develop socially meaningful projects, without taking the academy as a starting 

point, and to really engage with communities and social justice issues. The authors suggest that public 

scholarship must be made and conveyed through multiple modalities, and that bodies and embodied work 

https://doi.org/10.17613/M6W950N35
https://nanocrit.com/issues/issue5/introduction-digital-humanities-public-humanities
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are important both for digital and public knowledge production. To support this argument, Christie et al. 

use examples of projects that, while using digital technologies and media as essential for their design and 

execution also incorporate physical spaces in order to reach the public, including the Women Who Rock 

(WWR) project, the Spar project, and the Leimert Phone Company project. Finally, they call for more 

cultural criticism in digital humanities, and remark that technologies cannot be seen as neutral or passive, 

but rather must be situated, contextualized, and criticized.

Ψ Colbeck, Carole L., and Lisa D. Weaver. 2008. “Faculty Engagement in Public Scholarship: A 

Motivation Systems Theory Perspective.” Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 12 (2): 

7–31.

Colbeck and Weaver examine faculty motivations for engaging in public scholarship. Whereas similar 

studies look at intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, Colbeck and Weaver integrate these factors with 

motivation systems theory, developed by Martin Ford, to gain a more complex understanding of why 

participants choose to engage in public scholarship and consider how these findings could encourage 

other faculty to do the same. The authors conducted a qualitative analysis of interviews with 12 faculty 

members from Penn State University engaged in public scholarship, looking at dimensions including 

professional identity, goals, and the integration of their research, teaching, and service roles. They also 

looked at participants’ perceptions about their own capabilities and their departments, faculties, and 

institutions and created “motivation maps” based on motivation systems theory. They conclude that 

participants’ motivations are too complex to be understood through a simple intrinsic/extrinsic motivation 

model and note that discipline, gender, ethnicity, and rank did not seem to affect engagement in public 

scholarship, but that most of the participants—who were selected because they were already doing public 

scholarship—identified as interdisciplinary scholars and viewed research, teaching, and service as highly 

integrated. The authors conclude that robust, meaningful institutional support for public scholarship can 

not only encourage faculty to engage in it but also help retain highly motivated and engaged faculty 

members.

Cuthill, Michael. 2012. “A ‘Civic Mission’ for the University: Engaged Scholarship and Community-

Based Participatory Research.” Higher Education and Civic Engagement: Comparative Perspectives, 

edited by Lorraine McIlrath, Ann Lyons, and Ronaldo Munck, 81–99. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Cuthill explores the construct of engaged scholarship as emblematic of the civic mission of the 

university. For Cuthill, universities have an ethical obligation to contribute to the common good, and he 

sees this as being particularly feasible through community-based participatory research. Cuthill also 

argues that there is economic benefit to engaged scholarship, thereby connecting community engagement 

with the sustainability of universities as organizations.
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† Davidson, Cathy N., and David Theo Goldberg. 2004. “Engaging the Humanities.” Profession, 42–62. 

https://doi.org/10.1632/074069504X26386

Davidson and Goldberg argue that despite marginalization, humanistic approaches and perspectives 

remain significant for successful, holistic university environments. Rather than taking a field-specific 

approach, Davidson and Goldberg propose a problem- or issue-based humanities model that allows for a 

more interdisciplinary approach. In this way, the comprehensive interpretive tools and complex models of 

cultural interaction integral to humanities work may resolve varied and continuous issues. The authors 

suggest that a conceptual and physical shift toward interdisciplinarities within institutions (rather than 

interdisciplinary institutions, models, or methods) offers a realistic and flexible approach to transforming 

academia and education.

* Ellison, Julie. 2013. “The New Public Humanists.” PMLA 128 (2): 289–98. 

https://doi.org/10.1632/pmla.2013.128.2.289

Ellison observes a change in public humanities, which is traditionally understood in opposition to 

academic humanities, toward a more in-between position. She argues that in the last few decades the 

notion of public humanities has transformed into publicly-engaged scholarship in humanities. Such a 

transformation makes it difficult to even identify those involved: a group that Ellison calls new public 

humanists. The author lists various examples of programs and institutes to show how the idea of public 

humanities is not being considered without academic collaboration. Thus, the author points out, doing, 

understanding, and writing public humanities projects means to work in complex roles in and between 

organizations. Furthermore, she concludes by stressing the importance of considering how to exercise 

institutional agency for sustaining new public humanities scholars, since they can become marginalized 

in traditional departments.

† Ellison, Julie, and Timothy Eatman. 2008. Scholarship in Public: Knowledge Creation and Tenure Policy 

in the Engaged University. Syracuse, NY: Imagining America. http://imaginingamerica.org/wp-

content/uploads/2011/05/TTI_FINAL.pdf

Ellison and Eatman discuss how the administrative side of American universities lags behind in terms of 

tenure and promotion policies, despite the increase in publicly engaged academic work. Through a series 

of interviews and substantial research, the authors clearly outline the current position of scholars doing 

work in publicly engaged fields and the anxieties involved in pursuing this work, including the strong 

discouragement by many universities themselves. The report serves as a guide for members of the 

university to change the position of publicly engaged scholarship so as to make it appropriate for career 

development by adapting policies regarding tenure and promotion. Ellison and Eatman address the 

importance of adjusting university policies according to informed graduate student demands, so that 

publicly engaged scholars of the future will stay and thrive on campus. The authors also acknowledge 

https://doi.org/10.1632/074069504X26386
https://doi.org/10.1632/pmla.2013.128.2.289
http://imaginingamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/05/TTI_FINAL.pdf
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that adjusting policies is only part of the process; they offer a pathway to a larger change with regard to 

present conceptions of “peer” and “publication” that would make the production of knowledge more 

inclusive on campus and in the community.

† Farland, Maria. 1996. “Academic Professionalism and the New Public Mindedness.” Higher Education 

Exchange, 51–57. http://www.unz.org/Pub/HigherEdExchange-1996q1–00051

Farland points to the sudden increase of scholars interested in the public, especially following the recent 

discontent expressed against universities for their relative absence from the public sphere. However, 

examining this interest more closely, the author argues that academics have picked up the term “public” 

merely as an opportunity to develop their careers in their specialized disciplinary domains rather than to 

address the actual needs of wider society as demanded by politicians, media, and the public at large. This 

can be remedied by engaging higher education in public problem-solving and debates. Farland concludes 

that the new public-mindedness will allow the university to maintain its present status and restore its 

relation to public life, when academic practices are brought into a direct conversation with the problems a 

community faces.

 Fitzpatrick, Kathleen. 2019. Generous Thinking: A Radical Approach to Saving the University. Baltimore: 

Johns Hopkins University Press.

Fitzpatrick ruminates on the current state of academia with a focus on dominant trends toward 

competition, individualism, and weakening public support. She argues that a substantial shift is required 

in order to reinstate public trust and build relationships with the larger communities that universities are a 

part of. Moreover, Fitzpatrick suggests that making scholarship available is a foundational step in 

collaborating with others, in line with the community engagement for which she advocates throughout 

the book. Overall, Fitzpatrick argues that such a transition requires an embrace of listening over telling, 

of care over competition, and of working with the public rather than in isolation and insulation—in short, 

it requires the generous thinking (and actions) of the book’s title.

Ψ Gibson, Cynthia. 2009. “Research Universities and Engaged Scholarship: A Leadership Agenda for 

Renewing the Civic Mission of Higher Education.” Campus Compact (blog). Accessed March 2, 2021. 

https://compact.org/resource-posts/research-universities-and-engaged-scholarship-a-leadership-agenda-

for-renewing-the-civic-mission-of-higher-education/

Gibson presents a statement on engaged scholarship developed by a group of scholar-practitioners at a 

gathering hosted by Campus Compact and Tufts University in October 2005. At the time of the gathering, 

engaged scholarship was primarily driven in the United States by liberal arts and community colleges, 

and the statement calls for research universities to support and advance the engaged scholarship 

movement as a way of fulfilling their public missions. The statement defines engaged scholarship as 

http://www.unz.org/Pub/HigherEdExchange-1996q1%E2%80%9300051
https://compact.org/resource-posts/research-universities-and-engaged-scholarship-a-leadership-agenda-for-renewing-the-civic-mission-of-higher-education/
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interdisciplinary research applied to solving complex, real-world problems. It cites several benefits for 

research universities, including meeting funding requirements that increasingly emphasize community 

engagement, retaining the interest of civic-minded students, and demonstrating universities’ value within 

their wider communities. It also discusses barriers faced by scholar-practitioners, including disciplinary 

silos, disconnects between universities and their communities, and a lack of understanding and support 

from institutions and scholarly communities. Because engaged scholarship is collaborative, 

interdisciplinary, participatory, and applied, it is sometimes seen as having less value than more 

traditional forms of scholarship, such as in tenure and promotion reviews. Gibson concludes with some 

actions university researchers can take to promote engaged scholarship, including working with 

university leadership, training graduate students, and developing policies, standards, and publishing 

infrastructures to support this form of scholarship.

* Glass, Chris R., and Hiram E. Fitzgerald. 2010. “Engaged Scholarship: Historical Roots, 

Contemporary Challenges.” In Institutional Change (vol. 1), edited by Hiram E. Fitzgerald, Cathy 

Burack, and Sarena D. Seifer, 9–24. East Lansing: Michigan State University Press.

Glass and Fitzgerald acknowledge the historical context for the growth of engaged scholarship, 

specifically in the United States. They argue that the research productivity became the priority for 

academic growth at American academic institutions, overlooking the civic and social purpose of the 

universities. Based on Ernest Boyer’s model of scholarship, Glass and Fitzgerald’s discussion presents 

some characteristics, principles, and challenges for more engaged universities, as well as proposals for 

measurement and assessment of the engagement. They conclude that the ongoing discussion of how to 

integrate engagement in academic structures is reinvigorating the democratic purposes of higher 

education.

* Hsu, Wendy. 2016. “Lessons on Public Humanities from the Civic Sphere.” In Debates in the Digital 

Humanities 2016, edited by Matthew K. Gold and Lauren F. Klein, 280–86. Minneapolis: University of 

Minnesota Press.

Hsu presents some lessons learned in the professional experience of working with civic technology in the 

public sector in order to think about public work in digital humanities. The author advocates for the 

importance of including public participation early and in-process to build projects with and not for the 

community, considering that not only solving but also defining the problems must be done collectively. 

Hsu relies on the work of the postcolonial intellectual Gayatri Spivak to state that humanistic practices of 

visioning, speculating, and reflecting are founded in interpretation, which can also lead to creative actions 

of making and design. Thus, she claims that digital humanists should listen more to the public, interpret 

problems collectively, and apply their digital making and design skills to organize public projects with a 

civic cause, prototype community-driven digital objects, or intervene in civic processes in a way that 

pushes them toward more social justice. Moreover, Hsu notes that academic institutions and their 
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members are closer to the centre of decision-making power, and collaborating with the community is a 

way to have a dialogue across lines of power.

* Hubbard, Melanie, and Dermot Ryan. 2018. “Digital Humanities as Community Engagement: The 

Digital Watts Project.” In Digital Humanities, Libraries, and Partnerships: A Critical Examination of 

Labor, Networks, and Community, edited by Robin Kear and Kate Joranson, 139–47. Cambridge, MA: 

Chandos Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-102023-4.00010-0

Hubbard and Ryan elaborate how the partnership between a librarian and a faculty member can foster 

community engagement by students working on a digital public humanities project. They report on the 

Digital Watts Project, which allowed English students to reflect on the characteristics of a public—as 

opposed to purely academic—history project. The authors rely on postcolonial and subaltern studies, 

including the work of Ranajit Guha, as a basis to argue how the narratives and the representation in 

collections can oppose or reinforce biases and prejudices. The authors close the chapter by highlighting 

the successful librarian/faculty partnership that got the students thinking about the production of 

materials as a form of activism against racism, and feeling that they were contributing to the community 

beyond the university.

 Jay, Gregory. 2012. “The Engaged Humanities: Principles and Practices for Public Scholarship and 

Teaching.” Journal of Community Engagement and Scholarship 3 (1): 51–63.

Jay considers the concept of engaged or community scholarship in relation to the humanities. He argues 

that if the humanities took up such practices, as well as integrated new media tools and techniques more 

fully, the discipline might gain relevance and public value in an era of funding cuts. The author explains 

why engaged scholarship has not been as prominent in the humanities as it has in other disciplines: 

namely, for Jay, the humanities are based on extrapolative, written critique, and this does not translate 

well to project-based community engagement in the same way that initiatives in the social or medical 

sciences might. Regardless, Jay sees the rise of social media, digital humanities, and multimodal 

communication as a promising opportunity for the humanities to increase community engagement around 

the texts and topics traditionally at the heart of humanistic inquiry. Throughout, the author is careful to 

underline the necessity of accountability when it comes to academic/community partnerships, and the 

importance of avoiding a missionary style of public engagement that the university has often taken on in 

the past.

  McMillan Cottom, Tressie. 2015. “Who Do You Think You Are?”: When Marginality Meets Academic 

Microcelebrity.” Ada: A Journal of Gender, New Media, and Technology 7. 

https://doi.org/10.7264/N3319T5T

https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-102023-4.00010-0
https://doi.org/10.7264/N3319T5T
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Using her own extensive experience as an intellectual blogging and writing in public spaces, McMillan 

Cottom examines the politics at play in being an engaged academic online. She argues that despite the 

current call for social engagement and visibility, not all public intellectuals are treated equally online; that 

is, women and people of colour are often targeted and harassed for speaking publicly on platforms like 

Twitter, Facebook, or their own blogs. McMillan Cottom gets to the heart of one of the challenges of 

open, social scholarship—the potential for abuse and harassment that working in the open can entail, 

especially for members of marginalized groups.

 Morrison, Aimée. 2018. “Of, By, and For the Internet: New Media Studies and Public Scholarship.” The 

Routledge Companion to Media Studies and Digital Humanities, edited by Jentery Sayers, 56–66. New 

York: Routledge.

Morrison explores the possibilities for viral academic speech to become what she terms 

public/scholarship. For Morrison, a mode of engagement with new media that weighed the public and 

scholarly elements more evenly would lead to more transformative, and less disruptive, work. The author 

takes time to examine and acknowledge her own privilege as a public scholar, as well as the 

repercussions of doing academic work in the open. She does not shy away from detailing the harm that 

can be caused from a viral social media presence or incident, especially to marginalized individuals. In 

this way, Morrison argues, technology should not be seen as automatically disruptive, nor immediately 

positive; rather, engaging with tools like social media opens up the possibility for transformative work 

that acknowledges privilege, systemic bias, and potential for harm.

Rogers, Katina. 2020. Putting the Humanities PhD to Work: Theory, Practice, and Models for Thriving 

Beyond the Classroom. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

With graduate education reform as her mission, Rogers argues that current graduate training is not fit for 

purpose: it primarily trains PhDs to become tenure track faculty members when there are very few tenure 

track faculty jobs available, and most PhDs end up working in other roles or industries altogether. In 

doing so, Rogers suggests, academia replicates inequalities since a very small (generally moneyed) sliver 

of the population is willing to take the risk of such an investment without guaranteed employment upon 

graduation. She recommends that diversifying academic production modes and outputs would encourage 

a more diverse graduate student population, and she embraces public engagement activities to this end.

Δ Stommel, Jesse. 2018. “The Public Digital Humanities.” In Disrupting the Digital Humanities, edited by 

Dorothy Kim and Jesse Stommel, 79–90. Santa Barbara: Punctum Books. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv19cwdqv.8

Stommel defines the public digital humanities as a Venn diagram at the point where public, digital, and 

humanities work intersect. He argues that making scholarly work legible to the public and helping it find 

https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv19cwdqv.8


Open Scholarship Press • Open Scholarship Press Collections: Community Public & Community Engagement

9

audiences is a form of outreach, community building, and advocacy. An example of this work is the 

Hybrid Pedagogy journal, which he founded. The journal aims to make publishing more pedagogical and 

to make pedagogy more public and dialogic, which includes making the work legible to a broader 

audience and embracing post-print publishing. Stommel concludes by saying that digital humanities 

cannot innovate through competition and hype cycles, but by listening to more diverse voices and 

advocating for marginalized teachers, scholars, and students.

Taylor, Laurie N., Poushali Bhadury, Elizabeth Dale, Randi K. Gill-Sadler, Leah Rosenberg, Brian W. 

Keith, and Prea Persaud. 2018. “Digital Humanities as Public Humanities: Transformative 

Collaboration in Graduate Education.” In Digital Humanities, Libraries, and Partnerships: A Critical 

Examination of Labor, Networks, and Community, edited by Robin Kear and Kate Joranson, 31–44. 

Cambridge, MA: Chandos Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-102023-4.00003-3

Taylor et al. present the University of Florida’s perspective on digital humanities programs and practices, 

where the humanities are considered as public humanities. In particular, the authors frame the Digital 

Humanities Graduate Certificate and the Graduate Internship Program as a model for both transformative 

collaboration and engagement of students. The authors mention some case studies of interns who have 

worked on publishing, sustaining, and translating digital humanities work to emphasize the creative and 

collaborative aspect of the initiative, as well as the important support it gives to all involved, including 

students, librarians, and faculty members. They add that, as experienced professionals who work in 

collaborative practices and with communities, librarians are essential partners in their digital humanities 

as public humanities concept.

Wickman, Matthew. 2016. “What Are the Public Humanities? No, Really, What Are They?” University 

of Toronto Quarterly 85 (4): 6–11.

Wickman considers the current state of the public humanities in search of a unified understanding of the 

activity. Based on a survey he developed with Jeremy Browne, Wickman concludes that there is no one 

definition for public humanities or consensus on what, exactly, the public humanities entail. As conceived 

currently, the public humanities are interpreted in many different ways with varying methods, associated 

initiatives, and levels of institutional support.

Woodward, Kathleen. 2009. “The Future of the Humanities in the Present & in Public.” Daedalus 138 

(1): 110–23.

Woodward considers the current state of public scholarship in the humanities, specifically in the 

American context. She argues that by and large universities have not lived up to their civic mission of 

community engagement, although there are many good reasons to embrace public scholarship, and many 

examples of important and successful public scholarship initiatives. Woodward considers the reach of the 

https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-102023-4.00003-3
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digital realm as promising for connecting with more people over humanities issues, and concludes that 

digital publishing can, in turn, generate face-to-face engagement.

Collaboration, Partnership, & Engagement
† Avila, Maria, with contributions from Alan Knoerr, Nik Orlando, and Celestina Castillo. 2010. 

“Community Organizing Practices in Academia: A Model, and Stories of Partnerships.” Journal of 

Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 14 (2): 37–63. 

https://openjournals.libs.uga.edu/jheoe/article/view/430

Avila shares the details of her model of civic engagement at Occidental College in Northeast Los Angeles

—a model focused on practical long-term reciprocal partnerships between communities and academics, 

rather than on abstracted discourse about the issues involved in maintaining these partnerships. Avila’s 

model includes assessing the interest of college members (e.g., faculty, community partners, and 

students), building a leadership team, creating dynamic strategies and programs, and engaging in critical 

reflection. She concludes by speculating whether other institutions eager to build academic community 

partnerships in order to bring about positive cultural and social change could adopt her model.

+ Barnes, Jessica V., Emily L. Altimare, Patricia A. Farrell, Robert E. Brown, C. Richard Burnett III, 

LaDonna Gamble, and James Davis. 2009. “Creating and Sustaining Authentic Partnerships with 

Community in a Systemic Model.” Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 13 (4): 15–29.

Barnes et al. present an approach to community partnerships developed by and practiced at Michigan 

State University. These approaches focus on community voices and are developmental, dynamic, and 

systematic in nature. The authors provide a brief history of university outreach and engagement since the 

1980s, as well as a visual diagram of key terms in the University’s approach to outreach. This strategy 

aims to become embedded in stress-asset-based solutions, and to build community capacity for 

collaborative networks. The authors provide a list of challenges in current university partnerships and 

assess engagement efforts. Future research will examine how scholars, communities, and conveners 

define partnership success.

+ Bowdon, Melody A., and Russel G. Carpenter, eds. 2011. Higher Education, Emerging Technologies, 

and Community Partnerships: Concepts, Models and Practices. Hershey, PA: IGI Global.

Bowdon and Carpenter collect essays from 88 teachers, professors, and community leaders in a book that 

argues that technologies are being used in increasingly compelling ways to forge partnerships between 

college students, staff, faculty members, and the communities around them. The authors note that college 

and high school students are taking a lead in the process of creating valuable partnerships in local and 

global communities. The chapters include observations on successful partnerships between universities 

https://openjournals.libs.uga.edu/jheoe/article/view/430
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and other groups, as well as on the practical and theoretical meanings that technological tools have for 

different populations. Other issues addressed include the fact that capacity-building for technology use 

remains a critical objective in many regions of the world and that the challenges of online education 

heighten as it increasingly becomes a staple of academic training.

† Brown, David W. 1995. “The Public/Academic Disconnect.” In Higher Education Exchange Annual, 38–

42. Dayton, OH: Kettering Foundation.

Brown suggests that cuts in financial support—as a result of public unwillingness to support institutions

—are at the root of the crisis in higher education. He argues that this is a natural reaction, given that 

many colleges and universities are often disengaged from the interests of the public and may not benefit 

the community in obvious ways. According to Brown, this calls for a rethinking of institutional practices, 

and could be remedied by having academics engage in public problem-solving with the community, 

rather than by merely talking to the community. The author argues that universities or regional 

consortiums should establish civic training centres in which academics and members of the community 

can engage in productive discourse toward problem-solving strategies together. In these training centres, 

faculty members could also offer students the necessary skills to approach situations that resemble real-

life complexities and diversities. Brown believes that if an entire diverse campus worked actively toward 

a public goal, the rhetoric of multiculturalism could move closer to being realized in practice.

Brown, Susan. 2016. “Towards Best Practices in Online Collaborative Knowledge Production.” Doing 

Digital Humanities, edited by Constance Crompton, Richard Lane, and Raymond G. Siemens, 47–64. 

Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge.

Brown comments on the increase of multi-participant projects in the humanities, a traditionally isolated 

discipline. The subsequent increase in scholarly collaboration, she argues, requires the development of 

best practices in order to create scholarship that follows efficient data management practices, adheres to 

agreed-upon standards, is designed with sustainability in mind, and coordinates people effectively. Brown 

draws explicitly from her experience leading The Orlando Project and the Canadian Writing Research 

Collaboratory. She surveys data formats, metadata standards, workflow approaches, and productivity 

tools, and repeatedly emphasizes the importance of conscientious project design and management. 

Overall, Brown details the several components of collaborative scholarly work that may not be initially 

obvious.

+ Butin, Dan. 2010. Service-Learning in Theory and Practice: The Future of Community Engagement in 

Higher Education. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Butin’s book on the theoretical and practical applications of service learning in community engagement 

covers a variety of topics that range from the conceptualization of service learning to the establishment of 
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institutional programs that create spaces for service learning in higher education. He provides examples 

of majors, minors, and certificate programs at a range of institutions that encourage service learning. The 

book concludes with a range of suggestions about how higher education institutions can embrace a 

scholarship of engagement and a discussion of current trends in service learning, as well as the 

implications that these hold for the future. Butin argues that democratic community engagement is a vital 

aspect of linking colleges and communities, and that service learning is an established institutional 

method of encouraging such partnerships.

Deegan, Marilyn, and Willard McCarty, eds. 2012. Collaborative Research in the Digital Humanities. 

Surrey, UK: Ashgate.

Deegan and McCarty edit a collection of chapters in the form of a festschrift for fellow digital humanist 

Harold Short. Inspired by Short’s own commitment to collaborative work and its importance for the 

digital humanities as a field, the chapters span issues of teamwork, varying professional roles, shared 

standards, crowdsourcing, and interdisciplinarity, among other topics. Overall, the collection reflects 

collaboration as a central tenet of digital scholarship in the twenty-first century.

+ Hall, Peter V., ed. 2011. Community-University Research Partnerships: Reflections on the Canadian 

Social Economy Experience. Victoria: University of Victoria.

Hall edits this collection of essays on various community and university relationships within Canada. The 

book includes topics on Canadian social economy research partnerships from 2005–2011, new proposals 

for evaluating the research partnership process, respect and learning from communities, and the British 

Columbia-Alberta research alliance’s effects on social economy. The appendices of the collection include 

region-specific information, such as the BC and Alberta Node and the Atlantic Node. This book focuses 

on the outcomes of previous grant offers and university-community partnerships, and the role of funding 

in university-related partnerships.

+ Hart, Angie, and Simon Northmore. 2008. “Auditing and Evaluating University-Community 

Engagement. Lessons from a UK Case Study.” Higher Education Quarterly 65 (1): 34–58. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ j.1468-2273.2010.00466.x

Hart and Northmore argue that the development of effective audit and evaluation tools is still at a 

formative stage in university communities and public engagement activities. The literature search, which 

was based on articles written in or after the year 2000, confirmed the authors’ suspicion that the 

development of the appropriate tools for auditing and evaluating public engagement is still at its outset. 

The University of Brighton’s Corporate Plan is used as a case study for further elaboration, which 

includes engagement with the cultural, social, and economic life of the localities, region, and nation as its 

primary precept. The authors suggest that this case study demonstrates that back-and-forth dialogue 

https://doi.org/10.1111/
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between practitioners, researchers, and community members is essential to the audit and evaluation 

process.

+ Hart, Angie, and David Wolff. 2006. “Developing Communities of Practice through Community 

University Partnerships.” Planning Practice and Research 21 (1): 121–38. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02697450600901616

Hart and Wolff draw on the experiences of local community-university partnership activities at the 

University of Brighton to offer what they perceive as a pragmatic framework for future community-

university partnerships. The authors argue that unless the discussion is framed in a way that shows that 

academics are trying to understand community members, academics will have considerable difficulty in 

demonstrating the practical application of scholarly knowledge. The Community University Partnership 

program at the University of Brighton was established in 2003 to enhance the capacity of the community 

and university for engagement with mutual benefit, and to ensure that the university’s resources are fully 

available to and used by local and sub-regional communities. The authors conclude by addressing both 

the cultural and spatial dimensions of the terrain and their impact on community-university partnerships 

within a community of practice framework.

+ Holland, Barbara, and Judith Ramaley. 2008. “Creating a Supportive Environment for Community-

University Engagement: Conceptual Frameworks.” In Engaging Communities, Proceedings of the 31st 

HERDSA Annual Conference, Rotura, July 1–4. 

http://www.herdsa.org.au/system/files/Holland%20%26%20Ramaley.pdf

Holland and Ramaley argue that the changing nature of knowledge production, global issues, and the role 

of education affect intellectual strategies, relationships, societal roles, and expectations of how 

universities prepare students for the workplace. Educational institutions must increasingly embrace 

multidisciplinary and collaborative frameworks in order to address the evolving community landscape. 

The study concludes with the authors’ recommendation that universities stop using communities as 

laboratories for research and learning, and rather collaborate with and acknowledge the essential 

expertise and wisdom that resides in communities. This shift will transform current understandings and 

prompt academics to understand themselves as learners, and to respect community leaders as experts in 

their own right.

+ Hoy, Ariane, and Matthew Johnson, eds. 2013. Deepening Community Engagement in Higher 

Education. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Hoy and Johnson collect diverse essays on approaches to community engagement in higher education 

that stress the role of students as civic-minded professionals in student development, as well as 

community-centred approaches for the institution to engage in more productive partnerships with 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02697450600901616
http://www.herdsa.org.au/system/files/Holland%20%26%20Ramaley.pdf


Open Scholarship Press • Open Scholarship Press Collections: Community Public & Community Engagement

14

community leaders as partners. The Bonner High Impact Initiative embraces this with the goal of 

transforming curricula, including approaches to engagement and institutional structures and practices. 

The authors hope to share their methods of engaging with communities as a means of allowing 

institutions to craft roles for themselves as stewards of place, civic learning, and agents of change. The 

essays included cover student leadership, pedagogy, institutional architecture, and community 

partnerships.

Φ Jay, Gregory. 2012. “The Engaged Humanities: Principles and Practices for Public Scholarship and 

Teaching.” Journal of Community Engagement and Scholarship 3 (1): 51–63. (Φ Public & Community 

Engagement > Public Scholarship & Public Humanities)

  + Kondratova, Irina, and Ilia Goldfarb. 2004. “Virtual Communities of Practice: Design for 

Collaboration and Knowledge Creation.” In Proceedings of the European Conference on Products and 

Processes Modelling.

Kondratova and Goldfarb discuss knowledge dissemination and collaboration in online communities. 

They conduct a study on design functionality by looking at portal types that include institutional, 

governmental and organizational, professional, and social portals. The study includes 80 criteria grouped 

under content, discussion forum functionality, features, tools and learning modules, search functionality, 

membership, and topic experts. Based on this study, the authors develop a new template, as they believe 

further similar investigations are needed.

 Levkoe, Charles Z., Amanda Wilson, and Victoria Schembri. 2018. “Community-Academic Peer 

Review: Prospects for Strengthening Community-Campus Engagement and Enriching Scholarship.” 

Engaged Scholars Journal: Community-Engaged Research, Teaching, and Learning 4 (2): 1–20.

Levkoe, Wilson, and Schembri consider peer review in the context of community-engaged research. They 

argue that not only is peer review problematic (read: overly conservative, gatekeeping) for academic 

publications, but that it is not wholly appropriate for community-engaged research projects since peer 

review is generally undertaken by academics only. They detail their efforts to broaden peer review by 

engaging non-academic community members and hybrid or liaison individuals (community members 

with academic training) in the review process. Levkoe, Wilson, and Schembri conclude that this process 

is valuable since it more fully embodies the ethos of community-engaged research, but acknowledge that 

it also bears certain challenges, namely around training community members in the review process and 

persuading them of the importance of such an activity.

Purcell, Jennifer, Andrew Pearl, and Trina Van Schyndel. 2020. “Boundary Spanning Among 

Community-Engaged Faculty: An Exploratory Study of Faculty Participating in Higher Education 

https://en.wikibooks.org/wiki/Open_Scholarship_Press_Collections:_Community/Public_&_Community_Engagement#Jay
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Community Engagement.” Engaged Scholars Journal: Community-Engaged Research, Teaching, and 

Learning 6 (2): 1–30.

Purcell, Pearl, and Van Schyndel explore the concept of boundary spanning within higher education 

community engagement practices. Boundary spanning, for the authors, is the act of liaising or translating 

between academic researchers and the community they are engaging with. Purcell, Pearl, and Van 

Schyndel consider higher education community engagement in general, and boundary spanning in 

particular, as imperative for the contemporary university. They outline skills necessary for boundary 

spanners and how these activities might evolve in future.

Ψ Salazar-Porzio, Margaret. 2015. “The Ecology of Arts and Humanities Education: Bridging the 

Worlds of Universities and Museums.” Arts & Humanities in Higher Education 14 (3): 274–92.

Salazar-Porzio discusses the vital importance of museums to the United States of America. She reflects 

on her own experiences as curator at the National Museum of American History (NMAH)—and those of 

students and professionals in the field—to emphasize the importance of museums in fostering civic 

education. This paper may be of interest to policymakers considering museum partnerships or creating 

arts funding plans, and to those working to foster civic learning. She concludes by saying that, because of 

their ability to teach civic skills, museums are essential to a democratic society.

Ψ Schuetze, Hans G. 2012. “Universities and Their Communities—Engagement and Service as Primary 

Mission.” In Higher Education and Civic Engagement: Comparative Perspectives, edited by Lorraine 

McIlrath, Ann Lyons, and Ronaldo Munck, 61–77. New York: Palgrave McMillan.

Schuetze discusses factors affecting universities and community engagement, sometimes considered a 

“third mission” alongside research and teaching (61). He discusses the historical role of community 

engagement, noting that while it was part of the founding missions of United States land-grant 

institutions, for example, it was emphasized less in European institutions. Schuetze points out that 

policymakers’ interest in community engagement has increased as the higher education market has 

become increasingly global and competitive, and the notion of community has changed, too. Universities, 

especially large ones, now serve a global research community as well as distance and international 

students in addition to their local students and communities. Types of local community engagement may 

include knowledge transfer, continuing education, and community-based research and service learning. 

Schuetze concludes that including community engagement in the university’s mission and strategic 

planning is a first step toward enacting it, but barriers remain to enacting it. When funding is scarce, 

universities tend to focus on research and teaching, and since reward systems tend to value research over 

teaching and service, faculty often see few incentives for community engagement. Because community 

engagement is not easily quantifiable, it is not usually included in university rankings, and funding for 

this work is often through competitive short-term grants, which does not support sustained engagement.
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† Siemens, Lynne. 2009. “It’s a Team If You Use ‘Reply All’: An Exploration of Research Teams in 

Digital Humanities Environments.” Literary and Linguistic Computing 24 (2): 225–33. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqp009

Siemens identifies a singular contrast between traditional humanities research and digital humanities 

research: while traditionally the humanities as a discipline functioned as predominantly solo research 

efforts, the digital humanities involves various individuals with a wide spectrum of skills working 

together. Siemens argues that the collaborative nature of academic research communities, especially in 

the humanities, has been understudied. She fills that gap by examining the results of interviews 

conducted on the topics of teams, team-based work experiences, and team research preparation. The 

interviewees identify both benefits and challenges of team research, including rich interactions, 

relationship building with potential for future projects, communication challenges, funding, and team 

member retention. To conclude, Siemens articulates a list of five essential practices: (i) deliberate action 

by each team member; (ii) deliberate action by the project leader; (iii) deliberate action by the team; (iv) 

deliberate training; and (v) balance between digital and in-person communication.

+ Silka, Linda, G. Dean Cleghorn, Milago Grullon, and Trinidad Tellez. 2008. “Creating Community-

Based Participatory Research in a Diverse Community: A Case Study.” Journal of Empirical Research 

on Human Research Ethics 3 (2): 5–16. https://doi.org/10.1525/jer.2008.3.2.5

Silka, Cleghorn, Grullon, and Tellez use their community-based participatory research group, the 

Lawrence Research Initiative Working Group (RIWG), as a case study for creating guidelines for ethical 

community-based research. The authors seek to move beyond the problems identified by the Agency for 

Healthcare Research and Quality and begin to include tribal nations and research centres. The primary 

focus is to develop an ethical and non-exploitative relationship on the part of the institution. They 

introduce a set of guiding documents—the RIWG documents—that outline strategies for dealing with the 

challenges of multiple layers of partners, coping with changing committee memberships, and providing 

tips for technical research language to help strengthen communication. The research team recommends 

that other communities adapt the RIWG documents for their own use. They hope to shift understanding 

toward community decision making as a necessity rather than a luxury.

+ Silka, Linda, and Paulette Renault-Caragianes. 2006. “Community-University Research Partnerships: 

Devising a Model for Ethical Engagement.” Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 11 

(2): 171–83.

Silka and Renault-Caragianes discuss the problems that have previously faced community-university 

partnerships. These partnerships often involve powerful university scholars with relatively disempowered 

community members. Funding agencies are now calling for researchers to set up partnerships in order to 

investigate health disparities in poor urban communities. The challenge currently facing this type of 

https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqp009
https://doi.org/10.1525/jer.2008.3.2.5
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partnership is to move beyond existing guidelines that were not designed to provide ethical guidance, and 

to work with the community in establishing mutual respect. The research agenda, methods, usefulness, 

and purpose all need to be determined through discussions with the community.

+ Silka, Linda, and Robin Toof. 2011. “International Perspectives on Community-University 

Partnerships.” Metropolitan Universities Journal: An International Forum 22 (2): 3–162.

Silka and Toof claim that communities struggle to create research guidelines for ethical collaborative 

research within their localities. The authors use the Mayor’s Health Task Force Research Initiative 

Working Group from Lawrence, Massachusetts as a case study. The task force addresses research ethics 

in a community where families struggle with limited resources and face many health disparities. An 

earlier study on high levels of pollution in the area did not take the Lawrence area residents’ concerns 

seriously, and was unable to answer the community’s questions as to how their approaches to research 

were selected, who would receive the results, who would own the data, and what would be done with the 

saliva samples collected. Research committees must involve community members in discussions of how 

problems should be investigated and what purposes the research aims to achieve.

+ Sturm, Susan, Timothy Eatman, John Saltmarsh, and Adam Bush. 2011. Full Participation: Building 

the Architecture for Diversity and Public Engagement in Higher Education (white paper). Columbia 

University Law School: Center for Institutional and Social Change.

Sturm, Eatman, Saltmarsh, and Bush’s work grew out of the realization that the long-term success of 

diversity, public engagement, and student success initiatives requires that these efforts be more fully 

integrated into institutional settings. They explain their concept of full participation, which is an 

affirmative value focused on creating institutions that enable people to thrive and realize their 

capabilities. They note that a lack of integration of diversity, public engagement, and student success 

efforts in university architecture limits the efficacy and sustainability of the institution’s work. The 

authors argue that public engagement will encourage and enable full participation of diverse groups and 

communities, which is a critical attribute of legitimate and successful public engagement. The institutions 

that take account of public engagement enhance the legitimacy, levels of engagement, and robustness of 

higher education.

Whitmer, Ali, Laura Ogden, John Lawton, Pam Sturner, Peter M. Groffman, Laura Schneider, and 

David Hart. 2010. “The Engaged University: Providing a Platform for Research that Transforms 

Society.” Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 8 (6): 314–21. https://doi.org/10.1890/090241

Whitmer, Ogden, Lawton, Sturner, Groffman, Schneider, and Hart discuss how solutions to current 

environmental problems can be developed through collaborations between scientists and stakeholders. 

Societal partners are active throughout both the research and knowledge transfer processes. They are able 

https://doi.org/10.1890/090241
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to identify problems with conducting research and developing strategies for applying the outcomes of 

said work. The article provides some examples of science-related programs, including Georgetown 

University’s program on Science in the Public Interest, which promotes direct dialogue with engaged and 

interested public groups on critical scientific issues. The authors also address topics related to developing 

a peer community and sustainability issues in linking knowledge with action. According to the authors, 

institutions should evaluate faculty by recognizing research and activities that advance scientific 

knowledge and improve outcomes for human and natural systems.

Social Knowledge Creation, including Wikipedia & Crowdsourcing
Δ Arbuckle, Alyssa. 2019b. “Opportunities for Social Knowledge Creation in the Digital Humanities.” In 

Doing More Digital Humanities, 290–300. New York: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429353048-

20

Arbuckle addresses current discourse about digital humanities becoming more socially oriented, both 

regarding the collaboration and sharing with wider audiences, and the biased structures of the academy 

that impede open access publishing and the acknowledgement of scholarship as a social creation, 

disrupting the idea of the single author. She argues that digital humanities, as a field, is well poised to 

embrace social knowledge creation practices. Elements of the digital humanities landscape, such as the 

interconnected roles of collaboration, social media, publishing, technology, and open access contribute to 

an environment for sustained social knowledge creation. Despite these elements, Arbuckle claims that 

further action is still required for digital humanities research to become more valuable, engaging, and 

relevant in the public sphere. To encourage opportunities for social knowledge creation in digital 

humanities, academics must consider broad collaboration at the inception of their research initiatives, 

with its possibilities and risks.

+ Arbuckle, Alyssa, and Alex Christie, with the ETCL Research Group, INKE Research Group, and 

MVP Research Group. 2015. “Intersections Between Social Knowledge Creation and Critical Making.” 

Scholarly and Research Communication 6 (3): n.p. https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n3a200

Arbuckle and Christie outline the practices of digital scholarly communication (moving research 

production and dissemination online), critical making (producing theoretical insights by transforming 

digitized heritage materials), and social knowledge creation (collaborating in online environments to 

produce shared knowledge products). In addition to exploring these practices and their principles, the 

authors argue that combining these activities engenders knowledge production chains that connect 

multiple institutions and communities. Highlighting the relevance of critical making theory for scholarly 

communication practice, Arbuckle and Christie provide examples of theoretical research that offer 

tangible products for expanding and enriching scholarly production.

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429353048-20
https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n3a200
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+ Bennett, W. Lance, ed. 2006. Civic Life Online: Learning How Digital Media Can Engage Youth. 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bennett, in his introduction to the collection, suggests that younger generations are increasingly 

disconnected from conventional politics and government. However, the percentage of youth involved in 

civic engagement in non-governmental areas has increased. He explains that communication channels 

take many forms, including official communication tools and online social community networks. The 

collection’s authors discuss how online networks can inspire conventional political participation, and how 

digital technologies can be used to expand the boundaries of politics and public issues. In general, the 

authors suggest that there is a need for a transparent global debate about how digital media reshapes the 

expectations and prospects of youth in democratic societies.

† Berry, David M. 2012. “The Social Epistemologies of Software.” Social Epistemology: A Journal of 

Knowledge, Culture and Policy 26 (3–4): 379–98. https://doi.org/10.1080/02691728.2012.727191

Berry analyzes how code and software increasingly develop, influence, and depend on social 

epistemology or social knowledge creation. He discusses the highly mediated “computational ecologies” 

(379) that individuals and nonhuman actors inhabit, and argues that we need to become more aware of 

the role these computational ecologies play in daily social knowledge production. Berry analyzes two 

case studies to support his argument: the existence of web bugs or user activity trackers, and the 

development of lifestreams, real-time streams, and the quantified self. For Berry, the increasing embrace 

of and compliance with potentially insidious data collecting via the Internet and social media needs to be 

addressed.

Berson, Amber, Monika-Sengul Jones, and Melissa Tamani. 2021. Unreliable Guidelines: Reliable 

Sources and Marginalized Communities in French, English and Spanish Wikipedias. Art + Feminism.

Berson, Jones, and Tamani present a report on reliability guidelines for content creation in three 

Wikipedias: English, French, and Spanish. The authors argue that current reliability guidelines are 

Western-centric and exclusionary. Moreover, the authors suggest that these guidelines are used to police 

the boundaries around what is and is not acceptable to include on Wikipedia, to the detriment of 

marginalized Wikipedia editors. They provide a set of recommendations for reconstruing reliability 

guidelines in a way that does not replicate colonial and/or exclusionary knowledge creation and authority 

structures.

+ Bowen, William R., Matthew Hiebert, and Constance Crompton. 2014. “Iter Community: Prototyping 

an Environment for Social Knowledge Creation and Communication.” Scholarly and Research 

Communication 5 (4): n.p. https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2014v5n4a193

https://doi.org/10.1080/02691728.2012.727191
https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2014v5n4a193
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Bowen, Crompton, and Hiebert discuss the features and challenges of Iter Community, a collaborative 

research environment. They also discuss A Social Edition of the Devonshire Manuscript, focusing on its 

human and computer social engagement. The authors organize the article into three sections: 1) a 

historical and conceptual framework of Iter Community, 2) an update on the state of Iter Community (at 

writing), and 3) a perspective on A Social Edition of the Devonshire Manuscript. They conclude that Iter 

Community’s vision is to provide a flexible environment for communication, exchange, and 

collaboration, which will evolve with its participants’ priorities and challenges.

  + Bradley, Jean-Claude, Robert J. Lancashire, Andrew SID Lang, and Anthony J. Williams. 2009. 

“The Spectral Game: Leveraging Open Data and Crowd-Sourcing for Education.” Journal of 

Cheminformatics 1 (9): 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1186/1758-2946-1-9

Bradley et al. use The Spectral Game to frame their discussion of leveraging open data and 

crowdsourcing techniques in education. The Spectral Game assists in the teaching of spectroscopy in an 

entertaining manner. It was created by combining open source spectral data, a spectrum-viewing tool, and 

appropriate workflows, and it delivers these resources through the game medium. The authors evaluate 

the game in an undergraduate organic chemistry class, and the authors argue that The Spectral Game 

demonstrates the importance of open data for remixing educational curriculum.

+ Bruns, Axel. 2008. Blogs, Wikipedia, Second Life, and Beyond: From Production to Produsage. New 

York: Peter Lang.

Bruns’ book on blogs, Wikipedia, Second Life, and other virtual landscapes discusses how creative, 

collaborative, and ad hoc engagement with content in user-led spaces is no longer accurate. User-led 

content production is built instead on iterative and evolutionary development models in which large 

communities make a number of very small incremental changes to established knowledge bases. He uses 

the concept of produsage to describe changes to user-led content management systems. The comparative 

significance of distinction between producers and users of content has faded over time. The opening 

chapters detail open source software development; later ones move to case studies of news blogs, citizen 

journals, Wikipedia, and what he terms the produsage of folksonomies, referring to knowledge structures 

that encapsulate economic environments of their own. He discusses produsage in terms of education, 

video games, and creative structures, and concludes with a chapter on how democracy itself can be re-

examined in light of the produsage structure.

† Burdick, Anne, Johanna Drucker, Todd Presner, Jeffrey Schnapp, and Peter Lunenfeld. 2012. “The 

Social Life of the Digital Humanities.” In Digital_Humanities, edited by Anne Burdick, Johanna 

Drucker, Peter Lunenfeld, Todd Presner, and Jeffrey Schnapp, 73–99. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

https://doi.org/10.1186/1758-2946-1-9
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Burdick et al. focus on the social aspects and impacts of digital humanities. The authors argue that the 

digital humanities, by nature, encompass academic and social spaces that discuss issues beyond 

technology alone. Key issues include open access, open source publications, the emergence of 

participatory web and social media technologies, collaborative authorship, crowdsourcing, knowledge 

creation, influence, authorization, and dissemination. Burdick et al. also consider the role of digital 

humanities in public spaces, beyond the siloed academy. The authors address these expansive issues 

through an oscillating approach of explanation and questioning. While the diversity of the topics in this 

chapter is substantial, the authors knit the arguments together under the broad theme of social 

engagement.

+ † Burke, Peter. 2000. A Social History of Knowledge: From Gutenberg to Diderot. Cambridge: Polity 

Press.

Burke discusses the various agents and elements of social knowledge production with a specific focus on 

intellectuals and Europe in the early modern period (until c. 1750). He argues that knowledge is always 

plural and that various types of knowledge develop, surface, intersect, and play concurrently. Burke relies 

on sociology, including the work of Émile Durkheim, and critical theory, including the work of Michel 

Foucault, as a basis to develop his own notions of social knowledge production. He acknowledges that 

the church, scholarly institutions, the government, and the printing press have all had a significant effect 

on knowledge production and dissemination, often affirmatively but occasionally through restriction or 

containment. Furthermore, Burke explores how both “heretics” (humanist revolutionaries) and more 

conventional academic structures developed the university as a knowledge institution.

† Burke, Peter. 2012. A Social History of Knowledge II: From the Encyclopedie to Wikipedia. Cambridge: 

Polity Press.

Burke develops his research from the first volume (A Social History of Knowledge: From Gutenberg to 

Diderot) by expanding his scope from the early modern period into the twentieth century. He continues to 

rely on certain foundational notions for this volume: knowledge is plural and varied; knowledge is 

produced by various institutions and conditions instead of solely by individuals; and the social production 

of knowledge is intrinsically connected to the economic and political environments in which it develops. 

As with the first volume, Burke focuses mainly on academic knowledge, with brief forays into other 

forms or sites of knowledge.

+ † Carletti, Laura, Derek McAuley, Dominic Price, Gabriella Giannachi, and Steve Benford. 2013. 

“Digital Humanities and Crowdsourcing: An Exploration.” Museums and the Web 2013 Conference. 

Portland: Museums and the Web. http://mw2013.museumsandtheweb.com/paper/digital-humanities-

and-crowdsourcing-an-exploration-4/

http://mw2013.museumsandtheweb.com/paper/digital-humanities-and-crowdsourcing-an-exploration-4/
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Carletti, McAuley, Price, Giannachi, and Benford survey and identify emerging practices in current 

crowdsourcing projects in the digital humanities. Carletti et al. base their understanding of crowdsourcing 

on an earlier definition of crowdsourcing as an online, voluntary activity that connects individuals to an 

initiative via an open call (Estelles-Arolas and Gonzalez-Ladron-de-Guevara 2012). This definition was 

used to select the case studies for the current research. The researchers found two major trends in the 36 

initiatives included in the study: crowdsourcing projects either use the crowd to (a) 

integrate/enrich/configure existing resources or (b) create/contribute new resources. Generally, 

crowdsourcing projects asked volunteers to contribute in terms of curating, revising, locating, sharing, 

documenting, or enriching materials. The 36 initiatives surveyed were divided into three categories in 

terms of project aims: public engagement, enriching resources, and building resources.

+ † Causer, Tim, and Melissa Terras. 2014. “Crowdsourcing Bentham: Beyond the Traditional 

Boundaries of Academic History.” International Journal of Humanities and Arts Computing 8 (1): 46–64. 

https://doi.org/10.3366/ijhac.2014.0119

Causer and Terras reflect on some of the key discoveries that were made in the Transcribe Bentham 

crowdsourced initiative. Transcribe Bentham was launched with the intention of demonstrating that 

crowdsourcing can be used successfully for both scholarly work and public engagement by allowing all 

types of participants to access and explore cultural material. Causer and Terras note that the majority of 

the work on Transcribe Bentham was undertaken by a small percentage of users, or “super transcribers.” 

Only 15% of the users have completed any transcription and approximately 66% of those users have 

transcribed only a single document—leaving a very select number of individuals responsible for the core 

of the project’s production. The authors illustrate how some of the user transcription has contributed to 

our understanding of some of Jeremy Bentham’s central values: animal rights, politics, and prison 

conditions. Overall, Causer and Terras demonstrate how scholarly transcription undertaken by a wide, 

online audience can uncover essential material.

+ † Causer, Tim, Justin Tonra, and Valerie Wallace. 2012. “Transcription Maximized; Expense 

Minimized? Crowdsourcing and Editing The Collected Works of Jeremy Bentham.” Digital Scholarship in 

the Humanities (formerly Literary and Linguistic Computing) 27 (2): 119–37. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqs004

Causer, Tonra, and Wallace discuss the advantages and disadvantages of user-generated manuscript 

transcription using the Transcribe Bentham project as a case study. The intention of the project is to 

engage the public with the thoughts and works of Jeremy Bentham through creating a digital, searchable 

repository of his manuscript writings. Causer, Tonra, and Wallace preface this article by setting out five 

key factors the team hoped to assess in terms of the potential benefits of crowdsourcing: cost 

effectiveness, exploitation, quality control, sustainability, and success. Evidence from the project 

showcases the great potential for open access TEI-XML transcriptions in creating a long-term, 

https://doi.org/10.3366/ijhac.2014.0119
https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqs004
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sustainable archive. Additionally, users reported that they were motivated by a sense of contributing to a 

greater good and/or recognition. In the experience of Transcribe Bentham, crowdsourcing transcription 

may not have been the cheapest, quickest, or easiest route; the authors argue, however, that projects with 

a longer time-scale may find this method both self-sufficient and cost-effective.

† Causer, Tim, and Valerie Wallace. 2012. “Building a Volunteer Community: Results and Findings from 

‘Transcribe Bentham.’” Digital Humanities Quarterly 6 (2). 

http://digitalhumanities.org:8081/dhq/vol/6/2/000125/000125.html

Causer and Wallace reflect on the experience of generating users and materials for the crowdsourced 

Transcribe Bentham project. The purpose of the Transcribe Bentham project is to create an open source 

repository of Jeremy Bentham’s papers that relies on volunteers transcribing the manuscripts. Causer and 

Wallace argue that crowdsourcing is a viable and effective strategy only if it is well facilitated and 

gathers a group of willing volunteers. They found that retaining users was just as integral to the success 

of the project as was recruiting. It was important, therefore, that they build a sense of community through 

outreach, social media, and reward systems. The number of active users involved in Transcribe Bentham 

was greatly affected by media publicity. Users reported that friendly competition motivated them to 

participate, but that an overall lack of time limited their contributions.

 + † Crompton, Constance, Raymond G. Siemens, and Alyssa Arbuckle, with the Devonshire Manuscript 

Editorial Group. 2015. “Enlisting ‘Vertues Noble & Excelent’: Behavior, Credit, and Knowledge 

Organization in the Social Edition.” Digital Humanities Quarterly 9 (2): n.p. 

http://www.digitalhumanities.org/dhq/vol/9/2/000202/000202.html

Crompton, Siemens, and Arbuckle consider the gender factors involved in social editions, drawing on 

their experience developing A Social Edition of the Devonshire Manuscript: a Wikibooks edition of the 

sixteenth century multi-author verse miscellany, the Devonshire Manuscript. The authors argue that while 

the Wikimedia suite can often devolve into openly hostile online spaces, Wikimedia projects remain 

important for the contemporary circulation of knowledge. The key, for the authors, is to encourage 

gender equity in social behavior, credit sharing, and knowledge organization in Wikimedia, rather than 

abandoning it for a more controlled collaborative environment for edition production and dissemination.

+ Deuze, Mark, Axel Bruns, and Christopher Neuberger. 2007. “Preparing for an Age of Participatory 

News.” Journalism Practice 1 (3): 322–38.

Deuze, Bruns, and Neuberger argue that journalism must rethink and reinvent itself in the wake of 

declining public trust in news. The authors believe that news journalism will be gathered, selected, 

edited, and communicated by professionals, amateurs, producers, and consumers. The authors include 

findings from emerging practices in the Netherlands, Germany, Australia, and the United States. The four 

http://digitalhumanities.org:8081/dhq/vol/6/2/000125/000125.html
http://www.digitalhumanities.org/dhq/vol/9/2/000202/000202.html
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case studies used are the American Bluffton Today, the Dutch Skoeps, the German Opinio, and the 

Australian On Line Opinion. These digital resources, the authors argue, provide clear and workable 

alternatives to the standard separation of journalists, their sources, and the public. Due to the highly 

accessible flow of information available digitally to the public, journalism can no longer leave large 

sections of the citizenry disenfranchised from participation, nor omit valuable insights into political and 

social processes.

Estellés-Arolas, Enrique, and Fernando González-Ladrón-de-Guevara. 2012. “Towards an Integrated 

Crowdsourcing Definition.” Journal of Information Science 38 (2): 189–200. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551512437638

Estellés-Arolas and González-Ladrón-de-Guevara present an encompassing definition of crowdsourcing, 

arguing that the flexibility of crowdsourcing is what makes it challenging to define. They demonstrate 

that, depending on perspective, researchers can have vastly divergent understandings of crowdsourcing. 

By conducting a detailed study of current understandings of the practice, Estellés-Arolas and González-

Ladrón de-Guevara form a global definition that facilitates the distinguishing and formalizing of 

crowdsourcing activities. Using textual analysis, the authors identify crowdsourcing’s three key elements: 

the crowd, the initiator, and the process. They advance a comprehensive definition that highlights the 

individuals, tasks, roles, and returns associated with crowdsourcing. They present a verification table, 

with nine categories, that can be used to determine whether or not an initiative falls into the classification 

of crowdsourcing. Estellés-Arolas and González-Ladrón-de-Guevara suggest that further research should 

be done to understand the relationship between crowdsourcing and other associated concepts, such as 

outsourcing.

† Ghosh, Arpita, Satyen Kale, and Preston McAfee. 2011. “Who Moderates the Moderators?: 

Crowdsourcing Abuse Detection in User-Generated Content.” In Proceedings of the 12th ACM 

Conference on Electronic Commerce, 167–76. EC ’11. New York, NY, USA: ACM. 

https://doi.org/10.1145/1993574.1993599

Ghosh, Kale, and McAfee address the issue of how to moderate the ratings of users with unknown 

reliability. They propose an algorithm that can detect abusive content and spam, starting with 

approximately 50% accuracy on the basis of one example of good content, and reaching complete 

accuracy after a number of entries based on machine-learning techniques. They believe that rating each 

individual contribution is a better approach than rating the users themselves based on their past 

behaviour, as most platforms do. According to the authors, this algorithm may be a stepping-stone in 

determining more complex ratings by users with unknown reliability.

Gruwell, Leigh. 2015. “Wikipedia’s Politics of Exclusion: Gender, Epistemology, and Feminist 

Rhetorical (In)Action.” Computers and Composition 37: 117–31. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551512437638
https://doi.org/10.1145/1993574.1993599
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https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2015.06.009

Gruwell juxtaposes feminist epistemology with the normative regulation of content creation on 

Wikipedia. For Gruwell, the insistence in the platform on objective, impersonal, and unbiased content is 

directly at odds with feminist understandings of knowledge creation as embodied, situated, personal, and 

contextual (following thinkers like Donna Haraway and Sandra Harding). The author undertakes a study 

of women who edit on Wikipedia to better understand their experiences with the platform, and concludes 

that Wikipedia’s norms have a homogenizing effect on the content developed for it.

Ψ Hendery, Rachel, and Jason Gibson. 2019. “Crowdsourcing Downunder.” KULA: Knowledge Creation, 

Dissemination, and Preservation Studies 3 (February): 22. https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.52

Hendery and Gibson discuss the strengths and weaknesses of crowdsourcing projects in the GLAM 

(Galleries, Libraries, Archives, and Museums) sector, taking as their case studies two Australian 

crowdsourcing projects: the Mapping Print, Charting Enlightenment (MPCE) project and the Howitt and 

Fison’s Archive (Howitt & Fison) project. They compare Howitt & Fison to the pioneering 

crowdsourcing project, Transcribe Bentham, and note that in both cases paid transcription labour could 

have produced a greater output due to the large time investment required for volunteer recruitment, 

training, and support. The MPCE, however, did target paid academic scholars, but it was found that 

alternatives, such as automation through machine learning, were more efficient. This is likely because 

crowdsourcing is not yet seen as legitimate academic labour. Hendery and Gibson argue that, even if 

most regular contributions are made by a small number of active volunteers, crowdsourcing is a viable 

method of non-traditional scholarship because Australian funding institutions see it as a means for public 

impact and engagement.

+ Hiebert, Matthew, William R. Bowen, and Raymond Siemens. 2015. “Implementing a Social 

Knowledge Creation Environment.” Scholarly and Research Communication 6 (3). 

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n3a223

Hiebert, Bowen, and Siemens introduce Iter Community, a public-facing web-based platform prototyped 

by the Electronic Textual Cultures Lab and Iter: Gateway to the Middle Ages and Renaissance, with a 

specific focus on how this platform is geared toward facilitating social knowledge creation. The authors 

argue that the emerging area of research known as social knowledge creation promotes critical 

interventions into the more conventional processes of academic knowledge productions. This type of 

research is increasingly made more convenient by emerging technologies that allow research groups to 

more actively participate in and contribute to the dissemination of their work and communication with 

other partners. The Iter Community page is meant as a critical intervention into modes of scholarly 

production and publication, and models how the implementation of functionalities that support social 

knowledge creation can facilitate novel research opportunities and invite scholars and members of the 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compcom.2015.06.009
https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.52
https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n3a223
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community to participate in the creation of knowledge. The platform facilitates online knowledge 

production and dissemination in ways that ultimately enhance research practices and community outreach.

+† Holley, Rose. 2010. “Crowdsourcing: How and Why Should Libraries Do It?” D-Lib Magazine 16 

(3/4): n.p. https://doi.org/10.1045/march2010-holley

Holley defines crowdsourcing and makes a number of practical suggestions to assist with launching a 

crowdsourcing project. She asserts that crowdsourcing uses social engagement techniques to help a group 

of people work together on a shared, usually significant initiative. The fundamental principle of a 

crowdsourcing project is that it entails greater effort, time, and intellectual input than is available from a 

single individual, thereby requiring broader social engagement. Holley’s argument is that libraries are 

already proficient at public engagement but need to improve how they work toward shared group goals. 

She suggests 10 basic practices to assist libraries in successfully implementing crowdsourcing. Many of 

these recommendations centre on project transparency and motivating users.

Jemielniak, Dariusz, and Eduard Aibar. 2016. “Bridging the Gap between Wikipedia and Academia.” 

Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology 67 (7): 1773–76. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23691

Jemielniak and Aibar consider the relationship between the professoriate and Wikipedia. They 

recommend that professors become more involved with the open, online encyclopedia. Jemielniak and 

Aibar cover earlier academic objections to Wikipedia and suggest that many professors do not use the site 

since they do not see their colleagues use the site. For the authors, engaging with Wikipedia provides a 

valid and beneficial pedagogical exercise, benefits broader society by improving the quality of 

information available, and helps to spread one’s research more widely.

Φ Kondratova, Irina, and Ilia Goldfarb. 2004. “Virtual Communities of Practice: Design for 

Collaboration and Knowledge Creation.” In Proceedings of the European Conference on Products and 

Processes Modelling. (Φ Public & Community Engagement > Collaboration, Partnership, & Engagement)

+ Lin, Carolyn A., and David J. Atkin. 2007. Communication Technology and Social Change: Theory and 

Implications. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Lin and Atkin edit this anthology that discusses significant outcomes of technology adoption and uses. 

Throughout the volume, authors explain how communication and information technologies facilitate 

social change. The editors organized the collection of essays to enhance the understanding of these social 

change outcomes by readers, scholars, students, and practitioners from a theoretical standpoint that 

examines the effects of communication technology on different social environments. The technologies 

examined by the authors include video and home entertainment, online technology education and 

entertainment, and cultural attitudes toward paper and electronic documents. The editors argue from the 

https://doi.org/10.1045/march2010-holley
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23691
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standpoint of social change, namely that advancements in communication technology have shaped 

political perspectives around the globe toward, for example, the Iraq War.

+† Manzo, Christina, Geoff Kaufman, Sukdith Punjashitkul, and Mary Flanagan. 2015. “‘By the People, 

For the People’: Assessing the Value of Crowdsourced, User-Generated Metadata.” Digital Humanities 

Quarterly 9 (1): n.p. http://www.digitalhumanities.org/dhq/vol/9/1/000204/000204.html

Manzo, Kaufman, Punjashitkul, and Flanagan make a case for the usefulness of folksonomy tagging 

when combined with categorical tagging in crowdsourced projects. The authors open with a defense of 

categorization by arguing that classification systems reflect collection qualities while allowing for 

efficient retrieval of materials. However, they admit that these positive effects are often diminished by the 

use of folksonomy tagging, which promotes self-referential and personal task organizing labels. The 

authors suggest that a mixed system of folksonomic and controlled vocabularies be put into play in order 

to maximize the benefits of both approaches while minimizing their challenges. This is demonstrated 

through an empirical experiment in labeling images from the Leslie Jones Collection of the Boston Public 

Library, followed by evaluating the helpfulness of the tags.

+ Mayer, Amy. 2010. “Phenology and Citizen Science.” BioScience 60 (3): 172–75. 

https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2010.60.3.3

Mayer argues that phenology—the relationship between annual events and seasonal changes, such as 

observing the bloom of flowers—lends itself to citizen science when many people record these 

observations. Mayer addresses the data quality issue and states that evidence from various studies shows 

that clear and straightforward instructions result in reliable data from volunteers. She discusses various 

recent and long-term phenology projects, such as the National Ecological Observatory Network (NEON) 

and Feedwatcher, with a specific focus on how both projects address the challenge of sustaining ongoing 

citizen observations. This is an issue in phenology, since long-term observations over years are what add 

real value to a project. Another issue is that such long-term research is not compatible with traditional 

funding agencies, since they often give out shorter term grants than such research requires.

† Pfister, Damien Smith. 2011. “Networked Expertise in the Era of Many-to-Many Communication: On 

Wikipedia and Invention.” Social Epistemology 25 (3): 217–31. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02691728.2011.578306

Pfister argues that Wikipedia is a prime example and facilitator of contemporary many-to-many 

communication structures and the resultant changing nature of knowledge production. He advocates for 

many-to-many communication because it disrupts traditional knowledge practices that depend on 

specialized experts to disseminate knowledge through carefully regulated channels and institutions. 

Furthermore, social knowledge creation spaces like Wikipedia induce productive epistemic turbulence 

http://www.digitalhumanities.org/dhq/vol/9/1/000204/000204.html
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2010.60.3.3
https://doi.org/10.1080/02691728.2011.578306


Open Scholarship Press • Open Scholarship Press Collections: Community Public & Community Engagement

28

through multivocal authorship, arguments, and collaboration. Pfister champions this networked or 

participatory expertise as a more democratic, representative, and therefore less hierarchical model of 

communication.

Ridge, Mia. 2013. “From Tagging to Theorizing: Deepening Engagement with Cultural Heritage through 

Crowdsourcing.” Curator 56 (4): 435–50.

Ridge reviews the relationship between crowdsourcing and cultural heritage material. She argues that 

public interaction with a museum or library’s holdings fosters participants’ sustained interest and 

satisfaction. Ridge surveys crowdsourcing in GLAM institutions (Galleries, Libraries, Archives, and 

Museums), and considers the difference between crowdsourcing and other user-generated content, like 

survey feedback. She outlines effective techniques for developing crowdsourcing projects, including the 

integration of games and conscientious design that employs appropriate scaffolding. Ridge underscores 

the importance of acknowledging crowdsourcing as a public engagement activity, even if the “crowd” 

and the project initiators never meet face-to-face.

Rockwell, Geoffrey. 2012. “Crowdsourcing the Humanities: Social Research and Collaboration.” 

Collaborative Research in the Digital Humanities, edited by Marilyn Deegan and Willard McCarty, 135–

54. Surrey, UK: Ashgate Publishing.

Rockwell suggests that crowdsourcing and other community-involved projects offer a path for engaging 

publics more readily and reasserting the value of the humanities. He argues that regardless of one’s 

opinion on the role of collaboration in the humanities, scholars need to reconsider the prevalence and 

value of distributed knowledge, and of projects that purposefully facilitate social knowledge creation. To 

illustrate his claims, Rockwell provides examples of social knowledge creation projects he has been 

involved with, including the “Dictionary of Words in the Wild” and the “Day in the Life of the Digital 

Humanities” (now simply known as “Day of DH”). He nods to other commonly cited crowdsourcing 

projects like Wikipedia and Transcribe Bentham. Based on his experience, Rockwell offers advice for 

others undertaking crowdsourcing or social knowledge-based projects.

+† Rosenzweig, Roy. 2006. “Can History Be Open Source? Wikipedia and the Future of the Past.” The 

Journal of American History 93 (1): 117–46. https://doi.org/ 10.2307/4486062

Rosenzweig claims that the field of open source software development is notoriously individualistic. He 

notes that only 6% of over 32,000 scholarly works indexed since 2000 have more than one author, and 

less than 2% have three or more authors. Rosenzweig argues that the cooperation and freedom of 

Wikipedia have transformed it into the most important demonstration of the principles of free and open 

source software movement. He discusses Wikipedia as both a tool for historiography as well as how it 

can be understood as an expression of history itself. According to the author, professional historians 

https://doi.org/
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should pay attention to Wikipedia because students do. Wikipedia and Linux demonstrate that there are 

alternative models to produce encyclopedias and software other than the hierarchical, commercial model 

represented by Microsoft.

† Ross, Stephen, Alex Christie, and Jentery Sayers. 2014. “Expert/Crowd-Sourcing for the Linked 

Modernisms Project.” Scholarly and Research Communication 5 (4). http://src-

online.ca/index.php/src/article/viewFile/186/368

Ross, Christie, and Sayers discuss the creation and evolution of the Social Sciences and Humanities 

Research Council (SSHRC)-funded Linked Modernisms Project. The authors demonstrate how the 

project negotiates the productive study of both individual works and the larger field of cultural 

modernism through the use of digital, visual, and networked methods. Linked Modernisms employs a 

four-tier information matrix to accumulate user-generated survey data about modernist materials. The 

authors argue that the resulting information allows serendipitous encounters with data, and emphasizes 

discoverability. Linked Modernisms is focused on developing modes of scholarly publication that line up 

with the dynamic nature of the data and comply with the principles of open access.

 † Siemens, Raymond G., Meagan Timney, Cara Leitch, Corina Koolen, and Alex Garnett, with the 

ETCL, INKE, and PKP Research Groups. 2012. “Toward Modeling the Social Edition: An Approach to 

Understanding the Electronic Scholarly Edition in the Context of New and Emerging Social Media.” 

Digital Scholarship in the Humanities (formerly Literary and Linguistic Computing) 27 (4): 445–61. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqs013

Siemens, Timney, Leitch, Koolen, Garnett, et al. present a vision of an emerging manifestation of the 

scholarly digital edition: the social edition. The authors ruminate on both the potential and already-

realized intersections between scholarly digital editing and social media. For Siemens et al., many 

scholarly digital editions do not readily employ the collaborative electronic tools available for use in a 

scholarly context. The authors seek to remediate this lack of engagement, especially concerning 

opportunities to integrate collaborative annotation, user-derived content, folksonomy tagging, community 

bibliography, and text analysis capabilities within a digital edition. Furthermore, Siemens et al. envision 

the conceptual role of the editor—traditionally a single authoritative individual—as a reflection of 

facilitation rather than of didactic authority. A social edition predicated on these shifts and amendments 

would allow for increased social knowledge creation by a community of readers and scholars, academics 

and citizens alike.

Shane-Simpson, Christina, and Kristen Gillespie-Lynch. 2017. “Examining Potential Mechanisms 

Underlying the Wikipedia Gender Gap through a Collaborative Editing Task.” Computers in Human 

Behavior l (66): 312–28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.09.043

http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/viewFile/186/368
https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqs013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.09.043
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Shane-Simpson and Gillespie-Lynch consider what is known as the Wikipedia gender gap, i.e., the 

disproportionate number of self-identified male vs. female Wikipedia editors. Through their simulated 

study the authors find that women actually tend to develop more content than men, but their edits are 

more likely to be reverted and they are more likely to stop editing when given negative feedback. Such an 

analysis indicates that the lack of women editing on Wikipedia is not necessarily due to a lack of 

confidence with technology or coding, as some have speculated, but rather a disinclination toward 

confrontational spaces featuring negativity. Shane-Simpson and Gillespie-Lynch conclude that the use of 

more constructive feedback on Wikipedia could help rectify the gender gap.

+ Silvertown, Jonathan. 2009. “A New Dawn for Citizen Science.” Trends in Ecology & Evolution 24 (9): 

467–71. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.03.017

Silvertown calls attention to burgeoning citizen science projects, especially in environmental sciences, 

and addresses the main underlying reasons for such exponential growth. The first is the availability of 

tools that facilitate the gathering and dissemination of information to and from the public by the 

volunteers themselves. The second is the fact that citizen science is carried out by volunteers who bring a 

diverse set of skills, thereby significantly cutting down on project costs. Finally, he states that present 

funding agencies require scientific research to incorporate an element of project-related outreach, and a 

means to ensure that the public values taxpayer-funded work; having members of the public directly 

participate in scientific research allows them to reach this goal. Despite its established roots, dating from 

the nineteenth century, the author points out that citizen science is underrepresented in formal scientific 

literature because the term itself is fairly recent and the practice has yet to fit within the standard methods 

of scientific research that are based on hypothesis testing. He concludes by pointing to guidelines for 

good practice in citizen science, outlining various challenges that may spring up, and arguing for the 

benefits of citizen science in large-scale projects.

Terras, Melissa. 2017. “Crowdsourcing in the Digital Humanities.” In A New Companion to Digital 

Humanities, edited by Susan Schreibman, Ray Siemens, and John Unsworth, 420–39. Hoboken, NJ: 

John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Terras explains the role of digital crowdsourcing as a methodology for research on history, culture, 

heritage, and the humanities in general. She argues that scholars who work in digital humanities should 

support students who want to become a part of crowdsourcing and create a project in the field of 

humanities. Moreover, she believes that by encouraging more people to participate in projects related to 

the humanities we can create a better society that will be more aware of its cultural and social inheritance. 

Finally, Terras concludes that the development of crowdsourcing in this area can contribute to better 

access to information about heritage, history, and culture, and that this can, in turn, encourage a wider 

audience.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.03.017
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† Van House, Nancy A. 2003. “Digital Libraries and Collaborative Knowledge Construction.” In Digital 

Library Use: Social Practice in Design and Evaluation, edited by Ann Peterson Bishop, Nancy A. Van 

House, and Barbara P. Buttenfield, 271–95. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Van House reminds her readers that libraries are more than just storehouses; libraries comprehensively 

support and foster knowledge creation. Consequently, she claims, designing and building effective digital 

libraries depends on a thorough understanding of knowledge work. For Van House, the emergence of 

digital libraries represents a significant shift in how individuals and communities create knowledge. 

Digital libraries often foster transgressive, situated, distributed, and social networks of research and 

knowledge production. Notably, she reinforces the concept that artifacts are not knowledge in and of 

themselves; knowledge is a complex social phenomenon rooted in contact, daily practice, and partial 

mediation by artifacts. As such, digital libraries function differently than as mere conduits—digital 

libraries are boundary objects, and they affect knowledge work significantly by introducing variation in 

terms of manipulability, credibility, inscription, access, and organization.

+† Vandendorpe, Christian. 2012. “Wikisource and the Scholarly Book.” Scholarly and Research 

Communication 3 (4): n.p. https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2012v3n4a58

Vandendorpe contemplates Wikisource, a project of the Wikimedia foundation, as a potential platform 

for reading and editing scholarly books. He comes to this conclusion after considering what the ideal e-

book or digital knowledge environment should look like. For Vandendorpe, this artifact must be available 

on the web; reflect the metaphor of a forest of knowledge, rather than a container; situate the reader at the 

centre of the experience; and be open, reliable, robust, and expandable. Wikisource, the author concludes, 

has the potential to meet these criteria. Vandendorpe highlights that Wikisource enables quality editing 

and robust versioning, and has various display options. He also outlines areas of development for 

Wikisource to become an ideal candidate for hosting the aforementioned type of knowledge creation.

† Vandendorpe, Christian. 2015. “Wikipedia and the Ecosystem of Knowledge.” Scholarly and Research 

Communication 6 (3). http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/201

Vandendorpe argues for the broad uptake of Wikipedia across the academy, contending that researchers 

need to edit on Wikipedia and to share their specialized knowledge with the rest of the world. In this way, 

Vandendorpe argues, scholars can easily share their findings broadly and publicly. He emphasizes online, 

popular, and open access environments in the growing media ecology that supports scholarly 

communication. Vandendorpe champions the opportunities afforded by serious academic engagement 

with Wikipedia.

Veletsianos, George, and Royce Kimmons. 2012. “Networked Participatory Scholarship: Emergent 

Techno-Cultural Pressures Toward Open and Digital Scholarship in Online Networks.” Computers & 

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2012v3n4a58
http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/201
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Education 58 (2): 766–74.

Veletsianos and Kimmons explore the possibly causal, possibly correlated relationship between 

contemporary scholarly practice and technology. In particular, they argue that specific scholarly practices 

have emerged that are situated squarely in online social spaces, deeming such practices Networked 

Participatory Scholarship. Networked Participatory Scholarship encapsulates non-traditional scholarly 

communication activities such as social networking on Twitter and writing a personal blog. These 

activities, while still occurring in the realm of the academy, look very different from more formalized 

scholarly communication like publishing a peer-reviewed print article. The authors conclude that the 

academy will continue to develop and change as technology does, and that it is crucial to both track and 

support scholarly practices that embrace and respond to (inevitable) technological change rather than 

resist it.

† Walsh, Brandon, Claire Maiers, Gwen Nally, and Jeremy Boggs. 2014. “Crowdsourcing Individual 

Interpretations: Between Microtasking and Macrotasking.” Literary and Linguistic Computing 29 (3): 

379–86. https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqu030

Walsh, Maiers, Nally, Boggs, et al. track the creation of Prism, an individual text markup tool developed 

by the Praxis Program at the University of Virginia. Prism was conceived in response to Jerome 

McGann’s call for textual markup tools that foreground subjectivity, as the tool illustrates how different 

groups of readers engage with a text. Prism is designed to assist with projects that blend two approaches 

to crowdsourcing: microtasking and macrotasking. A compelling quality of Prism is that it balances the 

constraint necessary for generating productive metadata with the flexibility necessary for facilitating 

social, negotiable interactions with the textual object. In that way, Prism is poised to redefine 

crowdsourcing in the digital humanities.

Wiggins, Andrea, and Kevin Crowston. 2011. “From Conservation to Crowdsourcing: A Typology of 

Citizen Science.” In 2011 44th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS), 1–10. 

https://doi.org/10.1109/ HICSS.2011.207

Wiggins and Crowston engage in a discussion of citizen science in terms of the common attributes many 

projects share and attempt to provide a theoretical sampling that future citizen science projects may rely 

on. The authors argue that the majority of scholarship on citizen science is invested in describing the 

process of integrating volunteers into the various levels of scientific research, without taking into account 

the macrostructural and sociotechnical factors. They believe that this comes at the expense of crucial 

design and process management. Wiggins and Crowston identify and discuss five distinct typologies 

witnessed in various citizen science projects: action, conservation, investigation, virtuality, and education. 

The authors classify these typologies by major goals and the extent to which they are virtual. One of the 

https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqu030
https://doi.org/10.1109/
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main motivations for developing these typologies is to describe the existing state of citizen science and to 

make accessible the necessary conditions for successful citizen science projects.

 Willinsky, John. 2007. “What Open Access Research Can Do for Wikipedia.” First Monday 12 (3): n.p. 

https://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/download/1624/1539?inline=1

Willinsky interrogates the degree to which Wikipedia entries cite or reference scholarship, and whether 

this research is generally available to readers in open access format. The author is interested in whether 

contributors are taking advantage of the growing amount of open access research available to them. To 

study this, Willinsky randomly selected 100 Wikipedia entries, which reference 168 resources. Of those 

168 resources, only 2% point to open access scholarly research. Given these findings, Willinsky argues 

that more can be done to enhance Wikipedia, and to bolster the current state of knowledge provided by 

the online encyclopedia. Wikipedia, Willinsky argues, should be used as a platform to springboard open 

access initiatives and circulate materials in an accessible way for the entire Internet community. If the 

platform were to become more of an entry point, researchers and scholars would have greater motivation 

to make their work open access.

Research Creation in Theory & Practice
Balyasnikova, Natalia, and Kedrick James. 2020. “PhoneMe Poetry: Mapping Community in the Digital 

Age.” Engaged Scholars Journal: Community-Engaged Research, Teaching, and Learning 6 (2): 107–16.

Balyasnikova and James introduce the PhoneMe initiative, a community-based research creation project 

designed by University of British Columbia researchers and centred in Vancouver’s Downtown Eastside 

(known as the DTES). The PhoneMe project facilitated the creation and sharing of place-based poetry 

using a blend of in-person and digital methods. The authors suggest that this project was a worthwhile 

undertaking as it supported and gave back to the community participants, in contrast to what is known as 

the parachute approach when researchers drop into a community to extract research findings and then 

leave. They also, however, acknowledge the PhoneMe project’s limitation in scope and diversity and 

outline how they are addressing these issues in subsequent phases.

Φ+ Bradley, Jean-Claude, Robert J. Lancashire, Andrew SID Lang, and Anthony J. Williams. 2009. 

“The Spectral Game: Leveraging Open Data and Crowd-Sourcing for Education.” Journal of 

Cheminformatics 1 (9): 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1186/1758-2946-1-9 (Φ Public & Community Engagement > 

Social Knowledge Creation, including Wikipedia & Crowdsourcing)

† Cao, Qilin, Yong Lu, Dayong Dong, Zongming Tang, and Yongqiang Li. 2013. “The Roles of Bridging 

and Bonding in Social Media Communities.” Journal of American Society for Information Science and 

Technology 64 (8): 1671–81. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22866

https://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/download/1624/1539?inline=1
https://doi.org/10.1186/1758-2946-1-9
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22866
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Cao, Lu, Dong, Tang, and Li develop a theoretical model investigating the contribution of bonding 

(social networks among homogeneous groups) and bridging (social networks among heterogeneous 

groups) to the individual and collective well-being of virtual communities, through information 

exchange. They argue that bridging and bonding have positive implications for information quality but 

not quantity, also noting that information quality is more critical than information quantity after a 

disaster. They situate their work within the social capital theory, referring to Nan Lin (“Social Networks 

and Status Attainment,” 1999), Pierre Bourdieu and Loïc J.D. Wacquant (An Invitation to Reflexive 

Sociology, 1992), and Mamata Bhandar, Shan-Ling Pan, and Bernard C. Y. Tan (“Towards Understanding 

the Roles of Social Capital in Knowledge Integration: A Case Study of a Collaborative Information 

Systems Project,” 2007). The authors conclude that bonding has an impact on bridging, and that both 

have a positive impact on information quality.

Chapman, Owen, and Kim Sawchuck. 2012. “Research-Creation: Intervention, Analysis, and “Family 

Resemblances.’” Canadian Journal of Communication 37: 5–26.

Chapman and Sawchuck consider the concept of research creation and how it figures in contemporary 

academic production and discourse. They argue that research creation has the potential to challenge more 

conservative academic modes and methods of knowledge creation. For Chapman and Sawchuck, research 

creation is an innovative approach to academic production that dovetails nicely with fields like the digital 

humanities and can contribute to its development, practices, and relevance—as long as a sufficiently 

robust definition of research creation is accepted and understood in the academic community. Moreover, 

the authors suggest, research creation not only challenges current academic practice but, in fact, expands 

it into more introspective, processual, and creative forms.

Cuffe, Honae H. 2019. “Lend Me Your Ears: The Rise of the History Podcast in Australia.” History 

Australia 16 (3): 553–69.

Cuffe examines the role of the history podcast in the Australian context. She glosses a selection of 

Australian history podcasts—some overtly academic, some not—and concludes that this is an important 

mechanism for translating historical work (and even historiography) to broader publics. Cuffe 

acknowledges the challenges of history podcasts in the academic context, namely that there is pushback 

from those who do not consider knowledge translation worthwhile or intellectually robust, and 

recognizes that it is difficult to have such work counted in the current metrics-obsessed academic world. 

Regardless, she still suggests that there is significant value to podcasting, since it both centres a scholarly 

expert’s voice and invites listeners into the academic process.

Duffy, Brooke Erin, and Jefferson Pooley. 2017. “‘Facebook for Academics’: The Convergence of Self-

Branding and Social Media Logic on Academia.edu.” Social Media + Society 3.
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Duffy and Pooley describe the growing trend of academics engaging in self-promoting practices such as 

creating and maintaining a brand for themselves, especially in the digital world. They analyze 

Academia.edu’s Silicon Valley startup aesthetic and business model, as well as the social culture 

manifested on the site, in order to argue that the popularity of scholarly social networking sites such as 

Academia.edu is tied to—but also compounds—the intense pressures academics face to market 

themselves and their work. Duffy and Pooley pinpoint the social media characteristics of Academia.edu, 

such as the prioritization of feedback mechanisms, analytics, and user-generated materials. These 

elements contribute to the authors’ assertions that Academia.edu goes hand-in-hand with unhealthy 

aspects of academic culture within the neoliberal university. The authors conclude with a warning about 

the risks of sites like Academia.edu causing academics to internalize market pressures, as well as 

Academia.edu’s guise as a for-profit company with enormous collections of user data and membership 

barriers to access while purporting to be a viable path to an open access future.

+ Dumova, Tatyana. 2012. “Social Interaction Technologies and the Future of Blogging.” In Blogging in 

the Global Society: Cultural, Political and Geographical Aspects, edited by Tatyana Dumova, and Richard 

Fiordo, 249–74. Hershey, PA: Information Science Reference.

Dumova addresses the social potential of blogging centres and the ways in which blogs permit people to 

engage in social interactions, build connections, and collaborate with others. She argues that blogging 

should not be studied in isolation from the social media clusters that function together to sustain each 

other. She also notes that blogging is an international phenomenon, since over 60% of all blogs created 

after the 1990s are written in languages other than English. Next, Dumova broadly traces the 

development of blog publishing platforms. She concludes that network-based peer production and social 

media convergence are the driving forces behind the current transformation of blogs to increasingly user-

centric, user-driven practices of producing, searching, sharing, publishing, and distributing information.

Kimbro, Devori, Michael Noschka, and Geoffrey Way. 2019. “Lend Us Your Earbuds: 

Shakespeare/Podcasting/Poesis.” Humanities 8 (67): 1–12.

Kimbro, Noschka, and Way ruminate on the relation between podcasts and Shakespeare studies. Not only 

do the authors suggest that Shakespeare scholars should create podcasts in order to engage with broader 

publics, but they also consider how the podcast is akin to other emergent, popularizing communication 

technologies from Shakespeare’s time (like printing) as well as where Shakespeare shows up in current, 

well-trafficked podcasts. For Kimbro, Noschka, and Way, the connection between Shakespeare and 

podcasts makes sense from historical, literary, academic, and public engagement perspectives.

kopas, merritt. 2015. Introduction to Videogames for Humans, 5–19. New York: Instar Books.
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kopas introduces her edited collection, Videogames for Humans, as an intervention into both the games 

studies and literary studies worlds, as well as a reflection on the Twine community. For kopas, Twine 

offers an opportunity for storytellers and amateur game designers to create their own interactive narrators 

on the margins of more mainstream media creation. The author blends her own academic experience and 

research with the creative and community engagement possibilities of Twine. Overall, she demonstrates 

how Twine can serve artistic, knowledge creation, research, personal, and community purposes.

Lampe, Cliff, Robert LaRose, Charles Steinfield, and Kurt DeMaagd. 2011. “Inherent Barriers to the 

Use of Social Media for Public Policy Informatics.” The Innovation Journal 16 (1): 1–17.

Lampe, LaRose, Steinfield and DeMaagd address the barriers to social media use for public policy 

informatics. For the authors, social media has the potential to foster interactions between policymakers, 

government officials, and their constituencies. The authors refer to this framework as Governance 2.0 and 

use AdvanceMichigan as a case study. AdvanceMichigan is a social media implementation designed to 

crowdsource feedback from stakeholders of Michigan State University Cooperative Extension. This 

organization approaches the education process in such a way that students can apply their knowledge to a 

range of critical issues, needs, and opportunities. The organization is planning to return to traditional 

methods for collecting data from stakeholders due to the challenges of crowdsourcing data. The authors 

conclude with a discussion on how to create compelling technologies tailored to correctly scaled tasks for 

an audience who are likely to use social media sites.

Letierce, Julie, Alexandre Passant, John Breslin, and Stefan Decker. 2010. “Understanding How Twitter 

Is Used to Spread Scientific Messages.” Proceedings of the WebSci10: Extending the Frontiers of Society 

On-Line, April 26–27. Raleigh, NC: US. https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Understanding-how-

Twitter-is-used-to-spread-Letierce-Passant/c9d5d81311973b22f6b18a7f050ee976fef74dfb

Letierce, Passant, Breslin, and Decker aim to understand how Twitter is used for spreading academic 

knowledge, especially at conferences. To do so, they harvest and study tweets from three different 

conferences, as well as conduct interviews with colleagues who are active on social media. The findings 

tend in the direction of academic-only engagement with academic messaging. The authors’ use of Twitter 

as an indicator of emerging trends and popular topics of conversation could be relevant for those who 

study discipline formation or specific communities of practice.

 † McGann, Jerome. 2001. Radiant Textuality: Literary Studies After the World Wide Web. New York: 

Palgrave Macmillan.

McGann’s compilation of essays from 1993 to 2000 shows the development of his work in the digital 

edition, literary studies and interpretation, and digital scholarly work. He comes to regard critical gaming 

structures as environments that allow for new approaches to these areas of study. The essays move 

https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Understanding-how-Twitter-is-used-to-spread-Letierce-Passant/c9d5d81311973b22f6b18a7f050ee976fef74dfb
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through McGann’s understanding of the potential of digital technologies as “thinking machines” that can 

go beyond the material limitations of the book. He describes scholarly work, editions, and translations as 

performative deformation that manipulates text and supplies a perceptual presentation for the reader. 

McGann explores the opportunity to leverage the digital ecosystem and enable interplay between 

multiple fields by using markup and databases to make “N-dimensional space” accessible. The final 

chapter reveals how the digital game Ivanhoe offers such an environment. In Ivanhoe, a digital role-

playing game, a literary work is read and interpreted in a framework that combines primary and 

secondary texts, scholarship, and the players’ interpretations and commentaries in the same area, thus 

encouraging new forms of critical reflection. McGann calls this a “quantum field,” where textual objects 

and reading subjects operate within the same space, and which allows for algorithmic and rhetorical 

performative activity within rather than outside of the object of attention.

Φ McMillan Cottom, Tressie. 2015. “‘Who Do You Think You Are?’: When Marginality Meets 

Academic Microcelebrity.” Ada: A Journal of Gender, New Media, and Technology 7. 

https://doi.org/10.7264/N3319T5T (Φ Public & Community Engagement > Public Scholarship & Public 

Humanities)

Φ Morrison, Aimée. 2018. “Of, By, and For the Internet: New Media Studies and Public Scholarship.” 

The Routledge Companion to Media Studies and Digital Humanities, edited by Jentery Sayers, 56–66. New 

York: Routledge. (Φ Public & Community Engagement > Public Scholarship & Public Humanities)

Neapetung, Myron, Lori Bradford, and Lalita Bharadwaj. 2019. “‘Spirit, Safety, and a Stand-off’: The 

Research-Creation Process and Its Roles in Relationality and Reconciliation among Researcher and 

Indigenous Co-Learners in Saskatchewan, Canada.” Engaged Scholars Journal: Community-Engaged 

Research, Teaching, and Learning 5 (2): 37–60.

Naepetung, Bradford, and Bharadwaj discuss a collaborative research creation initiative on the role and 

impact of water, undertaken by Saskatchewan-based academic researchers and Indigenous elders from 

Yellow Quill First Nation. The authors suggest that collaborations such as these must be entered into 

from a mutual standpoint of respect and reciprocity. Naepetung, Bradford, and Bharadwaj outline the 

project as well as the cultural challenges that had to be overcome in order for the initiative to meet the 

researchers’ and the community’s needs. For the authors, collaborative research creation is a worthwhile 

undertaking but one that must be approached cautiously and conscientiously.

* Ross, Claire. 2012. “Social Media for Digital Humanities and Community Engagement.” In Digital 

Humanities in Practice, edited by Claire Warwick, Melissa Terras, and Julianne Nyhan, 23–46. 

https://doi.org/10.29085/9781856049054.003

https://doi.org/10.7264/N3319T5T
https://doi.org/10.29085/9781856049054.003
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Ross explores the current uses of social media—which she defines as web-based tools that allow 

community participation, collaboration, and sharing—for digital humanities research. She also reviews 

the opportunities and challenges of utilizing social media in academia for community engagement, and 

suggests that the main applications of social media in digital humanities are crowdsourcing, enhancing a 

community of practice, and co-creating knowledge. The author points out that there is still much to learn 

about the impact these technologies have on teaching and researching, based on case studies of the 

University College London, including a project for transcribing Jeremy Bentham’s works by 

crowdsourcing; the use of Twitter during three digital humanities conferences; and the QRator Project, 

which allows researchers and visitors of a museum to view and share thoughts and interpretations of each 

object using QR codes. Ross remarks that to better understand the impact of social media in the academy, 

universities need to incorporate social media into their approaches to engage communities in scholarly 

debate and knowledge sharing.

Veletsianos, George. 2016. Media in Academia: Networked Scholars. New York: Routledge.

Veletsianos aims to nuance the conversation around academics’ participation on social media networks 

such as Facebook or Twitter. Contrary to the common narrative, the author urges his readers to consider 

the role of social media for academics as individuals. Social media is usually discussed in relation to 

increasing publication citation counts or one’s status as a public intellectual. Instead, Veletsianos contests 

that we should think of academic uptake of social media as a symptom of those involved with higher 

education; that is, academics want to connect and share aspects of themselves more broadly, so they turn 

to social media—social media does not cause them to connect and share more. Veletsianos repositions the 

human subject as an active rather than passive agent in the larger realms of social media and networked 

scholarship.
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Open Scholarship
Arbuckle, Alyssa. 2019a. “Open+: Versioning Open Social Scholarship.” KULA: Knowledge Creation, 

Dissemination, and Preservation Studies 3 (February): 18. https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.39

Advocates of the Open Access movement have been fighting for free and unfettered access to research 

output since the early 1990s. Open access is a crucial element of a fair, efficient scholarly communication 

system where all are able to find, interpret, and use the results of publicly-funded research. Arbuckle 

argues that versioning scholarship across varying modes and formats would move scholarly 

communication from a straightforward open access system to a more engaging environment for multiple 

communities. Universal open access is more possible now than ever before, thanks to networked 

technologies and the development of open scholarship policies. But, Arbuckle asks, what happens after 

access to research is provided?

Arbuckle, Alyssa, and John Maxwell. 2019. “Modelling Open Social Scholarship Within the INKE 

Community.” KULA: Knowledge Creation, Dissemination, and Preservation Studies 3 (February): 2. 

https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.15

Arbuckle and Maxwell contest that, given the current state of digital technology, there is a clear 

opportunity to revamp scholarly communication into a multi-faceted, open system that integrates and 

takes advantage of the near-ubiquitous global network. In doing so, the values of collaboration, sharing, 

and transparency inherent to open social scholarship can be integrated into knowledge dissemination 

methods. The INKE community is currently organized around the idea of open social scholarship, but 

putting this into practice will involve assessing and revising its own scholarly communication processes. 

Arbuckle and Maxwell explore the current state of open access to academic research and ruminate on 

next steps, beyond open access. They consider the role of collaboration in contemporary academic 

practice, and the importance of transparency in regards to multiplayer work. Further, the authors examine 

the standard scholarly communication model, especially as it pertains to INKE. Finally, Arbuckle and 

Maxwell make recommendations and suggest alternatives for transforming our stock scholarly 

communication models into open social scholarship practices.

Aspesi, Claudio, and Amy Brand. 2020. “In Pursuit of Open Science, Open Access is Not Enough.” 

Science 368 (6491): 574-77. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba3763

Aspesi and Brand warn the academic community about the pitfalls of an uncoordinated approach to open 

access. The authors suggest that the current open access hype is opening the door for an increased 

monopoly of digitized academic services and assets by the Top 5 publishers. In particular, Aspesi and 

Brand highlight the increase of commercial publisher activity in the areas of data analytics, research and 

https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.39
https://doi.org/10.5334/kula.15
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aba3763
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service hosting, and portal services, among others. This is of particular concern for the authors as they 

suggest this may lead to (further) inequitable access to research materials, a lack of diversity in the 

scholarly publishing world, and a scenario where universities remain beholden to commercial publishers 

for value-added services that replicate the model—and financial unsustainability—of the current 

subscription system. To quell this tide, Aspesi and Brand recommend a coordinated approach among 

academic institutions in developing the infrastructure required for an equitable open scholarship system.

+ Belojevic, Nina. 2015. “Developing an Open, Networked Peer Review System.” Scholarly and Research 

Communication 6 (2): n.p. https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n2a205

Belojevic presents the Personas for Open, Networked Peer Review wireframe prototype: an open, 

networked peer-review model initiated by Belojevic and Jentery Sayers in 2013 that was further 

developed by the Electronic Textual Cultures Laboratory, in partnership with University of Victoria 

Libraries, the Humanities Computing and Media Centre, and the Public Knowledge Project. In this 

environment, articles undergo open peer review and can be commented on by a specific group of 

reviewers or the public. The prototyping process followed an approach similar to the one described in 

Katie Salen and Eric Zimmerman’s Rules of Play: Game Design Fundamentals in which they outline 

common game design principles. Belojevic describes how the project moved from iterative prototyping 

to agile development, an approach that permits researchers to break down the project into smaller chunks. 

This approach allows stakeholders to ensure that their goals are being met at every stage and scholars and 

researchers to maintain the quality of the project. Further research will focus on determining the aspects 

of agile development that are adaptable for the project in order to facilitate a balance between project 

development and deliverables, while being flexible enough to pursue and integrate novel insights that 

may appear during the prototyping process.

Borgman, Christine. 2007. Scholarship in the Digital Age: Information, Infrastructure, and the Internet. 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Borgman provides a thorough overview of the digital scholarship environment that accounts for trends 

and issues in policies, institutions, disciplines, and technologies. Her goal is to characterize the state of 

digital scholarship and to frame it within social, historical, and technological contexts. Borgman situates 

digital scholarship (or e-Research, as she often refers to it) within a longer trajectory of efforts to make 

scholarly communication more efficient, useful, and expansive. She also suggests that a bottom-up 

approach to digital scholarship will ultimately not be successful, because of low incentives and high 

barriers. Contrary to grassroots advocates, Borgman believes that institutions and policymakers, rather 

than individual faculty members or librarians, must implement digital scholarship. Overall, Borgman 

urges her readers to think critically about how—and why—the academic community is building digital 

infrastructure to support and supplement scholarly research.

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n2a205
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Ψ Bullard, Julia. 2019. “Knowledge Organization For Open Scholarship.” Pop! Public. Open. 

Participatory 1 (October). https://doi.org/10.21810/pop.2019.005

Bullard discusses the need for culturally specific knowledge organization infrastructures as a foundation 

for open scholarship in Canada. Focusing on subject description, the process by which the “aboutness” of 

information resources is described, the author notes that the standards for subject description—the 

Library of Congress Subject Headings (LCSH), PubMed’s Medical Subject Headings (MeSH), and the 

Modern Language Association (MLA) Commons—were developed in the US. Like all knowledge 

systems, these systems reflect the perspectives and biases of their creators; thus, using them to structure 

and organize Canadian scholarship may lead to its “distortion.” Bullard outlines plans for a research 

project that draws on infrastructure theory and critical theory to investigate the creation of subject 

description infrastructure informed by openness, multiculturalism, and decolonization. The author 

concludes by noting that this research into knowledge organization infrastructures is well aligned with the 

INKE Partnership’s interest in open infrastructure.

 Canadian Scholarly Publishing Working Group. 2017. Final Report. Canadian Scholarly Publishing 

Working Group. https://www.carl-abrc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/CSPWG_final_report_EN.pdf

The authors of this report outline the current challenges to the Canadian academic publishing system, as 

well as suggest principles to guide a successful, sustainable system moving forward. These principles 

include accountability (to the academy); openness; high-quality publishing practices; well-informed 

authors; dynamic Canadian publishing opportunities; foundational strengths; flexibility; and adaptability. 

The authors applaud initiatives like the collaboration between Érudit and the Canadian Research 

Knowledge Network to bring more open access journals to more libraries. The compilers also draw on 

Canadian journal statistics to highlight that many journals are under-supported, but note that of the 

functioning journals in Canada, many are supported by libraries and/or the Social Sciences and 

Humanities Research Council Assistance to Scholarly Journals Fund, and are either gold open access or 

allow for green open access. Overall, the report authors recommend a coordinated and well-funded 

approach to scholarly publishing in Canada that spans primary research outputs, including journals, 

monographs, and born-digital artifacts.

 Chan, Leslie, Bud Hall, Florence Piron, Rajesh Tandon, and Lorna Williams. 2020. “Open Science 

Beyond Open Access: For and With Communities. A Step Towards the Decolonization of Knowledge.” 

The Canadian Commission for UNESCO’s IdeaLab.

Chan, Hall, Piron, Tandon, and Williams argue that it is time to move beyond foundational 

understandings of open access and open science. They suggest that academic institutions and researchers 

should open themselves up further to increase relevance within the broader conception of civil society. 

The authors gloss some of the historical reasons for the relative openness and closedness of scholarly 

https://doi.org/10.21810/pop.2019.005
https://www.carl-abrc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/CSPWG_final_report_EN.pdf
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activity to broader society, including the fact that knowledge workers sought refuge in the university as a 

space to think critically without fear of censorship or worse from the ruling powers of their time. Chan et 

al. are quick to point out, however, that such self-protection developed into an exclusionary practice, or a 

way to gatekeep who is and is not considered expert. This has many present-day ramifications, including 

for Indigenous and marginalized peoples whose knowledges are often not valued in scientific contexts. 

Overall, the authors suggest that as open scholarship initiatives, policies, and theories evolve they should 

be expanded to include a more decolonial approach to knowledge creation and sharing.

Lynch, Clifford A., and Lee Dirks. 2011. “New Initiatives in Open Research.” Proceedings of the 

Charleston Library Conference.

Lynch and Dirks describe a handful of open scholarship initiatives, current as of 2011. These include 

VIVO, ORCID, Dataverse, Microsoft Academic Search, DataCite, and Total Impact. The authors are 

optimistic about the possibilities that these initiatives bear for open scholarship, especially when they 

work together. Most of the initiatives (except for Total Impact) are still growing and functioning 

initiatives, which is impressive considering the relative longevity of many academic initiatives.

Marczewska, Kaja, Janneke Adema, Frances McDonald, and Whitney Trettien. 2018. The Poethics of 

Scholarship. Post Office Press and Rope Press.

Within the concept of a scholarly poethics, or, an ethical poetics, Marczewska, Adema, McDonald, and 

Trettien take a critical approach to open, digital scholarship. Marczewska rails against the co-opting and 

corporatization of the Open Access movement and argues for a more action-oriented approach to open 

scholarship. Adema advocates for a return to critical, experimental open scholarship interventions. 

McDonald and Trettien vouch for an informal, boundary-object approach to digital scholarship. As an 

example, they discuss the Thresholds project, which purposefully features unfinished or in-development 

works. Overall, Marczewska et al. suggest that the future of open, digital scholarship might benefit from 

returning to its messier past—one that puts less emphasis on the production of clean and portable PDFs 

that fit tidily into emerging neoliberal evaluation schemes.

Martin, Victoria. 2020. “The Concept of Openness in Scholarship.” In Open Praxis, Open Access: Digital 

Scholarship in Action, edited by Darren Chase and Dana Haugh, 3–18. Chicago: American Library 

Association.

Martin provides a foundational look at what open scholarship is with a distinct focus on open access. She 

suggests that although openness in scholarship can be difficult to define, it can be perceived in several 

different ways: as transparency, scientific norm, ethical obligation, freedom of inquiry, mindset, author’s 

right, user’s right, freedom from cost, or technological advance. Overall, Martin argues, open access is at 
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a transformational stage and libraries are well positioned to advance and facilitate further openness in 

scholarship.

Maxwell, John W. 2015. “Beyond Open Access to Open Publication and Open Scholarship.” Scholarly 

and Research Communication 6 (3). https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n3a202

Maxwell imagines a humanities-based digital scholarly communication system modeled after prevalent 

web technologies, practices, and metaphors. He compares the opportunities that such an approach might 

bear to traditional scholarly communication practices. For Maxwell, the research outputs of both models 

share a set of common characteristics (albeit to different degrees): they reflect a considerable amount of 

time and labour; they are original works; they are rigorous and reviewed by experts; they are available for 

engagement; and they are able to be archived or preserved for future reference. Maxwell looks beyond 

the common characteristics of web-based and traditional academic publishing models, however, and 

considers how the former could break away from the latter.

Ψ Maxwell, John W., Erik Hanson, Leena Desai, Carmen Tiampo, Kim O’Donnell, Avvai Ketheeswaran, 

Melody Sun, Emma Walter, and Ellen Michelle. 2019. Mind the Gap: A Landscape Analysis of Open 

Source Publishing Tools and Platforms. PubPub. https://doi.org/10.21428/6bc8b38c.2e2f6c3f

Maxwell et al. survey the landscape of open source publishing tools and platforms and provide a 

catalogue with profiles of more than 50 of them. The authors emphasize the need to view these tools as 

part of the complex system of digital publishing infrastructure and explain the role of open source 

software within the Open Access movement. Explaining that the goal of this survey is to help institutions 

and individuals involved in digital publication to choose the tools and platforms that will best fit their 

needs, the authors argue that these open source tools have the potential to form community infrastructure 

that could replace the commercial one. Although the authors set out to identify functional gaps in the 

digital publishing system, they conclude rather that a lack of coordination and integration of the existing 

tools and platforms is the more salient issue: many are developed in isolation to address a specific 

institutional or project need, and funding structures and other resource paths tend to favour the 

development of new things rather than the integration, maintenance, and preservation of existing ones.

 McGregor, Heidi, and Kevin Guthrie. 2015. “Delivering Impact of Scholarly Information: Is Access 

Enough?” Journal of Electronic Publishing 18 (3). https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.302

McGregor and Guthrie write from the intellectual standpoint that open access to academic research is 

undoubtedly beneficial, but they also consider what other factors are required—beyond open access—to 

truly heighten global research impact. The authors base their argument on their experiences with JSTOR, 

the not-for-profit organization that negotiates access to scholarly journals and articles and in turn supplies 

this access to institutions and individuals on a sliding scale. McGregor and Guthrie’s primary method is 

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n3a202
https://doi.org/10.21428/6bc8b38c.2e2f6c3f
https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.302
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to develop the Pyramid of Productive Use, which includes different conditions necessary for academics 

to engage with research output: literacy, technology, awareness, access, and training. Overall, they 

contest that open access should not end at free access, but should rather extend into the realm of 

productive use of research materials.

 +† Meadows, Alice. 2015. “Beyond Open: Expanding Access to Scholarly Content.” Journal of 

Electronic Publishing 18 (3): n.p. https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.301

Meadows argues that open access should merely be the beginning of new trends of openness and access 

to scholarly resources. She summarizes and evaluates a series of public, low-cost access initiatives started 

between 1990 and 2014, including Access to Research; Electronic Information for Libraries; the 

International Network for Access to Scientific Publications; the New School for Social Research’s 

Journal Donation Project; patientACCESS; and Research for Life. Meadows argues that these initiatives 

are valuable for publishers because they increase access to, and usage of, content beyond core markets. 

While Meadows acknowledges that open access is definitely not a one-size-fits-all challenge, publishers, 

small businesses, and medium enterprises all have something to gain from the movement: the opportunity 

to engage new audiences.

Montgomery, Lucy, John Hartley, Cameron Neylon, Malcolm Gillies, Eve Gray, Carsten Herrmann-

Pillath, Chun-Kai (Karl) Huang, et al. 2018. “Open Knowledge Institutions.” Works in Progress. 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press OA Books. https://doi.org/10.21428/99f89a34

Montgomery et al. consider the role of the academic institution in the twenty-first century. They argue 

that universities should transition into open knowledge institutions, with values of openness and broad 

community engagement at their core. Montgomery et al. lay out their proposal for open knowledge 

institutions while suggesting ways that such a shift in orientation could continue to meet policy, public, 

and professional needs alike. Overall, the authors present a vision for more engaged and accessible higher 

education.

Neylon, Cameron. 2017. “Openness in Scholarship: A Return to Core Values?” In Expanding 

Perspectives on Open Science: Communities, Cultures and Diversity in Concepts and Practices. Proceedings 

of the 21st International Conference on Electronic Publishing, edited by Leslie Chan and Fernando 

Loizides, 6–18. Amsterdam: IOS Press Ebooks.

Neylon argues that situating open scholarship as a radical break away from traditional scholarly 

communication practices is, in fact, detrimental to the movement’s success. Rather, the author suggests 

that advocates should present open scholarship as conservative and deeply rooted in academic practice. 

He highlights broadly accepted philosophical arguments for academic openness from established scholars 

https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.301
https://doi.org/10.21428/99f89a34
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such as Thomas Kuhn and Bruno Latour, who have both suggested that opening up scientific discourse to 

individuals or information from outside of the academy is beneficial.

Pearce, Nick, Martin Weller, Eileen Scanlon, and Sam Kinsley. 2010. “Digital Scholarship Considered: 

How New Technologies Could Transform Academic Work.” In Education 16 (1): 33–44. 

https://journals.uregina.ca/ineducation/article/view/44

Pearce, Weller, Scanlon, and Ashleigh explore how the development and uptake of new technologies 

affect academia. They argue that although there are clear possibilities for technology to influence 

scholarship, this is not an unavoidable outcome of technological change. Pearce et al. frame their 

exploration of digital technology and academia within Ernest Boyer’s definition of scholarship as 

containing four dimensions: discovery, integration, application, and teaching. Discovery, the authors 

suggest, is represented by open data; integration by open publishing; application by public engagement; 

and teaching by open education. In these ways, Pearce et al. represent digital technology as emphasizing, 

continuing, or replicating the integral activities of scholarship.

Δ Peters, Michael A., Tze-Chang Liu, and David J. Ondercin. 2012. “Learned Societies, Public Good 

Science and Openness in the Digital Age.” In The Pedagogy of the Open Society, 105–27. Open Education 

1. Rotterdam: SensePublishers.

Peters, Liu, and Ondercin examine the relationship of learned societies to current digital scholarship. 

They explain that the concept of learned society “provides a complementary global civic model for 

development especially given arguments concerning science as a global public good” (117). Some 

features of the learned society are collective learning, interactions between individuals in learning 

processes, and the use of technology to learn, interact, and build upon other information. The authors 

relate this to the history of scientific learned societies—mainly founded after the Renaissance—because 

they provide a model with a commitment to public knowledge and science based on peer review that 

does not rely on the state or the market. In the context of digital scholarship, the authors suggest that 

current learned societies need to expand their contribution to public science and education by exploring 

the possibilities of the Internet and social media for knowledge creation and distribution.

 Pooley, Jefferson. 2017a. “Scholarly Communications Shouldn’t Just Be Open, but Non-Profit Too.” 

LSE Impact Blog. http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2017/08/15/scholarly-communications-

shouldnt-just-be-open-but-non-profit-too/

Pooley argues that scholarly communication is at a crossroads. Two factions are now working to develop 

an open science system: for-profit commercial companies and conglomerates, and non-profit presses and 

universities. The author outlines the major players on both sides, as well as their stakes in scholarly 

communication, and comes down, decidedly, on the side of non-profit open access publishing. “A 

https://journals.uregina.ca/ineducation/article/view/44
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2017/08/15/scholarly-communications-shouldnt-just-be-open-but-non-profit-too/
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publishing ecosystem centred on scholarly values […] is within reach,” Pooley writes; “For that to 

happen, we have to throw our weight behind the non-profits, before it’s too late” (n.p.). Pooley suggests 

that the non-profit faction could gain control of scholarly communication if libraries began seriously 

redirecting funds toward them and away from corporate entities. Further, he concludes, education and 

advocacy work are required on a peer basis, in order to convince fellow scholars to fight for an open, non-

profit future for scholarly publishing.

+ Saklofske, Jon. 2016. “Digital Theoria, Poiesis and Praxis: Activating Humanities Research and 

Communication through Open Social Scholarship Platform Design.” Scholarly and Research 

Communication 7 (2): n.p. https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2016v7n2/3a252

Saklofske states that although research has drastically changed in the last two decades, scholarly 

communication has remained relatively stable, adhering to standard scholarly forms of publication as a 

result of materialist economies. Saklofske argues for the necessity of innovating digital means of 

scholarly communication with theoria, poiesis, and praxis in mind. He offers a number of case studies 

that experiment with unconventional ways of carrying out research that utilize these concepts, among 

which is the NewRadial prototype: an online environment that brings in secondary scholarship and 

debate, where outside information can be added to, and visualized with, the primary data without 

affecting the original databases. NewRadial is taken as a model for other spaces that facilitate dynamic 

organization and centralized spacing as an alternative solution to typical, isolated forms of monographs 

and linear narrativization. Saklofske, who is a proponent of open social scholarship, argues that this type 

of scholarship is an essential part of the transformation of scholarly research and communication—a 

transformation that would take advantage of the digital medium rather than propagating conventional 

forms of knowledge creation into this environment. This type of research platform is also more inclusive 

and public-facing.

+ Veletsianos, George. 2015. “A Case Study of Scholars’ Open and Sharing Practices.” Open Praxis 7 (3): 

199–209. https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.7.3.206

Veletsianos addresses the extent of enactment of open scholarship in institutions that lack a formal 

infrastructure to support such research. This is carried out through a case study on Tall Mountain 

University––a public, not-for-profit North American institution––specifically by working with faculty 

members. According to the case study, there are a number of ways in which open scholarship is carried 

out, with certain practices being favoured over others; some examples include open access manuscripts 

and educational resources, social media, and open teaching/pedagogy. Another finding is that some 

faculty members publish their materials openly on the Internet without attaching open licenses, and that 

the settings of the platform, as well as the institutional protocol, also affect the extent to which the 

material is accessible. Despite these findings, Veletsianos states that open scholarship is still a relatively 

narrow practice at the institution. The author outlines possible limitations of the research, such as open 

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2016v7n2/3a252
https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.7.3.206
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practices that may not have been revealed in the case study and possible limitations of Google Scholar 

(the search engine used for this research) that may prevent the study from being exhaustive. The study is 

also descriptive and does not address the motivations behind practicing open scholarship.

* Veletsianos, George, and Royce Kimmons. 2012. “Assumptions and Challenges of Open Scholarship.” 

The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning 13 (4): 166–89. 

https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v13i4.1313

Veletsianos and Kimmons identify some assumptions of the Open Scholarship movement and highlight 

some challenges associated with them. They observe that open scholarship is usually assumed as rooted 

in an ethical pursuit for democratization, equality, and justice, while emphasizing the importance of 

digital participation for better outcomes, and that it is co-evolutionary with technological advances. 

Based on the work of Neil Selwyn on sociology of education and technology, the authors argue that there 

is a need for more critical examination of open scholarly practices, because there is a dominant narrative 

that overwhelmingly presents technology as positive for education in the future. Thus, the authors point 

out that values of social justice and equality, although ideally considered, are not necessarily always 

present in open scholarship practices, and that the participation in digital culture demands social and 

digital literacies. Furthermore, they reinforce the need to consider that technology is neither neutral nor 

the solution to educational and scholarly problems, and that technology and open scholarship introduce 

new tensions and dilemmas, by tending to connect only similarly thinking individuals and by requiring 

them to deal with an exponentially increasing volume of information.

Open Access
+ Adema, Janneke. 2014. “Overview of Open Access Models for eBooks in the Humanities and Social 

Sciences.” OAPEN Project Report. https://curve.coventry.ac.uk/open/file/a976330e-ed7a-4bd5-

b0ed47cab90e9a5e/1/ademaoapen2comb.pdf

Adema provides an overview of current open access publishing models being experimented with by 

organizations and institutions in the humanities and social sciences. The author intends to find strategies 

for making open access book publishing a sustainable enterprise, with funding and profit for all parties 

involved. Adema explores a variety of business models and publishing processes that make up what she 

terms the “experimental phase” of open access book publishing. She touches on the motives—both 

monetary and missionary—behind the Open Access movement, compares various presses and press 

partnerships, and explores the different practices and collaborations that make open access sustainable.

 Ahmed, Allam. 2007. “Open Access Towards Bridging the Digital Divide—Policies and Strategies for 

Developing Countries.” Information Technology for Development 13 (4): 337–61. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/itdj.20067

https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v13i4.1313
https://curve.coventry.ac.uk/open/file/a976330e-ed7a-4bd5-b0ed47cab90e9a5e/1/ademaoapen2comb.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1002/itdj.20067
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Ahmed assesses open access as a potential solution to the digital divide and accompanying knowledge 

and wealth gaps in academia, internationally. At the time of publication (2007), there are infrastructure 

and institutional policy gaps in Africa that prohibit a continent-wide open access system. A successful 

open access system requires both researcher access to and creation of free, open publications and data. 

Ahmed argues that this is problematic when standard technological infrastructure and nationwide open 

access initiatives comparable to those in the United Kingdom and United States do not necessarily exist 

across Africa, and when certain African nations promote censorship and other information regulation 

laws that prohibit open access publishing. Open access without the appropriate technical, social, and legal 

infrastructure is inconsequential, and could in fact render scholarship even more inaccessible to 

researchers whose countries are not currently able to build and sustain a digital scholarship system.

Albornoz, Denisse, Angela Okune, and Leslie Chan. 2020. “Can Open Scholarly Practices Redress 

Epistemic Injustice?” In Reassembling Scholarly Communications: Histories, Infrastructures, and Global 

Politics of Open Access, edited by Martin Paul Eve and Jonathan Gray, 65–79. Cambridge, MA: MIT 

Press.

Albornoz, Okune, and Chan challenge the idea that open access has made all knowledge more available. 

Rather, the authors suggest, open access has made research undertaken by scholars in the Global North 

more available, to the detriment and increased obscuration of research by scholars in the Global South. 

The authors reinforce this point when they argue that “open systems may potentially replicate the very 

values and power imbalances that the movement initially sought to change” (65), in particular regarding 

the replication of epistemic injustice. They also outline institutional forces that have invalidated certain 

types of knowledge, including academic publishing, the primacy of the English language, and 

professional advancement criteria. Albornoz, Okune, and Chan conclude by making four 

recommendations for open research: 1) for scholars in the Global North to recognize their privilege; 2) to 

challenge the current standards and norms that promote epistemic injustice; 3) to learn from ongoing 

projects that are already seeking to address injustice; and 4) to recontextualize open access as a more 

radical movement with direct responsibility for undoing structural oppression.

 Asmah, Josephine. 2014. International Policy and Practice on Open Access for Monographs. Federation 

for the Humanities and Social Sciences. https://www.ideas-idees.ca/sites/default/files/aspp-oa-

appendix.pdf

Asmah focuses primarily on monographs in the open access system. She draws together a comprehensive 

study of open access policies concerning monographs from around the world, including case studies from 

Austria, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Australia, Belgium, France, the United States, Brazil, 

South Africa, Japan, and Canada. Asmah finds that Europe has the highest number of monograph open 

access policies and details the regulations and implementations of such policies.

https://www.ideas-idees.ca/sites/default/files/aspp-oa-appendix.pdf
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Bailey, D. Russell. 2017. “Creating Digital Knowledge: Library as Open Access Digital Publisher.” 

College & Undergraduate Libraries 24 (2–4): 216–225. https://doi.org/10.1080/10691316.2017.1323695

Bailey comments on the possibilities for university libraries in the digital age. He argues that there are 

increasing opportunities for libraries to facilitate or even produce open access digital scholarship. Bailey 

walks his readers through three examples of digital scholarship projects led by Providence College: a 

multimedia monograph and two online journals. He concludes that open access digital publishing in 

higher education is not only increasingly prevalent, but feasible, useful, and scalable as well.

Bullinger, Hans-Jörg, Karl Max Einhäupl, Peter Gaehtgens, Peter Gruss, Hans-Olaf Henkel, Walter 

Kröll, Ernst-Ludwig Winnacker, et al. 2003. “Berlin Declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the 

Sciences and Humanities.” https://openaccess.mpg.de/67605/berlin_declaration_engl.pdf

The Berlin Declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and Humanities (Berlin 

Declaration) is a coordinated effort to support, legitimize, and commit to open access to scholarly 

research. The document’s compilers argue that a pledge toward the wide and comprehensive 

dissemination of knowledge via the Internet is critical to gain the most benefit for both science and 

broader society. By drawing together a national and international group of signatories under a 

commitment to open access knowledge production and sharing, the document recognizes and gives 

weight to the Open Access movement, specifically within the context of networked technologies. Beyond 

the impressive list of signatories, the Berlin Declaration also includes specific goals, definitions, and 

conditions (for authors, rights holders, and the work itself), which further legitimize its message.

Chan, Leslie, Darius Cuplinskas, Michael Eisen, Fred Friend, Yana Genova, Jean-Claude Guédon, 

Melissa Hagemann, et al. 2002. “Budapest Open Access Initiative.” Budapest, Hungary: Budapest Open 

Access Initiative. https://www.budapestopenaccessinitiative.org/read

The Budapest Open Access Initiative (Budapest Initiative) takes the line that open access is a public 

good, and that by implementing this public good, education will be enriched and research will be 

accelerated and made more useful. Such positive benefits, according to the initiative, will help to unite 

humanity in a common quest for further knowledge. The Budapest Initiative signatories are clear on what 

they believe constitutes open access: free availability of research on the Internet for anyone to use 

lawfully. This document recommends two strategies for realizing broad open access to research output—

self-archiving and open access journals—and also nods toward potential funding options.

+ Chan, Leslie. 2004. “Supporting and Enhancing Scholarship in the Digital Age.” Canadian Journal of 

Communication 29 (3): 277–300.

Chan argues that the key goal of open access is to maximize the impact of research by reaching the 

largest number of readers possible. This impact can be measured by counting citation references 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10691316.2017.1323695
https://openaccess.mpg.de/67605/berlin_declaration_engl.pdf
https://www.budapestopenaccessinitiative.org/read
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connected to specific articles. The author summarizes a study conducted by the Institute of Scientific 

Information that found, when studying 190 journals, that those with open access and those with 

proprietary access showed no difference in impact. However, Chan argues that these data are invalid 

because the study took the journal, not the individual article, as its unit of measurement. Conducting his 

own research, Chan finds that there was, in fact, an impact factor difference of 300% in favour of open 

access articles. For Chan, knowledge is a public good and must be distributed as openly as possible.

Cohen, Daniel J. 2010. “Open Access Publishing and Scholarly Values.” Hacking the Academy (27 May). 

https://www.dancohen.org/2010/05/27/open-access-publishing-and-scholarly-values/

Cohen adds his voice to the chorus of open access advocates who aim to educate the professoriate on 

what exactly open access is, and why it is so crucial for knowledge dissemination and the overall health 

of the academic system. He identifies four emotions or values—impartiality, passion, shame, and 

narcissism—and relates them to the current scholarly communication system. Cohen suggests that 

impartiality should reign over publication venue choice; that is, the merit of a publication should be 

based on quality rather than journal prestige (or lack thereof). He emphasizes the importance of academia 

as a realm for the passionate scholar, rather than the careerist. Regarding shame, Cohen provides 

evidence published by Ithaka that although most scholars find research online, many still claim not to 

value open, online publishing as much as they value the status of a journal. And in a bid for academic 

narcissism, Cohen reminds his readers that open access publishing does in fact attract a much larger 

readership than toll access publishing does. Cohen suggests that the current scholarly communication 

system is broken and biased; that academics are committed to the pursuit and sharing of knowledge; that 

academics are not acting in their own self-interest; and that open access publishing is a much more 

effective mode of knowledge sharing.

Coughlan, Rosarie, and Mark Swartz. 2020. “An Overview of the Open Access Movement in Canada.” 

In Open Praxis, Open Access: Digital Scholarship in Action, edited by Darren Chase and Dana Haugh, 

19–40. Chicago: American Library Association.

Coughlan and Swartz provide an overarching look at the state of open access in Canada. The authors 

suggest that there has been good momentum so far—citing the Tri-Agency Policy on Open Access to 

Publications, Canada’s participation in the Open Government Partnership, the Canadian Scholarly 

Publishing Working Group, and the Copyright Law review—but that Canada still has some distance to go 

before the country becomes a leading force in the open access world. Coughlan and Swartz recommend 

that Canada take further concrete steps, including transforming the Tri-Agency Policy on Open Access to 

law and doing away with Crown Copyright, in order to more fully support and facilitate open scholarship 

nationwide.

https://www.dancohen.org/2010/05/27/open-access-publishing-and-scholarly-values/
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ElSabry, ElHassan. 2017. “Claims About Benefits of Open Access to Society (Beyond Academia).” In 

Expanding Perspectives on Open Science: Communities, Cultures and Diversity in Concepts and Practices. 

Proceedings of the 21st International Conference on Electronic Publishing, edited by Leslie Chan and 

Fernando Loizides. 34–43. Amsterdam: IOS Press Ebooks.

ElHassan ElSabry studies the language used in open access declarations, policies, and editorials in order 

to ascertain which main reasons are given in open access advocacy. To do so, he studies a corpus of 164 

of these sorts of documents. ElSabry concludes that journal editors are more prone to highlighting the 

benefits to authors (e.g., citation and professional impact), whereas governments and funding bodies tend 

to highlight broader and more abstract benefits to society.

Eve, Martin Paul. 2014. Open Access and the Humanities: Contexts, Controversies, and the Future. 

Cambridge University Press.

The Open Access movement is often discussed in relation to the sciences only; Eve shifts the common 

rhetoric to focus on the humanities. Open access, Eve argues, is not only relevant to, but in fact crucial 

for, the humanities. Although the humanities and sciences differ in many ways, open access practices 

from the sciences can be translated and applied—as appropriate—for the humanities. To illustrate his 

thinking, Eve walks through the key arguments for and against open access in the humanities: 

publication, peer review, monographs, economics, and licenses. He admits that open access can be 

fraught in each of these areas, which makes large-scale implementation challenging. Eve suggests that a 

possible solution is an open access system in which major libraries come together to negotiate, buy, and 

make available published material; he also advocates for open, post-publication peer review and the 

overlay journal. Throughout, Eve implicitly advocates for a humanities-centred approach to open access.

Eve, Martin Paul. 2015. “Open Access Publishing and Scholarly Communication in Non-Scientific 

Disciplines.” Online Information Review 39 (5): 717–32. https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-04-2015-0103

Eve presents an overview of the current open access debate in non-scientific (STEM) disciplines, arguing 

that non-STEM disciplines have consistently lagged behind in their approach to open access policies and 

practices. He attributes this gap to a variety of economic and cultural factors, and argues that these 

specific challenges or objections have stunted the growth of open access in these disciplines. Eve 

suggests that his article is far too short and biased to do justice to the complexity of the issues he raises; 

however, it is his hope that the insights therein spur action and critical appraisal from the community at 

large. Academia needs to consider what is needed from a scholarly communications infrastructure and 

simultaneously build pragmatic and non-damaging transition strategies in order to utilize open access 

dissemination to its full advantage.

https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-04-2015-0103
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 Eve, Martin Paul, and Jonathan Gray. 2020. Reassembling Scholarly Communications: Histories, 

Politics, and Global Politics of Open Access. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Eve and Gray draw together various chapters on the current and future state of scholarly communication, 

especially in relation to open access and open scholarship movements. The editors incorporate 

perspectives from around the globe, with an emphasis on critical approaches to open scholarship 

endeavours and activities. For instance, Thomas Hervé Mboa Nkoudou argues that open access can be 

quite detrimental in Africa, where the pressure to publish in English in a foreign open access journal 

reinscribes a colonial approach to knowledge production in its waylaying of local and/or Indigenous 

knowledge creation and sharing. Throughout the collection, the common message seems to be that open 

scholarship is largely a positive movement, but that there are numerous facets that require careful 

consideration in order not to replicate existing inequities in academia.

Eve, Martin Paul, Saskia C. J. de Vries and Johan Rooryck. 2017. “The Transition to Open Access: The 

State of the Market, Offsetting Deals, and a Demonstrated Model for Fair Open Access with the Open 

Library of Humanities.” In Expanding Perspectives on Open Science: Communities, Cultures and 

Diversity in Concepts and Practices. Proceedings of the 21st International Conference on Electronic 

Publishing, edited by Leslie Chan and Fernando Loizides, 118–28. Amsterdam: IOS Press Ebooks.

Eve et al. explore gold open access practices, especially in the Netherlands. They point out that 

commercial publishers worldwide are still guaranteeing their journal revenue in open access scenarios, 

either by subscriptions to hybrid journals, article processing charges (APCs), or some combination 

thereof. The authors then offer a case study alternative to such practices: LingOA, a group of linguistics 

journals that have agreed to fair open access practices. Eve et al. argue that the current approach to open 

access has led to a confusing and uncoordinated system; one that has done nothing to recoup library 

budgets currently monopolized by journal subscriptions. The authors suggest that in order to “flip” to a 

fully open access system, the LingOA model may be implemented, based as it is on consortial 

agreements, fair practices, and copyright remaining with authors.

Finch, Janet. 2012. Accessibility, Sustainability, Excellence: How to Expand Access to Research 

Publications [Finch Report]. Working Group on Expanding Access to Published Research Findings.

Finch explores the current state of academic publishing in the United Kingdom and makes 

recommendations for increasing access to research output. She takes a largely conservative stance, and 

her arguments stray from the reigning opinions in the open access world for appropriate and effective 

approaches to remedying the scholarly communication system. Whereas most open access advocates 

argue for the coordinated funding and provision of repositories (green open access), Finch suggests that 

the only reasonable way to implement an open access scholarly communication system would be to shift 

all of the resources to an article processing charge, author-pays gold open access system. She also 
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contests funding agencies’ requirement that embargo periods are shortened to six months. Although Finch 

claims the above recommendations represent a balanced solution to an issue with multiple stakeholders 

who often have conflicting priorities, she largely comes down on the side of publishers, and on ensuring 

there is no potential loss to their revenue streams.

 Francabandera, Laura. 2020. “The Emperor’s New Clothes: Open Access and Intersectionality.” In 

Open Praxis, Open Access: Digital Scholarship in Action, edited by Darren Chase and Dana Haugh, 57–

68. Chicago: American Library Association.

Francabandera questions whether the Open Access movement is truly an arbiter of social justice as has 

been claimed. She suggests that by taking an intersectional approach to assessing open access, one can 

see that the movement has far to go when it comes to equity. Francabandera bases this suggestion 

primarily on a study of the representation of Black women within open access research.

Fund, Sven. 2015. “Will Open Access Change the Game?: Hypotheses on the Future Cooperation of 

Libraries, Researchers, and Publishers.” Bibliothek 39 (2): 206–09.

Fund insists that a study on the economic, social, and infrastructural impact of a major scholarly 

communication transition is needed, post-haste. He argues that the postsecondary system should proceed 

with caution when it comes to open access, as such a transition may have negative economic effects. 

Although physicists and other science communities have been sharing their work open access since the 

late 1980s, Fund considers the Open Access movement to be only a decade old, beginning with the 

signing of the Budapest Open Access Initiative (2002), the Bethesda Statement on Open Access 

Publishing (2003), and the Berlin Declaration on Open Access to Knowledge in the Sciences and 

Humanities (2003). Regardless of this truncated history, Fund comments that open access has the 

potential to become a disruptive technology, akin to those seen in software and hardware development 

over the last couple of decades.

Gargouri, Yassine, Chawki Hajjem, Vincent Larivière, Yves Gringas, Les Carr, Tim Brody, and Stevan 

Harnad. 2010. “Self-Selected or Mandated, Open Access Increases Citation Impact for Higher Quality 

Research.” PLoS ONE 5 (10). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0013636

Gargouri, Hajjem, Larivière, Gringas, Carr, Brody, and Harnad compare the relative impact of open 

access and non-open access articles that are archived in a repository because of mandate or due to self-

selection. Gargouri et al.’s goal is to test the self-selection bias hypothesis, in regard to what is known as 

the Open Access (OA) Advantage, and they cite the various articles that purport this hypothesis. The 

Open Access Advantage is the tested proof that archiving a research article in an open access repository 

increases its citation count. Those who argue that a self-selection bias is at play contest that these articles 

are cited more frequently because authors primarily archive their best or most citable work (and so these 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0013636
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articles would be cited more often anyway). Based on their findings, the authors conclude that self-

selected archived articles (author choice) are not necessarily cited more often than mandated archived 

articles (no author choice). Thus, the self-selection bias hypothesis does not apply.

Government of Canada. 2015. “Tri-Agency Open Access Policy on Publications.” Science.gc.ca. 

https://www.science.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=F6765465-1

The Government of Canada lays out its approach and attitude toward research sharing and dissemination, 

funneled through the Tri-Agency (the Canadian Institutes of Health Research [CIHR], the National 

Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada [NSERC], and the Social Sciences and 

Humanities Research Council [SSHRC]). The goal of this document is to convince researchers to make 

their output openly available, as well as to formalize the government’s position on the issue. The stated 

objective is to improve access to the results of Tri-Agency-funded research, as well as to increase the 

sharing, circulation, and exchange of research results.

 Grimme, Sara, Mike Taylor, Michael A. Elliott, Cathy Holland, Peter Potter, and Charles Watkinson. 

2019. “The State of Open Monographs.” Digital Science. https://doi.org/10.6084/M9.FIGSHARE.8197625

Grimme, Taylor, Elliott, Holland, Potter, and Watkinson survey the open monograph landscape as of 

2019. They argue that although there has been an increase in open access monographs produced, there 

are further activities that could be undertaken to improve and support the production and proliferation of 

such texts. Namely, the report compilers suggest that publishers improve their digital asset management 

practices for open monographs by ensuring all digital monographs are assigned a digital object identifier 

(DOI) upon publication, that there is sufficient metadata linked to each monograph, and that XML is 

integrated into the publication workflow. Overall, Grimme et al. suggest that the state of open 

monographs looks promising but there is room for improvement as well.

Harnad, Stevan. 2011. “Open Access is a Research Community Matter, Not a Publishing Community 

Matter.” Lifelong Learning in Europe XVI (2): 117–18.

Harnad argues that green open access via repository deposit is the best path toward the widespread 

adoption and implementation of open access. He aims to convince researchers to self-archive or deposit 

their own output because publishers do not yet have enough impetus to commit wholly to open access. 

Harnad reminds his readers that publishers are supposed to be serving the academy, not the other way 

around.

Harnad, Stevan. 2015. “Optimizing Open Access Policy.” The Serials Librarian 69: 133–41.

Harnad offers an overview of the current open access landscape as well as suggestions for how to achieve 

worldwide open access to research. He argues for a coordinated, multi-step approach across all funding 

https://www.science.gc.ca/default.asp?lang=En&n=F6765465-1
https://doi.org/10.6084/M9.FIGSHARE.8197625
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bodies and institutions; specifically, Harnad suggests that the most effective path to universal open access 

is via mandated institutional repositories or green open access. He demonstrates how the article 

processing charge model has perpetuated the current unsustainable scholarly communication norms 

rather than offered a tenable alternative, as many universities now pay article processing charges for 

authors as well as maintain their subscriptions to journals. By contrast, green open access reduces the 

amount of capital flowing to external publishers, and gives authors and institutions more bargaining 

power, as they also hold public copies of research content and the means to share it. Harnad suggests that 

all funding bodies and universities must mandate green open access in order to achieve it.

+ Heath, Malcolm, Michael Jubb, and David Robey. 2008. “E-Publication and Open Access in the Arts 

and Humanities in the UK.” Ariadne 54: n.p. http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/issue/54/heath-et-al/ Archived at 

https://perma.cc/NKM4-E3T5

Heath, Jubb, and Robey present an overview of the role of monographs, e-texts, and other e-books in arts 

and humanities-related disciplines. Monographs are still relatively unpopular for open access publication 

in the humanities since many people find these difficult to read and prefer the printed form. The survey 

uses as its principal object the activities of the United Kingdom’s Arts and Humanities Research Council 

(AHRC) and the Research Information Network (RIN) to highlight a range of issues with open access 

monographs, journals, repositories, electronic publication of theses, and data publication. The authors 

point to the success of JSTOR as an open access repository; it is well known, however, that JSTOR 

requires libraries to pay a substantial subscription fee for access. The survey suggests that there is 

limited, slow progress to changing attitudes toward electronic publication. The academic community 

needs to develop a broader and more well-informed dialogue about its needs in regard to digital 

publication, and the issues endemic to publishing a monograph electronically.

Heller, Margaret, and Franny Gaede. 2016. “Measuring Altruistic Impact: A Model for Understanding 

the Social Justice of Open Access.” Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication 4: eP2132. 

https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.2132

Heller and Gaede make a library-based argument for open access, but their premise is unique. The 

authors move beyond the standard argument that open access is a public good (and de facto social issue), 

so should be adopted universally. Rather, they intend to demonstrate that the impact of open access 

institutional repositories can be measured in regards to social justice reach, rather than more common, 

pragmatic ways of proving impact like download and citation counts. The authors argue that it behooves 

librarians to increase open access collections of social justice materials in order to serve a larger 

international audience that includes potentially marginalized or lower income countries, and that social 

justice impact is possible through collection development. Moreover, Heller and Gaede suggest, this 

altruistic work brings institutional repositories in line with the social justice-oriented missions of many 

universities.

http://www.ariadne.ac.uk/issue/54/heath-et-al/
https://perma.cc/NKM4-E3T5
https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.2132
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Ψ Huang, Chun-Kai, Cameron Neylon, Richard Hosking, Lucy Montgomery, Katie Wilson, Alkim 

Ozaygen, Chloe Brookes-Kenworth. 2020. “Evaluating Institutional Open Access Performance: 

Methodology, Challenges and Assessment.” bioRxiv. https://doi.org/ 10.1101/2020.03.19.998336

Huang et al. conducted an institution-level analysis of open access publishing at research-intensive 

universities around the world to determine whether open access policies have noticeable effects. They 

gathered data from several databases about open access articles published in 2017, then calculated the 

percentage of open access publications relative to total publications at each of the 2,107 universities 

represented. The percentage was tracked over time against policy changes, such as the implementation of 

the Research Excellence Framework (REF) in the United Kingdom in 2015. This method revealed the 

effect of policy changes on open access publishing, especially in the United Kingdom, where policies 

mandating open access and funding increases are associated with a noticeable increase in open access 

publication, particularly through repository-mediated green open access. However, levels of gold open 

access publication peak at around 40% across the sample of universities. The authors note several 

challenges to achieving 100% open access, including disciplinary conventions. In the humanities, for 

instance, its emphasis on books makes achieving total open access difficult. They also conclude that 

policies that are monitored for compliance and sanction non-compliance show the greatest effect on open 

access publication rates.

Lorimer, Rowland. 2014a. “A Good Idea, a Difficult Reality: Toward a Publisher/Library Open Access 

Partnership.” Scholarly and Research Communication 5 (4). src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/180

Lorimer acknowledges the complexities of scholarly communication and offers opinions on the positions 

that different national players should play in this arena. He is very clear on who scholarly publishers are: 

“capitalists who transform drafts of research reports into effective communications directed at certain 

audiences” (3). Lorimer maintains that publishers add considerable value to research output, and by 

extension benefit its creators and consumers. His goal is to convince readers of the value of distinct, arms-

length scholarly publishers, as well as the need for objective study into successful open access models of 

knowledge dissemination and a reevaluation of current, institutional activities that facilitate open access. 

Lorimer offers an analysis of historical precedents to national information sharing (e.g., public 

broadcasting in Canada), and focuses on lessons learned from systems that have generated immense 

wealth for specific private groups. He also deliberates on the value of current national approaches to open 

access publishing such as the growing number of institutional repositories. Lorimer argues that 

institutional repositories compromise scholarly publishing because they facilitate the archival of different 

versions of research output. Moreover, Lorimer brings attention to the lack of a sophisticated regulatory 

framework, which could potentially quell the activities of predatory publishers. Finally, he offers seven 

priorities that Canada needs to uphold in order to support a robust academic publishing system.

https://doi.org/
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Lorimer, Rowland. 2014b. “Open Access Publishing and Academic Research.” In Dynamic Fair Dealing: 

Creating Canadian Content Online, edited by Rosemary J. Coombe, Darren Wershler, and Martin 

Zeilinger, 177–88. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Lorimer glosses the state of open access academic publishing, with a specific focus on the humanities. He 

draws attention to the pragmatic question of how university libraries can keep up with mounting 

subscription costs, as well as the philosophical question of who should dictate the terms of research 

production and dissemination. Lorimer’s review method is to survey the history of corporate journal 

publishing, the resulting emergence of open access, and the current state of open access humanities 

research in Canada. This narrative approach provides a historical background to the current tensions 

between open access and non-open access academic publishing.

Φ McGregor, Heidi, and Kevin Guthrie. 2015. “Delivering Impact of Scholarly Information: Is Access 

Enough?” Journal of Electronic Publishing 18 (3). https://doi.org/ 10.3998/3336451.0018.302 (Φ Open 

Social Scholarship > Open Scholarship)

Φ + † Meadows, Alice. 2015. “Beyond Open: Expanding Access to Scholarly Content.” Journal of 

Electronic Publishing 18 (3): n.p. https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.301 (Φ Open Social Scholarship > 

Open Scholarship)

Ψ Moore, Samuel A. 2020. “Revisiting ‘the 1990s Debutante’: Scholar-led Publishing and the Prehistory 

of the Open Access Movement.” Journal of the Association for Information Science and Technology 71: 

856–866. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24306

Moore explores the prehistory of open access publishing in the humanities and social sciences through a 

critical-theoretical analysis of humanities and social sciences publishing in the late 1980s and early 

1990s. Today the dominant variety of open access publishing is that popularised by scientific publishers 

and formalized in the 2002 Budapest Open Access Initiative (BOAI) Declaration. The humanities, 

Mandler claimed in his paper “Open Access,” were latecomers to open access publishing. To disprove 

this claim, Moore conducts his analysis and highlights practices unique to humanities and social sciences 

publishing such as critique of commercial practices, experimental design, and the exploration of power 

relationships between publisher, scholar, and community. These practices, he says, are once again 

becoming the focus of debates around issues such as researcher control and experimentation. Because of 

this, Moore concludes that if policymakers, advocates, and publishing scholars are to make wise 

decisions, they must know not only the more popular practices of the sciences but also those practices 

that, forming in the early days of open access, continue to shape humanities and social sciences 

publishing today.

https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.301
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.24306
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Morrison, Heather. 2017. “From the Field: Elsevier as an Open Access Publisher.” The Charleston 

Advisor 18 (3): 53–59. https://doi.org/10.5260/chara.18.3.53

Morrison explores Elsevier’s current open access practices, and the feasibility of transitioning Elsevier to 

a full open access publisher. She concludes that although Elsevier has boosted its quantity of full and 

hybrid open access journals substantially in recent years (511 full open access and 2,149 hybrid open 

access journals), it is unlikely that the publisher will become a fully open access venture, as it would miss 

out on substantial revenue that could not feasibly be recovered through article processing charges alone. 

Further, Morrison draws attention to copyright practices that she considers to be deceptive: Elsevier 

employs a nominal author copyright, which in effect positions the author as a third-party user of their 

own research and still retains all copyright to the work. Overall, Morrison warns that pursuing a global 

flip to open access via committing to article processing charges is unlikely to succeed and should be 

considered more cautiously.

Morrison, Heather, Leslie Chan, Olivier Charbonneau, Andrew Feenberg, Michael A. Geist, Stevan 

Harnad, Marjorie Mitchell, B. F. Francis Ouellette, Richard Smith, Donald Taylor, Samuel Trosow, 

Christian Vandendorpe, and Andrew Waller. 2010. Require Open Access to Results of Research Funded 

by Canadian Taxpayer. Submission to Industry Canada Digital Economy Consultation.

Morrison, Chan, Charbonneau, Feenberg, Geist, Harnad, Mitchell, Ouellette, Smith, Taylor, Trosow, 

Vandendorpe, and Waller recommend that the Canadian government adopt a policy that requires open 

access to research output in Canada. They argue that a coordinated approach to open access would lead to 

widespread knowledge transfer across sectors. The primary goal of this report is to suggest that all funded 

research should be required to be deposited in institutional repositories—a common recommendation 

from open access advocates due to the opportunities that a network of repositories might offer, including 

global interconnectivity and freedom from corporate control. Morrison et al. outline five key points in 

their recommendation: fairness (taxpayers have a right to read the research they fund); international 

ranking (other countries’ open access positions are more developed than Canada’s); ease of 

implementation (many open access repositories are available already); scholarly interest (Canadian open 

access initiatives already exist); and global citizenship (the state of academic publishing in Canada 

requires evolution in order to compete and contribute internationally). Overall, the authors emphasize the 

necessity of mandating open access instead of merely encouraging or requesting it.

 Nkoudou, Thomas Herve Mboa. 2020. “Epistemic Alienation in African Scholarly Communications: 

Open Access as a Pharmakon.” In Reassembling Scholarly Communications: Histories, Politics, and 

Global Politics of Open Access, edited by Martin Paul Eve and Jonathan Gray, 25–40. Cambridge, MA: 

MIT Press.

https://doi.org/10.5260/chara.18.3.53
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Nkoudou considers how the Open Access movement has played out on the African continent, with 

specific focus on sub-Saharan countries. He argues that open access is not necessarily an unfettered good 

in these regions, unlike the popular social good/equalizing/emancipatory qualities many open access 

advocates have claimed for years. Rather, Nkoudou suggests, open access has increased access to 

Western research and heralded in profit-making strategies like article processing charges that have further 

excluded researchers outside of North American and European contexts. He concludes that in order to 

redesign open access to truly benefit all, researchers need to emphasize epistemic justice and a decolonial 

approach to knowledge production and sharing.

+ Pinfield, Stephen. 2015. “Making Open Access Work: The ‘State-of-the-Art’ in Providing Open Access 

to Scholarly Literature.” Online Information Review 39 (5): 604–36. https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-05-2015-

0167

Twenty years into the movement, Pinfield examines the challenges that still plague open access 

scholarship. Despite the growth of open access, Pinfield asserts that barriers to universal acceptance 

remain, namely significant levels of disinterest, suspicion, and scepticism among researchers. Much of 

the debate amongst open access advocates and other people, he argues, assumes that different types of 

open access frameworks (like green versus gold) are rivals. The author believes that popular 

understanding of open access needs to be further developed and uses the Research Information Network’s 

2014 report as a framework for understanding the problems of accessibility, availability, usage, and 

financial sustainability of open access publication. Overall, the key issue of open access is transforming 

policy into practice—it is not a question of whether or not information should be open, but rather a 

question of how.

 Piron, Florence. 2018. “Postcolonial Open Access.” In Open Divide. Critical Studies in Open Access, 

edited by Ulrich Herb and Joachim Schopfel, 117–28. Sacramento, CA: Litwin Books.

Piron considers the benefits and drawbacks of open access in the Global South, with specific focus on 

Haiti and Francophone Africa. Piron argues that open access has not, in fact, created more equitable 

access to knowledge as many advocates have claimed. Rather, she suggests, open access has become a 

neocolonial tool, as it has only increased access to research from the Global North, and only for those 

who have access to the Internet or research databases. Piron recommends decolonizing open access so 

that research from around the world is valued and accessible to all, in ways that are appropriate to and 

make sense for diverse local contexts.

Rentier, Bernard. 2016. “Open Science: A Revolution in Sight?” Interlending & Document Supply 44 (4): 

155–60.

https://doi.org/10.1108/OIR-05-2015-0167
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Rentier argues that the academy is still holding fast to traditional practices like closed peer review and 

prestige-based publishing even in the face of better options. The author also comments on the open 

access policy at his own institution, the Université de Liège, which was enacted in 2007. The Université 

de Liége requires all faculty to deposit publications in their institutional repository. Decisions regarding 

promotion, funding, and space allocations are made entirely based on repository records instead of 

separate curricula vitae or applications. This relatively strict institutional policy has been very successful 

at the Université de Liége, and a 2015 faculty survey revealed that 91% of respondents are satisfied with 

the process. For Rentier, digital technologies provide many more choices for open practices and 

academics need to take advantage of them in order to create a more ethical and efficient scholarly 

communication system.

Ψ Robinson-Garcia N., Costas R., van Leeuwen T. N. 2020. “Open Access Uptake by Universities 

Worldwide.” PeerJ 8: e9410. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.9410

Robinson-Garcia, Costas, and van Leeuwen use bibliometric analysis to determine the share of research 

outputs published open access worldwide at the institutional level. Noting that indicators for measuring 

the impact of open science policies are essential, this study provides a model for analyzing publication 

data at this level of granularity that can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of policy at various levels 

and offers a descriptive overview of institutional and national open access practices. Using the list of 

universities from the 2019 Leiden Rankings and its disciplinary categories, the authors collected 

publication data for all of each university’s publications from Web of Science and cross-referenced it 

against Unpaywall to gather information about its open access status and type. Notably, because this 

dataset includes publications with digital object identifiers (DOIs) only, social science and humanities 

publications are likely underrepresented. The authors found that, of the more than 4.6 million 

publications examined, about 41% were open access. Most were green open access, followed by gold, 

bronze, and hybrid. The shares of research published open access varied widely between countries and 

between institutions within a country. There was some evidence of the impact of open access policies, 

such as United Kingdom universities having the highest percentage of open access publications overall, 

likely the result of its Research Evaluation Framework and related policies, and the precedence of gold 

open access over green open access in Brazilian universities, likely the result of that country’s SciELO 

program. By describing the prevalence of open access in institutions around the world and presenting a 

method for analyzing this data, this study lays the groundwork for future investigations.

Rodriguez, Allyson. 2017. “Collaboration in Scholarly Communication: Opportunities to Normalize 

Open Access.” College & Research Libraries News 78 (5): 270.

Rodriguez details how librarians can promote an open access agenda and educate faculty members about 

scholarly communication practices and pragmatics. She suggests that there are three main areas where 

librarians can promote open access: outreach and education; highlighting and celebrating; and 

https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.9410
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acquisitions. In order for open access to become normalized, scholarly communication librarians must 

actively engage their librarian and faculty colleagues on campus.

Sale, Arthur, Marc Couture, Eloy Rodrigues, Les Carr, and Stevan Harnad. 2014. “Open Access 

Mandates and the ‘Fair Dealing’ Button.” In Dynamic Fair Dealing: Creating Canadian Culture Online, 

edited by Rosemary J. Coombe and Darren Wershler, 189–200. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Sale et al. explore one approach to implementing open access practices and policies: the fair dealing 

button. The fair dealing button is an add-on to institutional repositories developed out of the longstanding 

tradition of individuals writing to authors to request a copy of their article. When authors deposit a closed-

access article in a repository, all that is available for others to see is the article’s metadata. With a fair 

dealing button, users can still review the metadata but can also generate an automated request to the 

author for access to the full article. Even if an article is closed-access, the fair dealing button provides the 

reader with a single copy of the article for personal, research, creative, or journalistic use. Sale et al. call 

this process “almost open access” (191), and they argue that the fair dealing button makes open access 

mandates more feasible. For the authors, this is an effective, streamlining strategy for green open access 

and repository deposit more generally: institutions could mandate that all articles are deposited upon or 

just prior to publication—regardless of their status as open, closed, or embargoed—as any closed access 

copies could be made available upon request.

Shearer, Kathleen. 2011. “Comprehensive Brief on Open Access to Publications and Research Data for 

the Federal Granting Agencies.” Ottawa: Canadian Institutes of Health Research, Natural Sciences and 

Engineering Research Council of Canada, and Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of 

Canada. https://policycommons.net/artifacts/1229984/comprehensive-brief-on-open-access-to-

publications-and-research-data-for-the-federal-granting-agencies/1783057/

Shearer reviews what other nations with similar economic conditions to Canada are doing to support 

open access. In particular, she looks at Australia, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United 

States (although she also considers pan-European activities at times). According to Shearer, the United 

Kingdom has dedicated the most resources to this area and is well on its way to building a robust open 

access infrastructure. By contrast, Canada has expressed goodwill in this area but lacks tangible, 

coordinated, national policy, legislation, or infrastructure. Overall, Shearer cites the economic 

possibilities of open access, as well as the progressive policies and supportive activities of other countries 

and the importance of informed consumers alongside informed citizens.

Solomon, David J., and Bo-Christer Björk. 2012. “Publication Fees in Open Access Publishing: Sources 

of Funding and Factors Influencing Choice of Journal.” Journal of the American Society for Information 

Science and Technology 63 (1): 98–107.

https://policycommons.net/artifacts/1229984/comprehensive-brief-on-open-access-to-publications-and-research-data-for-the-federal-granting-agencies/1783057/
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Solomon and Björk share the results of their study on authors who have recently paid article processing 

charges to publish open access journal articles. Their goal is to ascertain the likelihood of article 

processing charges becoming a common, successful practice for open access journals. To do so they 

survey authors who have published in academic journals recently, and they compare their findings to 

previous surveys of a similar nature. Solomon and Björk develop a matrix to determine the most 

important factors for author choice of journal and conclude that authors prioritize journals that are within 

the scope of their research and that are perceived to be of high quality. Whether a journal is open access 

is less important to the group sampled. By surveying authors, Solomon and Björk attempt to present an 

evidence-based case for the future success of article processing charges.

Suber, Peter. 2011. “Creating an Intellectual Commons through Open Access.” In Understanding 

Knowledge as a Commons: From Theory to Practice, edited by Charlotte Hess and Elinor Ostrom. 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Suber takes a measured approach to detailing the open access landscape and likening it to a commons. He 

details the difference between royalty-free and royalty-producing content and suggests some options for 

convincing those who make royalties off of their academic work to consider switching to an open access 

model. He also discusses the three major stalemates in the transition to open access: 1) open access will 

save universities money, but not until they have transitioned away from the old scholarly communication 

model; 2) universities may fear that they are paving the way for “freeloading” universities to reap the 

benefits later; 3) toll access journals are often perceived as more prestigious, and so attract more 

established scholars. Throughout the chapter Suber details challenges to the Open Access movement such 

as the above and offers solutions.

Suber, Peter. 2016. Knowledge Unbound: Selected Writings on Open Access, 2002–2011. Cambridge, MA: 

MIT Press.

Suber collects a number of posts from his newsletter, which started as the “Free Online Scholarship 

Newsletter” and was renamed the “SPARC Open Access Newsletter” when Suber was hired by the 

Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition (SPARC) in 2003. He provides a lengthy 

collection that spans over a decade of thinking and reporting on the Open Access movement. Primarily, 

Suber speaks on the American context, but he comments on happenings in Canada, Europe, and the 

United Kingdom as well. He discusses a range of issues, including peer review, publisher negotiations, 

and the formation of the Open Access movement. Overall Suber sheds light on the development and 

legacy of the Open Access movement.

Suber, Peter. 2012. Open Access. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

https://mitpress.mit.edu/sites/default/files/9780262517638_Open_Access_PDF_Version.pdf

https://mitpress.mit.edu/sites/default/files/9780262517638_Open_Access_PDF_Version.pdf
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Within the context of the transition to open access publishing models in the academy, Suber offers a 

general overview of what open access to research is. Such a transition requires the active support of 

university administrators, funding agencies, and policy writers, and Suber aims to provide these 

individuals with an easily digestible accounting of the movement. To reach this goal he provides a set of 

definitions, a survey of the field, and a quick, palatable argument for open access. Suber is not outwardly 

radical in his premise or approach, but he does call for a rethinking of scholarly production to benefit 

authors and readers rather than intermediaries.

Suber, Peter. 2010. “Thoughts on Prestige, Quality, and Open Access.” Logos 21 (1): 115–28. 

https://doi.org/10.1163/095796510X546959

Suber unpacks the relationship between prestige and journal publishing. He argues that, despite 

suggestions to the contrary, the institutional emphasis on prestige in the academy does not have to be a 

barrier to open access, which many feel is not as prestigious as toll access publishing. Prestige is not an 

obstacle to green open access, as authors may have the option to deposit pre- or post-prints of their toll 

access articles in repositories. But prestige is more of a challenge for gold open access, and Suber 

explains that many toll access journals are viewed as more prestigious simply because they have been 

established for longer, so have built up a standard of quality that is self-fulfilling. Some open access 

journals have also reached this degree of prestige, and more will as they age and become more 

established (and attract more authors). In the meantime, Suber suggests that universities re-assume the 

role of quality assurers, rather than allowing commercial publishers to suggest that research is of high 

quality due to its publication in (their) high-ranking journals.

+ Tanenbaum, Greg. 2014. “North American Campus-Based Open Access Funds: A Five-Year Progress 

Report.” SPARC. https://sparcopen.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/OA-Fund-5-Year-Review.pdf

Tanenbaum provides an overview of the successes and challenges of campus-based open access funds 

across North America. The report provides quantitative data to show how the funds have encouraged 

authors to get involved with open access publishing. It also includes a qualitative analysis of the 

successes, challenges, level of satisfaction, and communication with faculty and administration. The 

author notes that launching funds at more institutions will highlight the impact of this mechanism on 

scholarly communication and adds that “SPARC anticipates an ongoing involvement in campus-based 

Open Access Funds” (5).

Ψ Tennant, Jonathan P. 2016. “The Academic, Economic and Societal Impacts of Open Access: An 

Evidence-Based Review.” F1000Research.

Noting that open access has become a pressing issue worldwide but that little consensus exists about its 

benefits and drawbacks, Tennant, Waldner, Jacques, Masuzzo, Collister, and Hartgerink synthesize 

https://doi.org/10.1163/095796510X546959
https://sparcopen.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/OA-Fund-5-Year-Review.pdf
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research on its academic, economic, and societal impacts and present a brief history of the Open Access 

movement. Benefits to academics include greater access to research and greater impact as measured 

through citation counts (although this citation advantage varies widely by discipline) and altmetrics. 

Open access also enables text and data mining, which allows researchers to synthesize findings at scale, 

scan the literature for errors, and streamline literature searches. Economic impacts are felt primarily by 

publishers, who bear the costs associated with publishing research. Many alternative publishing models 

have arisen, including the pay-to-publish model, which levies article processing charges and is a 

widespread alternative to the traditional subscription model, but article processing charges can put at a 

disadvantage early career researchers, those in lower income countries, and those without research 

funding. Examining the societal impacts of open access emphasizes that research has value beyond 

academia, such as for businesses, research and development departments, and medical patients. Access to 

knowledge is widely regarded as a human right, and many have argued that publicly funded research 

should be publicly available. The authors note that open access is part of the larger Open Science 

movement, which also comprises open data. They conclude with the finding that most researchers would 

publish their work open access if funders or employers required them to do so but emphasize that open 

access is a complex issue within the equally complex system of scholarly publishing.

Willinsky, John. 2006. The Access Principle: The Case for Open Access to Research and Scholarship. MIT 

Press.

Within the context of inequitable access to knowledge and rising journal subscription costs, Willinsky 

aims to make a compelling case for open access. He focuses on scholarly journals, in particular, but he 

does consider the larger scholarly production ecosystem as well. Willinsky argues that knowledge is a 

public good, and as such the public should have unequivocal access to it. He paints a picture of 

inequitable global access to research, which effectively widens the wealth and knowledge gap between 

developing and developed nations. Overall, Willinsky posits open access as a more just and fair choice 

for scholarly knowledge production, citing its role in facilitating shared decision making between experts 

and non-experts.

Φ Willinsky, John. 2007. “What Open Access Research Can Do for Wikipedia.” First Monday 12 (3): 

n.p. https://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/download/1624/1539?inline=1 (Φ Public & 

Community Engagement > Social Knowledge Creation, including Wikipedia & Crowdsourcing)

Open Data
+ Anokwa, Yaw, Carl Hartung, Waylon Brunette, Gaetano Boriello, and Adam Lerer. 2009. “Open 

Source Data Collection in the Developing World.” Computer 42 (10): 97–99. 

http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpl/articleDetails.jsp?arnumber=5280663&tag=1

https://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/download/1624/1539?inline=1
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/xpl/articleDetails.jsp?arnumber=5280663&tag=1
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Anokwa, Hartung, Brunette, Boriello, and Lerer, all members of the Open Data Kit (ODK) development 

team, present evidence for how the ODK can be used for accessible data collection in the developing 

world. The authors suggest that current services are inflexible, closed source, and based on closed 

standards. When this article was published in 2009, the Open Data Kit had not yet been developed as a 

tool, and the authors provide arguments for funding agencies to give consideration to their proposal. As a 

case study, the authors discuss Ampath Kenya, the most comprehensive initiative in the country to 

combat HIV. Ampath opted to use the Open Data Kit to improve their methods of data collection and 

retrieval. The ODK research team argues that the ability to collect data is key to the success of many 

organizations in the developing world.

+ Bauer, Florian, and Martin Kaltenböck. 2012. Linked Open Data: The Essentials. Vienna: edition 

mono/monochrom. https://www.reeep.org/sites/default/files/LOD-the-Essentials_0.pdf

Bauer and Kaltenböck write a guide for administrators describing how to wisely manage and use linked 

open data. The guide provides basic definitions that clarify the differences between open data and linked 

open data. The authors expound on the industrial potential of using the linked approach and provide 

advice and examples on how to start a linked open data catalogue. Bauer and Kaltenböck select the 

reegle.info country profiles, United Kingdom legislation, and Open EI definitions as representative of 

larger linked open data trends. The authors articulate a vision that depicts how these tools can be used to 

create the semantic web of the future. The guide provides links to web resources and uses visual graphs 

to simplify the process of linking and cataloguing data.

Φ + Bradley, Jean-Claude, Robert J. Lancashire, Andrew SID Lang, and Anthony J. Williams. 2009. 

“The Spectral Game: Leveraging Open Data and Crowd-Sourcing for Education.” Journal of 

Cheminformatics 1 (9): 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1186/1758-2946-1-9 (Φ Public & Community Engagement > 

Social Knowledge Creation, including Wikipedia & Crowdsourcing)

Davies, Tim. 2010. “Open Data, Democracy and Public Sector Reform. A Look at Open Government 

Data Use from Data.gov.uk.” Open Data Impacts. http://www.opendataimpacts.net/report/

Davies explores the use of open government data (OGD) from the United Kingdom website data.gov.uk. 

The author begins with a theoretical discussion of open government data by arguing that the digital turn 

has undermined the government’s monopoly on data processing and interpretation. By contrast, the open 

data movement aspires to promote transparency and accountability by empowering citizens. In this 

exploratory case study, Davies details who uses open government data, how the data are being used, and 

the potential implications they have on the public sector. This empirical study uses a variety of research 

methods and draws on survey, interview, and participant-observation data. Overall, Davies found that 

open government data were used by an overwhelmingly male audience with occupations in the private 

sector, public sector, and academic institutions. The use of open data generally fell into five categories: 

https://www.reeep.org/sites/default/files/LOD-the-Essentials_0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1186/1758-2946-1-9
http://www.opendataimpacts.net/report/
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data to fact, data to information, data to interface, data to data, and data to service. This study highlights 

real-world, practical uses of open government data and lays the groundwork for future research to test the 

adequacy and applicability of Davies’ typologies.

Di Noia, Tommaso, Roberto Mirizzi, Vito Claudio Ostuni, Davide Romito, and Markus Zanker. 2012. 

“Linked Open Data to Support Content-Based Recommender Systems.” In Proceedings of the 8th 

International Conference on Semantic Systems, 1–8. New York: ACM. http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?

id=2362501

Di Noia, Mirizzi, Ostuni, Romito, and Zanker analyze the open data approach for supporting content-

based recommender systems. The research team performs an evaluation of MovieLens: the historical 

dataset for movie recommender systems. The researchers link this data to DBpedia datasets and perform 

one-to-one mapping. Evidence shows that 298 of 3,952 mappings in MovieLens have no correspondence 

with DBpedia. Their content-based recommender system leverages the knowledge encoded in the 

semantic datasets of linked open data with DBpedia, Freebase, and LinkedMDB to collect metadata (such 

as actors, directors, or genres) on movies.

+ Geiger, Christian P., and Jorn von Lucke. 2012. “Open Government and (Linked) (Open) 

(Government) (Data).” eJournal of eDemocracy and Open Government 4 (2): 265–78. 

https://doi.org/10.29379/jedem.v4i2.143

Geiger and von Lucke explore free usage of stored public sector data. The authors state that it is not 

enough to simply put data online; data need to be considered and weighed, and a determination must be 

made regarding if and where the data can be published. Geiger and von Lucke describe different types of 

machine readable and open formats for data. The Open Data movement currently faces difficulty with 

different national and international laws about access and transparency. The authors argue that a fair 

balance between the interests of individual authors, publishers, and the general public must be reached. 

Misinterpretation by third parties, as well as the structure and culture of the public sector, are further 

difficulties faced by open data directives. Administrations and individual actors should cooperate with 

each other to achieve sustainability of open government data communities.

+ Gurstein, Michael B. 2011. “Open Data: Empowering the Empowered or Effective Data Use for 

Everyone?” First Monday 16 (2): n.p. https://gurstein.wordpress.com/2010/09/02/open-data-empowering-

the-empowered or-effective-data-use-for-everyone/ Archived at https://perma.cc/KZ2U-PRRU

Gurstein is supportive of the open data project but maintains that the impact on poor and marginalized 

communities must be investigated. Policy should ensure that there is a wide basis of opportunity for 

effective data use. He uses Solly Benjamin’s research on the impact of digitization of land records in 

Bangalore as evidence of the potential for land surveyors, lawyers, and other high-ranking officials to 

http://dl.acm.org/citation.cfm?id=2362501
https://doi.org/10.29379/jedem.v4i2.143
https://gurstein.wordpress.com/2010/09/02/open-data-empowering-the-empowered
https://perma.cc/KZ2U-PRRU
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exploit gaps in titles, take advantage of mistakes in documentation, and identify opportunities and targets 

for crimes. Gurstein creates a seven-point framework for making effective use of open data. This should 

be combined with training on computer/software use, accessible formatting of datasets, interpretation 

training, and a supportive advocacy network for the community.

+ Hartung, Carl, Adam Lerer, Yaw Anokwa, Clint Tseng, Waylon Brunette, and Gaetano Borriello. 

2010. “Open Data Kit: Tools to Build Information Services for Developing Regions.” In ICDT ’10: 

Proceedings of the 4th ACM/IEEE International Conference on Information and Communication 

Technologies and Development. New York: ACM. https://doi.org/10.1145/2369220.2369236

Hartung, Lerer, Anokwa, Tseng, Brunette, and Borriello present the development of the Open Data Kit, 

which contains four tools: collect, aggregate, voice, and build. The collect platform renders complex 

application logic and supports the manipulation of data types. Aggregate performs a “click to deploy” 

server that supports data upload and storage transfer in the cloud. Voice renders application logic using 

automated phone prompts that the user responds to with the keypad. Build is a drag-and-drop application 

designer that generates logic used by the tools. The Open Data Kit was created to empower individuals 

and organizations and allow them to build services for distributing data in developing countries. The 

authors provide outlines of tool designs and charts of system architecture, a list of the drivers and clients 

employed by their program, and a list of organizations that support open source applications such as 

Open Data Kit. The tool uses a modular, extensible, and open source design to allow users to choose 

tools best suited for their own specific deployments.

+ Hausenblas, Michael, and Marcel Karnstedt. 2010. “Understanding Linked Open Data as a Web-Scale 

Database.” In 2010 Second International Conference on Advances in Databases, Knowledge, and Data 

Applications, 56–61. Menuires: IEEE Computer Society. http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?

tp=&arnumber=5477146

Hausenblas and Karnstedt compare linked open data to relational, web-scale databases. The authors 

provide general linked data principles and reference the linked open data community project to open their 

discussion and pose questions regarding the steps that should be taken to migrate parts of the relational 

database. Hausenblas and Karnstedt maintain that a database perspective is required for linked open data 

to ensure its acceptance and realize a low-barrier adoption process. The linked open data community 

needs to create specialized web-scale database engines made for the requirements of the linked open data 

cloud.

+ International Council for Science. 2015. Open Data in a Big Data World. Paris: International Council 

for Science (ICSU), International Social Science Council (ISSC), The World Academy of Sciences 

(TWAS), InterAcademy Partnership (IAP). https://council.science/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/open-

data-in-big-data-world_long.pdf

https://doi.org/10.1145/2369220.2369236
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/stamp/stamp.jsp?tp=&arnumber=5477146
https://council.science/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/open-data-in-big-data-world_long.pdf
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The International Council for Science (ICSU), the InterAcademy Partnership (IAP), the World Academy 

of Sciences (TWAS), and the International Social Science Council (ISSC), in the accord from the first 

Science International meeting, address the opportunities and challenges of data revolution in the realm of 

global science policy. They explain the digital revolution as a world-historical event, considering the 

amounts of data produced and their effect on the research industry. The authors characterize big data by 

volume, variety, velocity, and veracity. Another important element is linked data and its importance for 

the Semantic Web. The accord also addresses the open data imperative for various reasons. For example, 

when it comes to “self correction,” the openness and transparency of relevant data allow testing and 

reproducibility, whereby in terms of non-replicability, attempts of replicating data has been deemed rather 

unsuccessful, which again calls for transparency in the publication of data and metadata. The document 

also contains principles of open data, which include boundaries of openness, enabling practices, and 

responsibilities (of scientists; research institutions and universities; publishers; funding agencies; 

professional associations, scholarly societies, and academies; and libraries, archives, and repositories).

Johnson, Jeffrey Alan. 2014. “From Open Data to Information Justice.” Ethics and Information 

Technology 16 (4): 263–74. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-014-9351-8

Johnson argues that scholarly discussions of information justice should subsume the question of open 

data. His article examines the embedding of social privilege in datasets, the different capabilities of data 

users, and the norms that data systems impose through disciplinary functions. For Johnson, open data has 

potential to exacerbate rather than alleviate social injustices. Data sovereignty should trump open data 

and active pro-social countermeasures need to be taken to ensure ethical practices. Johnson calls for 

information pluralism, which would embrace, rather than problematize, the messiness of data. He argues 

that an information justice movement is vital for drumming up the participation necessary to make 

information pluralism a reality. Johnson calls for further inquiry into how existing social structures are 

perpetuated, exacerbated, and mitigated by information systems.

+ Piwowar, Heather A., and Todd J. Vision. 2013. “Data Reuse and the Open Data Citation Advantage.” 

PeerJ 1: e175. https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.175

Piwowar and Vision argue that reusing data and opting for a data management policy that makes use of 

open citation are effective means of facilitating science. This type of policy allows these resources to 

circulate and contribute to discussions far beyond their original analysis. The authors discuss the 

advantages and challenges of making research publicly available. Piwowar and Vision conduct a small-

scale manual review of citation contexts and use attribution, through mentions of data accession numbers, 

to explore patterns in data reuse on a larger scale. The researchers determine that data availability is 

associated with citation benefit and data reuse is a demonstrable component of citation benefit.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10676-014-9351-8
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.175
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+ RECODE Project Consortium. 2014. “Policy Recommendations for Open Access to Research Data.” 

https://zenodo.org/record/50863/files/recode_guideline_en_web_version_full_FINAL.pdf

The Policy RECommendations for Open Access to Research Data in Europe (RECODE) Project 

Consortium provides an overview of the project and introduces the five interdisciplinary case studies in 

open access research data that helped in the examination of important challenges. The report includes a 

summary of the project findings and general recommendations. In addition, it studies targeted policies for 

funders, research institutions, data managers, and publishers, and provides practical guides for 

developing policies. The report also includes resources to further the policy development processes and 

their implementations. The authors conclude with a list of grouped resources and project partners.

Vision, Todd J. 2010. “Open Data and the Social Contract of Scientific Publishing.” BioScience 60 (5): 

330–31. https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2010.60.5.2

Vision considers open data and the social contract of scientific publishing. He begins with an appraisal of 

the scientific enterprise’s effectiveness for providing scientists with a means to publish their findings and 

receive credit for their work. To improve upon these standards, however, Vision believes that data need to 

be included in the arrangement, and that the printed page can no longer be the unit of measurement for 

attributing scholarship and research. Vision believes that publishers can assist this process by having 

journals require data archiving at the time of publication. Un-archived data files are often misplaced, 

corrupted, and rendered obsolete over time. Vision moves on to a discussion of Dryad: a tool that 

promotes data citations through assigning unique DOIs and compiling data in a shared repository. He 

concludes with the suggestion that permanent archives for research data would allow the social contract 

of publishing to give authors and their data their due.

Open Education
Broekman, Pauline van Mourik, Gary Hall, Ted Byfield, Shaun Hides, and Simon Worthington. 2015. 

Open Education: A Study in Disruption. London and New York: Rowman & Littlefield International.

Broekman et al. provide a critical examination of the open education trend, with a focus on the United 

Kingdom. The authors consider the capitalist model and neoliberal ramifications of open education, as 

well as its creative possibilities. They argue that open education has the power to displace mid-sized 

universities through a process of outsourcing instructional labour, lessening the importance of students 

being physically present on a campus, building global university systems akin to industrial mergers, and 

defunding infrastructural and human resources costs related to bricks-and-mortar institutions. Broekman 

et al. also argue that open education, as it is developing en masse in North America, will not necessarily 

benefit the world’s general population, as it is purported to do; rather, it will line the pockets of academic-

aligned corporations that are already making substantial profits at the expense of academic institutions.

https://zenodo.org/record/50863/files/recode_guideline_en_web_version_full_FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2010.60.5.2
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Jhangiani, Rajiv Sunil. 2017. “Pragmatism vs. Idealism and the Identity Crisis of OER Advocacy.” Open 

Praxis 9 (2): 141–50. https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.9.2.569

Jhangiani comments on the divide in the open education community between pragmatic and idealistic 

approaches to open educational resources (OERs). The pragmatists argue that OERs should be widely 

adopted because of the tangible, financial benefits for students; the idealists argue that they represent an 

opportunity for radical pedagogy. Jhangiani argues that, in fact, a hybrid approach is necessary. 

Divisiveness will not further the movement, to Jhangiani’s eyes; rather, open education advocates must 

present an argument that both acknowledges the significant cost benefit of OERs and incorporates 

opportunities for more experimental learning.

Jhangiani, Rajiv S., and Robert Biswas-Diener, eds. 2017. Open: The Philosophy and Practices that are 

Revolutionizing Education and Science. Ubiquity Press.

Jhangiani and Biswas-Diener bring together 21 chapters and case studies on open scholarship, with a 

distinct focus on open education and open educational resources. There is a purposeful bent in the 

collection toward the critical value of open practices in academia, and this is emphasized in both the 

introduction and conclusion to the collection. Throughout the edited collection authors reiterate the moral 

imperative of open practices in academia, and encourage their uptake at national, governmental, 

institutional, and collegial levels. Many authors in the collection also reiterate the importance of moving 

beyond straightforward access to online scholarly or educational resources, into a space of deepened 

engagement or alternative academic methods.

Δ Veletsianos, George. 2021. “Open Educational Resources: Expanding Equity or Reflecting and 

Furthering Inequities?” Educational Technology Research and Development 69 (1): 407–10. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09840-y

Veletsianos argues that open educational resources (OERs), especially open textbooks, are a worthwhile 

response to consider during the shift to digital modes of teaching and learning, but he warns that, without 

scrutiny, such efforts may reflect or reinforce structural inequities. This scrutiny includes examining who 

creates OERs, who is and who is not represented in them, and who is cited in them to avoid reproducing 

structural inequities. Veletsianos concludes that OERs can be a mixed blessing, expanding inclusion and 

equity in areas like the cost of textbooks, but furthering inequities like a possible lack of diversity in the 

creation of OERs.

Wiley, David. 2014. “Defining the ‘Open’ in Open Content.” Open Content. 

https://www.opencontent.org/definition/

Wiley provides his definition of what open means in the context of open content and open educational 

resources. For Wiley, open content must engage in what he calls the 5R activities: retain, reuse, revise, 

https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.9.2.569
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09840-y
https://www.opencontent.org/definition/
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remix, and redistribute. He argues for the usage of less restrictive licenses, and notably contests the value 

of Creative Commons licenses like Share Alike (SA) or Non-Commercial (NC), which Wiley considers 

to be overly stringent. Further, he promotes the ALMS Framework—which encourages practitioners to 

ask questions in four categories (Access to Editing Tools; Level of Expertise Required; Meaningfully 

Editable; Self-Sourced)—for making technical choices that increase, rather than limit, the openness of 

content.
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Contemporary Issues
 Adema, Janneke. 2021. Living Books: Experiments in the Posthumanities. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Adema considers the contemporary scholarly book and how it could transition from a fixed, bound object 

to a more fluid and evolving entity. She argues that humanities scholars should reconsider their role as 

authors and strive to engage with knowledge production in more open, critical, and experimental ways. 

Adema challenges new media scholars (such as Lev Manovich and John Bryant) and print historians 

(such as Elizabeth Eisenstein and Adrian Johns) for their perpetuation of the book as an unchangeable, 

authored object. Adema complexifies her discussion of book history and new media by considering the 

importance of more radical approaches to open scholarship that do not reify the commercial control of 

academic knowledge production. Overall, Adema advocates for a more processual, experimental, ethical, 

and conscientious approach to scholarly communication in the twenty-first century.

Agate, Nicky, Gail Clement, Danny Kingsley, Sam Searle, Leah Vanderjagt, and Jen Waller. 2017. 

“From the Ground Up: A Group Editorial on the Most Pressing Issues in Scholarly Communication.” 

Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication 5. https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.2196

Agate, Clement, Kingsley, Searle, Vanderjagt, and Waller—in their roles as Editorial Board members 

from the Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication—share their perspectives on scholarly 

communication. The contributors were asked to consider specific prompts on the subject, and responses 

ranged from the critical opposition of profit-making publishing to open access (Waller), to the value of 

working with non-traditional publication formats (Searle), to the business problems of current approaches 

to open access in libraries (Vanderjagt). Agate takes a marked stance, suggesting that the monetization 

and corporatization of academic labour is one of the greatest challenges to scholarly communication, 

whereas Kingsley provides an introspective response to the lack of recognition that scholarly 

communication gets as a field unto itself. Clement argues that a more mindful approach to collaborating 

with authors would improve scholarly communication. Overall, this editorial provides a concise, multi-

perspective meditation on challenges to scholarly communication in the twenty-first century, and the 

actions necessary for lasting change.

Φ Alperin, Juan Pablo, Carol Muñoz Nieves, Lesley Schimanski, Gustavo E. Fischman, Meredith T. 

Niles, and Erin C. McKiernan. 2018. “How Significant Are the Public Dimensions of Faculty Work in 

Review, Promotion, and Tenure Documents?” https://doi.org/10.17613/M6W950N35 (Φ Public & 

Community Engagement > Public Scholarship & Public Humanities)

Φ Canadian Scholarly Publishing Working Group. 2017. Final Report. Canadian Scholarly Publishing 

Working Group. https://www.carl-abrc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/CSPWG_final_report_EN.pdf (Φ 

https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.2196
https://doi.org/10.17613/M6W950N35
https://www.carl-abrc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/CSPWG_final_report_EN.pdf
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Boon, Marcus. 2014. “From the Right to Copy to Practices of Copying.” Dynamic Fair Dealing: Creating 

Canadian Culture Online, edited by Rosemary J. Coombe, Darren Wershler, and Martin Zeilinger, 56–

64. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Boon argues in favour of copying and suggests that the current interpretation of intellectual property is 

far too restrictive. The author suggests that intellectual property and copying should not be regulated by 

private organizations like Access Copyright, and he argues that such organizations act as proxies for the 

Canadian publishing industry that funds them. Rather, Boon counters, copying is a key cultural practice 

that should be encouraged and facilitated, not criminalized.

Borgman, Christine. 2015. Big Data, Little Data, No Data: Scholarship in the Networked World. 

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Borgman presents a thorough overview of research data across the disciplines. She argues that data are 

not very well understood but are also critical for the sustenance and sustainability of scholarship. 

Borgman compares how data are developed, manipulated, and stored in the sciences, social sciences, and 

humanities, and repeatedly suggests that better and more comprehensive research data management 

practices and knowledge infrastructures are needed. Of note, she also considers the ways in which data 

interplay with the open scholarship movement.

† Cohen, Daniel J. 2012. “The Social Contract of Scholarly Publishing.” In Debates in the Digital 

Humanities, edited by Matthew K. Gold, 319–21. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/27

Cohen remarks on the social contract of scholarly publishing—the contract between the producers 

(authors, editors, publishers) and the consumers (readers), or the “supply side” and the “demand side.” 

According to Cohen, individuals on the supply side have become increasingly experimental in recent 

years, but there has not been enough attention paid to the demand side. Cohen asserts that a thorough 

consideration of the demand side is necessary for the social contract to endure into the digital age. To 

accomplish this, academics must think more socially and become increasingly cognizant of the design, 

packaging, and outreach of their publishing ventures.

† Cohen, Daniel J., and Tom Scheinfeldt. 2013. Preface to Hacking the Academy: New Approaches to 

Scholarship and Teaching from Digital Humanities, edited by Daniel J. Cohen and Tom Scheinfeldt, 3–5. 

Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. https://doi.org/10.3998/dh.12172434.0001.001

Cohen and Scheinfeldt introduce Hacking the Academy, a digital publishing experiment and attempt to 

reform academic institutions and practices by crowdsourcing content. The editors called for submissions 

http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/27
https://doi.org/10.3998/dh.12172434.0001.001
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to their project with the caveat that participants had one week to submit. Cohen and Scheinfeldt pitched 

their project with the following questions: “Can an algorithm edit a journal? Can a library exist without 

books? Can students build and manage their own learning management platforms? Can a conference be 

held without a program? Can Twitter replace a scholarly society?” (3). Roughly one sixth of the 329 

submissions received were included in the consequent publication. The intent of the project was to reveal 

the desire and possibility for large institutional change via digital means.

Φ Eve, Martin Paul, and Jonathan Gray. 2020. Reassembling Scholarly Communications: Histories, 

Politics, and Global Politics of Open Access. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. (Φ Open Social Scholarship > 

Open Access)

† Fitzpatrick, Kathleen. 2012a. “Beyond Metrics: Community Authorization and Open Peer Review.” In 

Debates in the Digital Humanities, edited by Matthew K. Gold, 452–59. Minneapolis: University of 

Minnesota Press. http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/7

Fitzpatrick calls for a reform of scholarly communication via open peer review. She argues that the 

Internet has provoked a conceptual shift wherein (textual) authority is no longer measured by a respected 

publisher’s stamp; rather, she contends, the community now locates authority. As concepts of authority 

change and evolve in the digital sphere, so should methods. Peer review should be opened to various 

scholars in a field as well as to non-experts from other fields and citizen scholars. Fitzpatrick claims that 

this sort of crowdsourcing of peer review could more accurately represent scholarly and non-scholarly 

reaction, contribution, and understanding. Digital humanities and new media scholars already have the 

tools to measure digital engagement with a work; now, a better model of peer review should be 

implemented to take advantage of the myriad, social, networked ways scholarship is (or could be) 

produced.

† Fitzpatrick, Kathleen. 2012b. “The Humanities, Done Digitally.” In Debates in the Digital Humanities, 

edited by Matthew Gold, 12–15. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/30

Fitzpatrick addresses the long-standing debate of what should be considered the digital humanities, and 

addresses how the term has evolved over time to shift the focus from resting chiefly on the digital aspect. 

She tackles the existing tension between those who argue for digital humanities as the creation of 

knowledge and tools through digitized means, and those who believe it should be expanded to include 

interpretation. Through a set of examples, Fitzpatrick points to how this has been a long-standing issue in 

other aspects of the humanities. She concludes that the most productive outcome of such an argument is 

to bridge the opposing positions by considering the digital humanities as inherently interdisciplinary. 

Fitzpatrick adds that a distinctive aspect of the field is its investigation of the ways in which the digital 

changes traditional humanities research and scholarly communication.

http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/7
http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/30
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Fitzpatrick, Kathleen. 2011. Planned Obsolescence: Publishing, Technology, and the Future of the 

Academy. Manhattan: New York University Press.

Fitzpatrick examines the academic publishing system and outlines its drawbacks and possibilities. In 

doing so, she participates in larger conversations about the feasibility of current scholarly communication 

practices, especially in the face of declining library budgets and increasing academic journal subscription 

costs. Fitzpatrick argues that we need to rethink scholarly communication for the networked world in 

order to create better research output. She suggests that, in particular, the fixation on the printed 

monograph in the humanities needs to change. For Fitzpatrick, a revolution in scholarly communication 

is unavoidable because of the lack of public valuing of humanities work; the untenable nature of the 

current scholarly communication system, held hostage by commercial academic publishers; and a 

widespread desire to make scholarship more open and accessible to larger publics through networked 

technologies. By undertaking such a shift, the academy will become more relevant to the public it serves 

and could also escape from the restrictive and unsustainable publishing system to which it currently 

subscribes.

Φ Fitzpatrick, Kathleen. 2019. Generous Thinking: A Radical Approach to Saving the University. 

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. (Φ Public & Community Engagement > Public Scholarship & 

Public Humanities)

+ † Fjällbrant, Nancy. 1997. “Scholarly Communication—Historical Development and New 

Possibilities.” In Proceedings of the IATUL Conference. Indiana: Purdue University Library. 

http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/iatul/1997/papers/5/

In order to study the widespread transition to electronic scholarly communication, Fjällbrant details the 

history of the scientific journal. Academic journals emerged in seventeenth-century Europe, and the first 

journal, Journal des Sçavans, was published in 1665 in Paris. According to Fjällbrant, the scholarly 

journal initially developed out of a desire for researchers to share their findings with others in a 

cooperative forum. As such, the journal had significant ties with the concurrent birth of learned societies 

(i.e., the Royal Society of London and the Académie des Sciences in Paris). As their primary concern was 

the dissemination of knowledge, learned societies began seriously experimenting with journals. Fjällbrant 

lists other contemporaneous forms of scholarly communication, including the letter, the scientific book, 

the newspaper, and the anagram system. The journal, however, emerged as a primary source of scholarly 

communication because it met the needs of various stakeholders: the general public, booksellers, 

libraries, authors who wished to make their work public and claim ownership, the scientific community 

invested in reading and applying other scientist’s findings, publishers who wished to capitalize on 

production, and academic institutions that required metrics for evaluating faculty.

http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/iatul/1997/papers/5/
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Government of Canada. 2013. “Capitalizing on Big Data: Toward a Policy Framework for Advancing 

Digital Scholarship in Canada.” Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council. http://www.sshrc-

crsh.gc.ca/news_room-salle_de_presse/latest_news-nouvelles_recentes/big_data_consultation-

donnees_massives_consultation-eng.aspx

The Government of Canada compilers of this report present a birds-eye view of Canadian digital 

infrastructure (as of 2013), including its key governmental or government-aligned players and 

stakeholders. They consider Canada’s digital infrastructure to be nascent and promising, but in need of 

further resources and coordination. Although they laud Canada for its initiatives and investments to date, 

the compilers also note that “the potential of data-driven data has outstripped our ability to manage and 

grow the broader digital infrastructure ecosystem required to meet 21st century needs” (6). To remedy 

this issue, the compilers suggest three major recommendations: 1) establish a culture of stewardship; 2) 

coordinate stakeholder engagement; 3) develop capacity and future funding parameters. The primary goal 

of this document is to make the case for aligned, harmonized funding policies for digital scholarship and 

infrastructure. In particular, the document focuses on the importance of data management.

Government of Canada, and Industry Canada. 2015. “Consultation: Developing a Digital Research 

Infrastructure Strategy.” Ottawa. https://ised-isde.canada.ca/site/plans-reports/en/canadas-st-

strategy/consultation-developing-digital-research-infrastructure-strategy

Rapidly developing technology has posed challenges for governments, which must adapt quickly in order 

to maintain a robust and current digital infrastructure. The Government of Canada acknowledges these 

challenges and suggests that Canada needs to develop an appropriate strategy to tackle them. The report 

authors argue, implicitly, that new policies are required; they write: “Canada’s current [digital research 

infrastructure (DRI)] ecosystem needs to be examined against these rapid changes” (n.p.). The goal (and 

method) of the document is to reiterate that a new strategy is needed, to briefly outline next steps, and to 

put consultation questions out to the wider community.

Guédon, Jean-Claude. 2001. In Oldenburg’s Long Shadow: Librarians, Research Scientists, Publishers, 

and the Control of Scientific Publishing. Washington, DC: Association of Research Libraries.

Guédon assesses the state of academic publishing, including library activities and commercial publisher 

strategies. He argues that libraries need to take a more prominent role in the dissemination elements of 

scholarly communication by actively supporting and participating in open archive initiatives. Guédon 

also suggests that although the emergence of library consortia have proven benefits (e.g., shared 

resources, heightened impact), they need to work with other stakeholders as well—including researchers

—in order to affect real change in current academic publishing practices.

http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/news_room-salle_de_presse/latest_news-nouvelles_recentes/big_data_consultation-donnees_massives_consultation-eng.aspx
https://ised-isde.canada.ca/site/plans-reports/en/canadas-st-strategy/consultation-developing-digital-research-infrastructure-strategy
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Johns, Adrian. 2009. Piracy: The Intellectual Property Wars from Gutenberg to Gates. Chicago: University 

of Chicago Press.

Johns performs a substantial historical analysis of information piracy and intellectual property from the 

seventeenth century onward. He traces contemporary notions of copyright and intellectual property back 

to the formalization of the book trade and argues that piracy has been rampant in the dissemination of 

creative material since at least that time. Johns suggests that we are about to move away from this notion 

of intellectual property, as for the first time since the seventeenth century the concept of authorship has 

transformed from its affiliation with a single individual to a more distributed, collective model, as 

emphasized in the Open Source movement. Notably, Johns reveals that the common assumption that a 

move toward open scholarship is a return to a more utopic, original form of science as unadulterated 

knowledge sharing is, in fact, false: knowledge sharing has been marked by ownership and piracy for 

centuries now.

Jones, Steven E. 2014. “Publications.” The Emergence of the Digital Humanities, 147–77. New York: 

Routledge.

Jones zooms in on the relationship between the digital humanities and publishing and considers the 

possibilities thereof. He argues that digital humanities practitioners are well positioned to explore the 

opportunities of digital publishing, as they can serve as subjects in their own publishing experiments. 

Jones details digital humanities activities directly related to scholarly communication: digitization, 

editing, metadata generation, and content management system design and use. But he is quick to point 

out that there is more to the relationship between digital humanities and publishing than applicable 

practitioner skills and activities; current digital publishing practices—both within and outside of academia

—are also inherently networked, and therefore provide the opportunity for sociality at a scale hitherto 

untenable. Jones advocates for an increase in the uptake, use, creation, or repurposing of digital 

publishing platforms for humanities knowledge mobilization, in no small part because this can constitute 

and reinforce the value of the social in academic work. In doing so, he makes an argument for the 

importance of experimenting with digital publishing practices in order to create and share scholarly 

output within and beyond academia.

Kimmerer, Robin Wall. 2020. Braiding Sweetgrass: Indigenous Wisdom, Scientific Knowledge, and the 

Teachings of Plants. Minneapolis: Milkweed Editions.

Robin Wall Kimmerer considers the relationship between scientific knowledge and Indigenous 

knowledge, in particular in the context of the natural world. She argues that both bodies of knowledge 

(and knowledge holders) are important for the study and sustenance of the environment. Kimmerer 

weaves together her research as a professor of ecology with Indigenous teachings; the latter derive from 

her own experience as a member of the Potawatomi Nation and in discussion with other Indigenous 
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teachers. Kimmerer advocates for the importance of enacting Indigenous values of care, reciprocity, and 

environmental stewardship in the context of humans’ relation to the land, broadly, as well as in scientific 

study in particular. Overall, Kimmerer suggests that the current climate crisis is human-manufactured but 

can be dealt with through a substantial re-evaluation of core values and practices and the requisite actions 

that follow such a re-evaluation.

Laakso, Mikael, Juho Lindman, Cenyu Shen, Linus Nyman, and Bo-Christer Björk. 2017. “Research 

Output Availability on Academic Social Networks: Implications for Stakeholders in Academic 

Publishing.” Electronic Markets 27 (2): 125–33. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-016-0242-1

Laakso, Lindman, Shen, Nyman, and Björk study the role of Academic Social Networks (ASNs) in the 

scholarly communication landscape. In particular, the authors look at the popular, commercial platforms 

ResearchGate and academia.edu, and the amount of full-text access they provide, compared to the total 

research output of an institution. Laakso et al. argue that the impact and prominence of Academic Social 

Networks are often ignored in open scholarship conversations, even though the authors' study proves that 

they are the most prevalent source for full-text publications (from researchers at the Hanken School of 

Economics, Finland). Laakso et al. use the prominence of Academic Social Networks to suggest that 

institutional repositories could benefit from becoming better service providers for their users as well as 

from linking to other institutional repositories more readily. As it stands, each institutional repository is 

relatively siloed, providing a gap for commercial ventures like academia.edu and ResearchGate to fill by 

providing access to research from many different authors and their many different institutions.

Lane, Richard. 2014. “Faith-Based Electronic Publishing and Learning Environments as a Model for 

New Scholarly Publishing Applications.” Scholarly and Research Communication 5 (4): n.p. 

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2014v5n4a188

Lane explores the popular eTheology platforms Olive Tree and Logos, and the possibilities for the uptake 

of their information management and design models. Lane details the advantages of popular, or non-

academic, digital knowledge spaces and argues for their potential application to secular electronic 

publishing. The most advantageous element of this proposal may be the suggestion to tailor applications 

to communities of users—which Olive Tree and Logos do, as described in the article—in order to 

develop a more integrated and dynamically engaged scholarly publishing system that includes user 

analysis.

Larivière, Vincent, Stephanie Haustein, and Phillipe Mongeon. 2015. “Big Publishers, Bigger Profits: 

How the Scholarly Community Lost the Control of Its Journals.” Media Tropes V (2): 102–10.

Larivière, Haustein, and Mongeon discuss the overwhelming control of commercial publishers over 

academic journals. The authors demonstrate that across the sciences, humanities, and social sciences five 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12525-016-0242-1
https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2014v5n4a188
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big publishers are responsible for the production of over 50% of journals. For Larivière, Haustein, and 

Mongeon, this represents an oligopoly that is a hindrance to the flourishing of not-for-profit open access 

publishing.

Lawson, Stuart. 2017a. “Access, Ethics and Piracy.” Insights 30 (1): 25–30.

Lawson briefly explores the phenomenon of academic piracy, or the sharing of copyrighted, toll access 

research on sites like SciHub or aaaaarg. They rely on the historical framework that Adrian Johns lays in 

his book Piracy to reinforce the idea that intellectual property is not a natural or necessary state, and only 

came about in response to the rampant copying of books in eighteenth-century England. Although 

Lawson isn’t anti-piracy, per se (suggesting that sometimes what is ethical is not the same as what is 

legal), they do argue that open access is a way to share scholarship widely and legally. Lawson credits 

academic pirating sites for proving that the current, restrictive scholarly communication system is no 

longer fit for purpose: open access offers a legal alternative.

Lawson, Stuart. 2017b. “Against Capital.” Proceedings of ReCon: Publishing for Early Career 

Researchers—Immortalisation, Recognition & Metrics. Edinburgh, Scotland. 

http://stuartlawson.org/2017/07/against-capital/

Lawson takes aim at the rhetoric of disruption and newness in scholarly communication. They argue that 

as long as we continue to subscribe to a capitalist and neoliberal higher education system, we will not 

achieve true progress in democratizing knowledge or reasserting control over the means of academic 

production. Lawson goes on to demonstrate how neoliberalism manifests in various elements of higher 

education, and pinpoints technological developments like alt-metrics as tools for further neoliberalist 

development, rather than opportunities for working in more efficient, creative, or fair ways. They also 

focus on open access policy developments in the UK that have maintained corporate publisher profit 

margins or else affiliated open access with burdensome bureaucracy. The answer, for Lawson, to an 

improved publishing system is straightforward: a socialist approach to scholarly communication.

Leadership Council for Digital Research Infrastructure. 2014. “‘Think Piece’ on a DI Roadmap.”

Members of the Leadership Council for Digital Research Infrastructure (LCDRI) draw attention to the 

need for robust and sustainable digital research infrastructure in Canada in this report. The compilers 

argue that a widely coordinated approach is needed—an approach that includes increased collaboration 

across stakeholders, a cohesive national policy, and a significant data management strategy. To facilitate 

such an approach, the authors suggest a coalition grown from the extant Leadership Council for Digital 

Research Infrastructure. They outline a proposed two-phased action agenda, and propose roles for other 

relevant agencies, groups, and institutions. This method is effective as it demonstrates the Council’s 

http://stuartlawson.org/2017/07/against-capital/
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expertise with digital infrastructure in Canada, and calls attention to major players and key deficiencies in 

the current system.

Φ Levkoe, Charles Z., Amanda Wilson, and Victoria Schembri. 2018. “Community-Academic Peer 

Review: Prospects for Strengthening Community-Campus Engagement and Enriching Scholarship” 

Engaged Scholars Journal: Community-Engaged Research, Teaching, and Learning 4 (2): 1–20. (Φ Public 

& Community Engagement > Collaboration, Partnership, & Engagement)

Lewis, Vivian, Lisa Spiro, Xuemao Wang, and Jon E. Cawthorne. 2015. Building Expertise to Support 

Digital Scholarship: A Global Perspective. Council on Library and Information Resources. 

https://www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub168

Lewis, Spiro, Wang, and Cawthorne aim to remedy the lack of global-scope research on best practices for 

developing, sustaining, and participating in digital scholarship centres. They argue that digital scholarship 

is of the utmost importance on an international scale, and it behooves the academy at large to understand 

and reflect on how to foster digital scholarship at the institutional level. To support this claim, Lewis et 

al. focus on gathering information about digital scholarship expertise, institutional structures, and 

requisite competencies. They conduct site visits and interviews around the world in order to pursue their 

digital scholarship centre research. The authors profile 16 sites from Canada, China, Germany, India, 

Mexico, Taiwan, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Overall, Lewis et al. comment on the many 

differences between sites, and the impossibility of drawing conclusions about how an entire country deals 

with digital scholarship, or the single best way to run a digital scholarship centre. They also outline the 

complexities of running such centres, not least of all the difficulty in securing stable, long-term funding. 

Regardless, Lewis et al. formulate a handful of broader recommendations for best practices, based on 

their interviews; the authors stress the centrality of collaboration, the importance of supportive 

institutional structures for staff and centres alike, and the value of prioritizing curiosity-driven research at 

all levels of an organization.

Lovett, Julia A., Andrée J. Rathemacher, Diana Boukari, and Corey Lang. 2017. “Institutional 

Repositories and Academic Social Networks: Competition or Complement? A Study of Open Access 

Policy Compliance vs. ResearchGate Participation.” Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly 

Communication 5 (1). https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.2183

Lovett, Rathemacher, Boukari, and Lang examine whether faculty members at the University of Rhode 

Island deposit their work more with ResearchGate or with the institution’s own repository. To do so, the 

authors carry out a population study and survey of over 500 faculty members. They find that scholars 

who are prone to depositing with one system will likely deposit with another. As such, Lovett et al. argue, 

librarians should not consider social networking sites as competition for institutional open access 

repositories. The authors do, however, suggest that further education still needs to be done about what 

https://www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub168
https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.2183
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open access policies entail, the difference between commercial and academic repositories, and the 

benefits of publishing open access.

Lynch, Clifford A. 2010. “Imagining a University Press System to Support Scholarship in the Digital 

Age.” Journal of Electronic Publishing 13 (2): n.p. https://quod.lib.umich.edu/j/jep/3336451.0013.207?

view=text;rgn=main

Lynch proposes a vision for the future of scholarly communication: a world where all universities have a 

university press of their own, not least at all for reasons of publishing their faculty’s more esoteric work. 

Lynch is adamant that a coordinated system across university presses would be beneficial, as it would 

streamline processes and be more economically viable than a collection of boutique institutions with 

idiosyncratic needs. He also makes some proposals for the future of the monograph, which he sees as 

stuck in a fetishistic print mode, even if online. Rather, Lynch suggests, monographs should take 

advantage of the possibilities of electronic forms and networked technologies, and institutions should 

support rather than punish such experimentation. Lynch acknowledges that he does not provide guidance 

on how to move from the current state of scholarly communication to this ideal future; rather, he urges a 

reconsideration of the current business and organizational problems endemic to academic publishing and 

suggests that collective action could lead to a more efficient and sustainable scholarly communication 

future.

Mandell, Laura. 2015. Breaking the Book: Print Humanities in the Digital Age. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley-

Blackwell.

Within the context of the transition from print-based to electronic-based knowledge production, Mandell 

focuses on the book of literary or cultural criticism and charts it from the eighteenth century through to 

the present day. Mandell argues that the book of criticism—and its author, and larger academic context—

are in need of a significant transformation, and that the emergence of digital forms and formats has the 

potential to redirect the humanities for the better, if stewarded appropriately. More broadly, Mandell 

condemns the conventional one-way street of scholarly communication, which does not encourage 

engagement or discussion beyond the standard, sparse back-and-forth between academic authors via peer 

review, articles, book reviews, or conferences. She argues that digital forms of scholarship open up the 

academy and will force literary and cultural critics out of their echo chambers and into the rest of the 

world.

Martin III, John D. 2017. “Piracy, Public Access, and Preservation: An Exploration of Sustainable 

Accessibility in a Public Torrent Index.” SocArXiv: n.p. https://osf.io/preprints/socarxiv/hzp6r/

Martin considers the argument that torrent sites like The Pirate Bay should be considered as public 

libraries, as some torrent advocates have argued. He concludes that there is a massive amount of cultural 

https://quod.lib.umich.edu/j/jep/3336451.0013.207?view=text;rgn=main
https://osf.io/preprints/socarxiv/hzp6r/
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material on The Pirate Bay and other similar sites, and that there may be a tragic loss of cultural data 

should these sites be shut down. However, Martin also suggests that torrent sites should not be considered 

as public libraries, as their content is far too fragile and prone to removal. Moreover, it is arguable that 

the lack of a central authority for acquiring, maintaining, coordinating, and preserving cultural material 

collections would be a significant hindrance to torrent sites’ status as credible and comprehensive public 

libraries.

Maryl, Maciej, Marta Błaszczyńska, Agnieszka Szulińska, and Paweł Rams. 2020. “The Case for an 

Inclusive Scholarly Communication Infrastructure for Social Sciences and Humanities.” F1000Research 

9 (1265): n.p. https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.26545.1

Maryl, Błaszczyńska, Szulińska, and Rams ruminate on the current state of scholarly communication, 

especially in Europe, and make suggestions for future priorities and transitions. Maryl et al. argue that 

although openness in scholarly communication is on the rise, there are still a number of challenges—not 

least of all for the humanities and social sciences. Within the framework of building and sustaining 

research infrastructure for the humanities and social sciences, the authors point to several areas that they 

feel should be supported over the coming years: open access, discipline-specific formats, sensible 

evaluation and quality assurance, multilingualism and bibliodiversity, researcher-led governance, and 

engagement of extra-academic stakeholders. Overall, Maryl et al. provide a comprehensive overview of 

the European scholarly communication landscape and highlight key issues for consideration.

+ † Maxwell, John W. 2014. “Publishing Education in the 21st Century and the Role of the University.” 

Journal of Electronic Publishing 17 (2): n.p. https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0017.205

From his perspective within the Canadian Institute for Studies in Publishing at Simon Fraser University, 

Maxwell ruminates on the current state of university-level training in publishing studies, as well as its 

future role. He considers the shifting economy and the rise of digital media and practices to be major 

factors influencing the current Canadian academic and non-academic publishing scene. Maxwell suggests 

that the university has a pivotal role to play in reinvigorating publishing by encouraging a supportive 

community of practice as well as openness to creativity, innovation, and flexibility. Overall, Maxwell 

underlines the importance of academic publishing studies in the evolving publishing scene.

 Maxwell, John, Alessandra Bordini, and Katie Shamash. 2017. “Reassembling Scholarly 

Communications: An Evaluation of the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation’s Monograph Initiative.” 

Journal of Electronic Publishing 20 (1): n.p.

Maxwell, Bordini, and Shamash report on a 2014–15 Andrew W. Mellon Foundation scholarly 

communication initiative that supported 13 monograph-focused grants. The authors’ stated goal is to 

“identify the points of interconnection, congruence, and tension among these proposals, with the hope of 

https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.26545.1
https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0017.205
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providing perspective on both the individual projects, and the Foundation’s initiative itself” (n.p.). 

Maxwell, Bordini, and Shamash’s primary method is to organize and present the projects in four unique 

categories: 1) studies of monograph publishing processes and economics; 2) projects that enhance 

monograph publishing at university presses; 3) projects that develop digital publication capacity for 

faculty; and 4) projects that develop digital capacity at university presses. Throughout the report they also 

argue that monograph publication is a multipurpose endeavour: it simultaneously incorporates 

institutional knowledge production, the endowment of accreditation or status on authors, and small-scale 

industrial activity. As such, there is no one-size-fits-all solution for monographs in the digital age.

Δ McKenna, Colleen, and Jane Hughes. 2013. “Values, Digital Texts, and Open Practices—a Changing 

Scholarly Landscape in Higher Education.” In Literacy in the Digital University: Critical Perspectives on 

Learning, Scholarship, and Technology, edited by Robin Goodfellow and Mary R. Lea, 15–26. London, 

UK: Routledge.

McKenna and Hughes discuss which values—in relation to power, control, and trust—are embedded in 

practices around digital texts by scholars and students. In the case of using plagiarism detector software 

to evaluate students’ work, the authors argue that this practice obscures issues of trust and surveillance, 

reduces plagiarism to the mere copying of words, and undermines trust between the professor and the 

student. Regarding digital texts by scholars, the authors find that the use of blogging and microblogging 

platforms accords with the Open Education movement because they both establish community, share 

ideas, and co-author or reauthor texts. Their ideas rely on an academic literacy paradigm, which views 

writing as a social practice and considers issues of power, context, and identities in relation to digital 

literacy. They conclude that it is important to articulate and critique the values that underpin these new 

digital practices around the use of plagiarism detector software, blogs, and Twitter.

Minister of Industry. 2015. Digital Canada 150: 2.0. Ottawa.

The Government of Canada Minister of Industry outlines how the Canadian government has responded to 

rapid technological development in recent years. Throughout the report, the compilers argue that it is 

necessary to provide individuals and businesses in Canada with the skills, opportunities, and protections 

to succeed in an increasingly networked world. Digital Canada 150: 2.0 reports on the previous Digital 

Canada 150 plan, and largely outlines the government’s actions and successes to date. The document 

includes five “pillars” or areas of concern: 1) “Connecting Canadians,” which includes considerations for 

wifi, telecommunications companies, and network access in rural areas; 2) “Protecting Canadians,” 

which encompasses online identity protection and anti-spam laws; 3) “Economic Opportunities,” which 

outlines dedicated resources for jobs and research in technology sectors; 4) “Digital Government,” which 

focuses on open government and open data initiatives; and 5) “Canadian Content,” which reports on 

developments in television companies, as well as the increase of digital media in cultural heritage 
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institutions. Overall, the report outlines the government’s investment in digital technology, as well as 

relevant sectors in industry and research.

Neylon, Cameron. 2017b. “Sustaining Scholarly Infrastructures through Collective Action: The Lessons 

that Olson can Teach us.” KULA: Knowledge Creation, Dissemination, and Preservation Studies 1 (1): n.p. 

https://kula.uvic.ca/index.php/kula/article/view/120

Neylon meditates on how best to enable sustainability for largescale scholarly communication 

infrastructure. Neylon’s goal is to explore “how we can sustain shared platform systems that support 

scholarly communities through the collection, storage, and transmission of shared resources” (n.p.), and 

he provides a number of examples of scholarly infrastructures and their funding models. Comparing these 

initiatives within the context of political economy literature, Neylon comes to the conclusion that a 

smaller governance body coordinating the development of scholarly infrastructure would be valuable, as 

it would put into place a reasonable number of decision makers to guide collective action. Since scholarly 

communication encompasses so many thousands of institutions and actors, it would be nearly impossible 

to coordinate largescale infrastructure otherwise. In this way, a sustainable and sustaining infrastructure 

could be developed—one that is relative and responsive to fluctuations in the size and scope of the 

community.

Niles, Meredith T., Lesley A. Schimanski, Erin C. McKiernan, and Juan Pablo Alperin. 2020. “Why We 

Publish Where We Do: Faculty Publishing Values and Their Relationship to Review, Promotion and 

Tenure Expectations.” PLoS ONE 15 (3): e0228914. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0228914

Niles, Schimanski, McKiernan, and Alperin focus on the gap between what faculty express as their own 

publishing values and what they assume their colleagues’ values are. Niles et al. demonstrate that 

although faculty suggest their own publishing values are community-oriented (e.g., they are concerned 

with relevant journals, audience reach, and open access), they also believe their colleagues to value 

journal prestige and impact more. Such an outcome pushes against the widely held notion that tenure and 

promotion depends on so-called “status” publishing. Niles et al. recommend that the disconnect between 

values and behaviour should be addressed through providing platforms and mechanisms for faculty to 

publish according to their stated values.

O’Sullivan, James, Christopher P. Long, and Mark A. Mattson. 2016. “Dissemination as Cultivation: 

Scholarly Communications in a Digital Age.” Doing Digital Humanities, edited by Constance Crompton, 

Richard Lane, and Raymond G. Siemens, 384–97. London and New York: Routledge.

O’Sullivan, Long, and Mattson focus on the optimistic possibilities of digital scholarly communication. 

The authors argue that the digital age brings opportunities for new ways to communicate the same work 

(in this case, humanities scholarship), but that such novel pursuits must be tempered by careful attention 

https://kula.uvic.ca/index.php/kula/article/view/120
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0228914
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to appropriate medium and tone. O’Sullivan, Long, and Mattson share various examples of scholars 

participating in online spaces: publishing on digital platforms like Scalar, blogging, experimenting with 

peer-review methods (e.g., with the Public Philosophy Journal), and engaging with social media.

Φ Pooley, Jefferson. 2017a. “Scholarly Communications Shouldn’t Just Be Open, but Non-Profit Too.” 

LSE Impact Blog. http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2017/08/15/scholarly-communications-

shouldnt-just-be-open-but-non-profit-too/ (Φ Open Social Scholarship > Open Scholarship)

Pooley, Jefferson. 2017b. “The Impact Platform.” Parameters: Knowledge Under Digital Conditions. 

http://parameters.ssrc.org/2017/01/the-impact-platform/

Pooley weighs the pros and cons of the recent development of websites like The Conversation, which 

showcase scholarly pieces written for a non-specialist audience. Pooley argues that this sort of 

publication venue is flawed and problematic because it encourages the data-driven reliance on 

quantitative metrics to judge the value of academic work. Many feel as though this turn toward metrics is 

unfair, as access and usage metrics do not accurately portray the depth of engagement or intellectual 

impact on a reader. Pooley measures this drawback against the value of so-called impact platforms as 

successful arbiters of open scholarship. He also lauds the open licensing and emphasis on 

reuse/republication of The Conversation as an example of positive open access mechanisms that 

encourage wide dissemination of and engagement with academic work.

+† Powell, Daniel James, Raymond G. Siemens, and the INKE Research Group. 2014. “Building 

Alternative Scholarly Publishing Capacity: The Renaissance Knowledge Network (ReKN) as Digital 

Production Hub.” Scholarly and Research Communication 5 (4): n.p. 

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2014v5n4a183

Powell, Siemens, and the INKE Research Group report on the status of the Renaissance Knowledge 

Network (ReKN), an Advanced Research Consortium node. The Renaissance Knowledge Network is a 

largescale collaborative project that spans the University of Victoria, the University of Toronto, and 

Texas A&M University. The authors detail the planning phase of the Renaissance Knowledge Network, a 

project that aims to centralize and integrate research and production in a single online platform that will 

serve the specific needs of early modern scholars. The authors aim to develop and implement the 

Renaissance Knowledge Network as a dynamic, holistic scholarly environment. For a further update, 

please see Powell, Siemens, and Bowen, with Hiebert and Seatter (2015), an article that reflects on the 

first six months of the Renaissance Knowledge Network development that is also included in this 

bibliography.

+† Powell, Daniel, Raymond G. Siemens, William R. Bowen, Matthew Hiebert, and Lindsey Seatter. 

2015. “Transformation through Integration: The Renaissance Knowledge Network (ReKN) and a Next 

http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/2017/08/15/scholarly-communications-shouldnt-just-be-open-but-non-profit-too/
http://parameters.ssrc.org/2017/01/the-impact-platform/
https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2014v5n4a183
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Wave of Scholarly Publication.” Scholarly and Research Communication 6 (2): n.p. 

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n2a199

Powell, Siemens, Bowen, Hiebert, and Seatter explore the first six months of the Andrew W. Mellon-

funded Renaissance Knowledge Network. The authors focus on the potential for interoperability and 

metadata aggregation of various Renaissance and early modern digital projects. They examine how 

interconnected resources and scholarly environments might integrate publication and markup tools. 

Powell et al. consider how projects like the Renaissance Knowledge Network contribute to the shifting 

practices of contemporary scholarly publishing. For a detailed exploration of the Renaissance Knowledge 

Network’s planning phase of, please see Powell, Siemens, and the INKE Research Group (2014), also 

included in this bibliography.

Research Data Canada. 2013. “Research Data Canada Response to Capitalizing on Big Data: Towards a 

Policy Framework for Advancing Digital Scholarship in Canada.” Ottawa. http://www.rdc-drc.ca/wp-

content/uploads/Research-Data-Canada-Response-to-the-Tri-Council-Consultation-on-Digital-

Scholarship.pdf

Research Data Canada responds to a Government of Canada report (“Capitalizing on Big Data”) that 

grapples with the issue of growing digital scholarship. The Research Data Canada authors suggest that 

the government needs to pay more heed to long-term, rather than short-term, researcher-focused data 

curation. They also argue that although provisions for graduate student and early career researcher 

training are positive developments, it is necessary to designate, train, and support distinct data 

professionals. Further, Research Data Canada claims that an increase in cross-sector collaboration with 

industry would be beneficial, as would more engagement with the international data community. The 

authors applaud the government for taking part in the digital scholarship discussion, and then succinctly 

outline which areas require more attention.

 Roh, Charlotte, Harrison W. Inefuku, and Emily Drabinski. 2020. “Scholarly Communications and 

Social Justice.” In Reassembling Scholarly Communications: Histories, Politics, and Global Politics of 

Open Access, edited by Martin Paul Eve and Jonathan Gray, 41–52. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Roh, Inefuku, and Drabinski consider open access within the larger context of scholarly communication 

from an ethical perspective. The authors argue that although open access is a social justice movement in 

theory, the practice of open access could be much more progressive, inclusive, and equitable. Roh, 

Inefuku, and Drabinski point to disparities in publication output, topics, and practitioners, all of which are 

slanted toward the Global North. They suggest that scholarly communication would do well to reorient 

toward equity and justice rather than upholding colonial or overly-dominant practices.

https://doi.org/10.22230/src.2015v6n2a199
http://www.rdc-drc.ca/wp-content/uploads/Research-Data-Canada-Response-to-the-Tri-Council-Consultation-on-Digital-Scholarship.pdf
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Salo, Dorothea. 2013. “How to Scuttle a Scholarly Communication Initiative.” Journal of Librarianship 

and Scholarly Communication 1 (4): n.p. https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.1075

Salo offers a tongue-in-cheek accounting of the various ways one could systematically destroy a 

scholarly communication initiative—especially an open access scholarly communication initiative. She 

writes from the library perspective, but her comments resonate with those involved in scholarly 

communication in any role. Beyond Salo's satire, which is certainly poignant for many, she provides 

useful guidelines for what not to do in pursuing scholarly communication initiatives.

+† Siemens, Raymond G. 2002. “Scholarly Publishing at its Source, and at Present.” Introduction to The 

Credibility of Electronic Publishing: A Report to the Humanities and Social Sciences Federation of Canada, 

compiled by Raymond G. Siemens, Michael Best, Elizabeth Grove-White, Alan Burk, James Kerr, Andy 

Pope, Jean-Claude Guédon, Geoffrey Rockwell, and Lynne Siemens. Text Technology 11 (1): n.p. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20151012065051/https://web.viu.ca/hssfc/Final/Overview.html

Siemens’ introduction to this report focuses on the rethinking of scholarly communication practices in 

light of new digital forms. He meditates on this topic through the framework of ad fontes—the act, or 

conception, of going to the source. Siemens argues that scholars should look at the source, or genesis, of 

scholarly communication. The source, for Siemens, includes more than the seventeenth-century inception 

of the academic print journal; it also includes less formal ways of communicating and disseminating 

knowledge (i.e., verbal exchanges, epistolary correspondence, and manuscript circulation). In this way, 

scholars can look past the popular, standard academic journal and into a future of scholarly 

communication that productively involves varied scholarly traditions and social knowledge practices.

Tennant, Jonathan P., Harry Crane, Tom Crick, Jacinto Davila, Asura Enkhbayar, Johanna Havemann, 

Bianca Kramer, Ryan Martin, Paola Masuzzo, Andy Nobes, Curt Rice, Bárbara Rivera-López, Tony 

Ross-Hellauer, Susanne Sattler, Paul D. Thacker, and Marc Vanholsbeeck. 2019. “Ten Hot Topics 

Around Scholarly Publishing.” Publications 7 (34). https://www.mdpi.com/2304-6775/7/2/34/htm

Tennant, Crane, Crick, Davila, Enkhbayar, Havemann, Kramer, Martin, Masuzzo, Nobes, Rice, Rivera-

López, Ross-Hellauer, Sattler, Thacker, and Vanholsbeeck present and explore oft-debated issues in 

scholarly communication, in particular around open access publishing. They suggest that there are 

various misconceptions and differing opinions floating around in this realm, and hope to tackle some of 

these issues in order to bring more clarity to the discussion. Overall, Tennant et al. clear up 

misinformation and misunderstandings about open access publishing.

Wilkinson, Mark D., Michel Dumontier, IJsbrand Jan Aalbersberg, Gabrielle Appleton, Myles Axton, 

Arie Baak, Niklas Blomberg, Jan-Willem Boiten, Luiz Bonino da Silva Santos, Philip E. Bourne, Jildau 

Bouwman, Anthony J. Brookes, Tim Clark, Mercè Crosas, Ingrid Dillo, Olivier Dumon, Scott Edmunds, 

https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.1075
https://web.archive.org/web/20151012065051/https:/web.viu.ca/hssfc/Final/Overview.html
https://www.mdpi.com/2304-6775/7/2/34/htm
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Chris T. Evelo, Richard Finkers, Alejandra Gonzalez-Beltran, Alasdair J.G. Gray, Paul Groth, Carole 

Goble, Jeffrey S. Grethe, Jaap Heringa, Peter A. C. ’t Hoen, Rob Hooft, Tobias Kuhn, Ruben Kok, Joost 

Kok, Scott J. Lusher, Maryann E. Martone, Albert Mons, Abel L. Packer, Bengt Persson, Philippe 

Rocca-Serra, Marco Roos, Rene van Schaik, Susanna-Assunta Sansone, Erik Schultes, Thierry Sengstag, 

Ted Slater, George Strawn, Morris A. Swertz, Mark Thompson, Johan van der Lei, Erik van Mulligen, 

Jan Velterop, Andra Waagmeester, Peter Wittenburg, Katherine Wolstencroft, Jun Zhao, and Barend 

Mons. 2016. “The FAIR Guiding Principles for Scientific Data Management and Stewardship.” 

Scientific Data 3 (160018). https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2016.18

Wilkinson et al. provide context and history for the development of the Findable, Accessible, 

Interoperable Reusable (FAIR) principles for data management. According to Wilkinson et al., the now 

well-known principles were originally developed at a 2014 workshop in the Netherlands called “Jointly 

Designing a Data Fairport.” Building on this workshop, members of the Future of Research 

Communications and e-Scholarship (FORCE 11) community established a dedicated FAIR working 

group that nuanced and improved the principles. The authors argue that these principles will improve the 

quality and usability of research, especially research that includes large data sets.

† Williams, George H. 2012. “Disability, Universal Design, and the Digital Humanities.” In Debates in the 

Digital Humanities, edited by Matthew K. Gold, 202–12. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 

http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/44

Williams acknowledges a major limitation of digital humanities: the field has not addressed the needs of 

people who are differently abled, especially within the context of preservation and accessibility of digital 

information. For Williams, this is crucial to resolve, as many digital humanities projects are federally 

funded and their materials must be made openly accessible to the public by law. Williams points out that 

contemporary web standards and practices can accommodate the needs (and devices) of many. He 

proposes implementing universal design in the creation of digital resources, and provides examples of 

different projects that work to make the digital humanities a more inclusive field. Williams concludes by 

acknowledging that this beneficial direction would ensure that digital resources are useful and usable by a 

wide array of people now and in the future.

Digital Artifacts: Articles, Journals, Monographs, Scholarly 
Editions, & Other Books
Adema, Janneke. 2015. “The Monograph Crisis Revisited.” Open Reflections 29 (January). 

openreflections.wordpress.com/2015/01/29/the-monograph-crisis-revisited/

Adema critiques a report written by Geoffrey Crossick for the Higher Education Funding Council for 

England titled Monographs and Open Access. Crossick argues that there is no crisis in monograph 

https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2016.18
http://dhdebates.gc.cuny.edu/debates/text/44
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publishing, and that rhetoric to that end has been overblown. Primarily, he bases this argument on the fact 

that four major commercial British publishers have increased their monograph production in recent years. 

Adema contests this argument by pointing out that increased production does not actually acknowledge 

the heart of the monograph crisis issue: that specialized, niche, or first books are not able to be published 

because they will not generate enough interest, and thus profit. Adema also argues that one of the main 

causes of the crisis in monograph publishing is that commercial publishers have edged out university 

presses and smaller presses around the world—so the continued success of a handful of British 

commercial presses does not speak to the issues at hand. Further, Adema exposes that Crossick is biased 

toward the status quo—that is, to maintaining the large profit margins of commercial publishers. For 

instance, even though he acknowledges the importance of open access, he warns that it should only be 

employed in such a way that benefits profit-generating stakeholders.

Φ Adema, Janneke. 2021. Living Books: Experiments in the Posthumanities. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

(Φ Scholarly Communication > Contemporary Issues)

Φ Asmah, Josephine. 2014. International Policy and Practice on Open Access for Monographs. Federation 

for the Humanities and Social Sciences. https://www.ideas-idees.ca/sites/default/files/aspp-oa-

appendix.pdf (Φ Open Social Scholarship > Open Access)

+ Andersen, Christian Ulrik, and Søren Bro Pold. 2014. “Post-digital Books and Disruptive Literary 

Machines.” Formules/Revue des creations formelles et littératures à contraintes 18: 169–88.

Andersen and Pold explain that the book is now “post-digital” and provide various examples of 

innovative and common textual artifacts to support this claim. They argue that the infrastructure around 

electronic publications has been normalized and integrated fully into international reading, writing, and 

consumption practices. Andersen and Pold emphasize the capitalism inherent to current mainstream 

digital text platforms, like Amazon, and detail and vouch for attempts to counter the controlled, 

corporate, and user-objectifying electronic text ecosystem.

Ball, Cheryl E., and Douglas Eyman. 2015. “Editorial Workflows for Multimedia-Rich Scholarship.” 

Journal of Electronic Publishing 18 (4). https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.406

Ball and Eyman discuss the ramifications of the transition to digitally mediated publishing processes in 

the twentieth and twenty-first centuries and the resultant increase in multimedia scholarly production. 

They deem multimedia scholarly artifacts “webtexts” (n.p.) and explore their development and 

production, drawing from their experience as editors of the online journal Kairos. Ball and Eyman argue 

that print-based editorial workflows are insufficient for webtexts; rather, they suggest, these distinctly 

digital scholarly products require a degree of rigour, sensitivity to format, and collaborative review 

process fine-tuned to the valences of multimedia artifacts. Ultimately, the authors’ goal is to share 

https://www.ideas-idees.ca/sites/default/files/aspp-oa-appendix.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.406
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knowledge of webtexts and their publication, and in doing so, work toward a system that better supports 

multimedia in web publishing.

+ Bath, Jon, Scott Schofield, and the INKE Research Group. 2014. “The Digital Book.” In The 

Cambridge Companion to the History of the Book, edited by Leslie Howsam, 181–95. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press.

Bath and Schofield reflect on the rise of the e-book by contemplating the various moving parts involved 

in its history and production. They focus on, and contribute to, the scholarly engagement with e-books, 

and they provide a comprehensive survey of theorists, including Johanna Drucker, Elizabeth Eisenstein, 

N. Katherine Hayles, Matthew Kirschenbaum, Jerome McGann, D. F. McKenzie, and Marshall 

McLuhan. Bath and Schofield integrate these theorists into a larger argument that suggests that both a 

nuanced understanding of book history and a comprehensive familiarity with digital scholarship are 

necessary to fully grasp the material and historical significance of the e-book. The authors conclude with 

a call to book history and digital humanities specialists (“scholar-coders”) to collaborate and develop new 

digital research environments together.

† Biagioli, Mario. 2002. “From Book Censorship to Academic Peer Review.” Emergences 12 (1): 11–45.

Biagioli details the historical and epistemological shifts that have led to the academic peer-review system 

as it is now known. Contrary to its contemporary role, peer review began as an early modern disciplinary 

technique closely related to book censorship and required for social and scholarly certification of 

institutions and individuals alike. The rise of academic journals shifted this constrained and royally-

mandated position; no longer a self-sustaining system of judgment and reputation dictated by a small 

group of identified and accredited professionals, (often blind) peer review now focuses on disseminating 

knowledge and scholarship to the wider community. Biagioli also states that journals have moved from 

officially representing specific academic institutions to being community owned and operated, as 

responsibilities, duties, and readership are now dispersed among a group of like-minded scholars.

Brienza, Casey. 2015. “Activism, Legitimation, or Record: Towards a New Tripartite Typology of 

Academic Journals.” Journal of Scholarly Publishing 46: 141–157.

Brienza aims to typologize academic journals based on their social or professional purpose. To do so, she 

reviews and critiques previous typologies of journals, and develops her own typology in response. 

Brienza argues that there are three types of journals: journals of professional legitimation, journals of 

record, and journals of transformational activism. She suggests that publishers “would do best to focus on 

playing a mutualistic role in the development and legitimation of new disciplinary formations and 

geographic concentrations of intellectual excellence” (155), rather than on supporting or promoting 

journals of record or transformational activism. These latter journal types, Brienza states, do not have a 
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comparable capacity for growth and development, and do not need further support, as they are generally 

well-established already.

† Christie, Alex, and the INKE and MVP Research Groups. 2014. “Interdisciplinary, Interactive, and 

Online: Building Open Communication Through Multimodal Scholarly Articles and Monographs.” 

Scholarly and Research Communication 5 (4): n.p. http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/190

Christie considers the possibilities for uniting text-based scholarship with multimodal content. He focuses 

on features and platforms that are suitable for both text-based and multimedia scholarship, and suggests 

that digital scholarly publishing may better facilitate interaction between humanities scholars and the 

public. For Christie, rethinking scholarly communication in these ways must be supported by advanced 

cyberinfrastructure. The knowledge products and environments that result must also privilege 

multimedia, interactivity, user engagement, and implementation. This sort of platform thinking inheres a 

strategic reconsideration of interactivity, interdisciplinarity, design, and infrastructure investment.

† Clement, Tanya. 2011. “‘Knowledge Representation and Digital Scholarly Editions in Theory and 

Practice.’” Journal of the Text Encoding Initiative 1: n.p. https://doi.org/10.4000/jtei.203

Clement reflects on scholarly digital editions as sites of textual performance, wherein the editor lays 

down and privileges various narrative threads for the reader to pick up and interpret. She underscores this 

theoretical discussion with examples from her own work with the digital edition In Transition: Selected 

Poems by the Baroness Elsa von Freytag-Loringhoven, as well as TEI and XML encoding and the 

Versioning Machine. Clement details how editorial decisions shape the social experience of an edition. 

By applying John Bryant’s theory of the fluid text to her own editorial practice, she focuses on concepts 

of various textual performances and meaning-making events. Notably, Clement also explores the idea of 

the social text network. She concludes that the concept of the network is not new to digital editions; 

nevertheless, conceiving of a digital edition as a network of various players, temporal spaces, and 

instantiations promotes fruitful scholarly exploration.

Φ + † Crompton, Constance, Raymond G. Siemens, and Alyssa Arbuckle, with the Devonshire 

Manuscript Editorial Group. 2015. “Enlisting ‘Vertues Noble & Excelent’: Behavior, Credit, and 

Knowledge Organization in the Social Edition.” Digital Humanities Quarterly 9 (2): n.p. 

http://www.digitalhumanities.org/dhq/vol/9/2/000202/000202.html (Φ Public & Community Engagement > 

Social Knowledge Creation, including Wikipedia & Crowdsourcing)

Elliott, Michael A. 2015. “The Future of the Monograph in the Digital Era: A Report to the Andrew W. 

Mellon Foundation.” Journal of Electronic Publishing 18 (4). https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.407

Elliott’s goal is to explore the viability of an alternative publishing model for monographs within the 

context of the shifting scholarly communication environment. He argues that the best path forward is a 

http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/view/190
https://doi.org/10.4000/jtei.203
http://www.digitalhumanities.org/dhq/vol/9/2/000202/000202.html
https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.407
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model where universities fund the open access, digital publication of monographs, with print-on-demand 

possibilities. This report is based on the deliberations of a working group at Emory University, who met 

over 2014–2015 to parse through possibilities for the monograph and its publication, moving forward. 

Among other ruminations, Elliott argues that the digital monograph must incorporate several features that 

both advance scholarship and dovetail with existing humanities practices: robust peer review, ample 

marketing, conscientious design, flexible licensing, provisions for sustainability and preservation, 

printability, annotation, searchability, and hyperlinking.

Erickson, John, Carl Lagoze, Sandy Payette, Herbert Van de Sompel, and Simeon Warner. 2004. 

“Rethinking Scholarly Communication: Building the System That Scholars Deserve.” D-Lib Magazine 

10 (9): n.p. https://doi.org/10.1045/september2004-vandesompel

Erickson, Lagoze, Payette, Van de Sompel, and Warner ruminate on transforming scholarly 

communication to better serve and facilitate knowledge creation. They primarily target the current 

academic journal system; for the authors, this system constrains scholarly work, as it is expensive, 

difficult to access, and print biased. Erickson et al. propose a digital system for scholarly communication 

that more effectively incorporates ideals of interoperability, adaptability, innovation, documentation, and 

democratization. Furthermore, the proposed system would be implemented as a concurrent knowledge 

production environment instead of a mere stage, annex, or afterthought for scholarly work.

Fitzpatrick, Kathleen. 2007. “CommentPress: New (Social) Structures for New (Networked) Texts.” 

Journal of Electronic Publishing 10 (3). https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0010.305

Fitzpatrick suggests that electronic publishing should reproduce the organization and structure of the 

print book, but that it should not take a skuemorphic approach (that mimics the look of the book), nor 

employ more radical, disorienting approaches (in an attempt to disperse the authority of the author). 

Fitzpatrick argues that by using a tool like CommentPress—a Wordpress plug-in that facilitates side-by-

side commenting on texts—one can return to a more social mode of reading. For Fitzpatrick, this 

electronic publishing option is superior to others, as it incorporates well-structured information and social 

elements. She considers hypertext projects confusing and agency-diminishing for readers who have to 

guess at the author’s intention, and who cannot develop a sense of the whole piece at any one point. By 

contrast, tools like CommentPress can offer a more linear reading experience with the added benefit of 

public commenting. In this way, readers also engage in a form of writing (via commenting), and all 

participants undertake collaborative, social knowledge creation.

Φ Grimme, Sara, Mike Taylor, Michael A. Elliott, Cathy Holland, Peter Potter, and Charles Watkinson. 

2019. “The State of Open Monographs.” Digital Science. https://doi.org/10.6084/M9.FIGSHARE.8197625

 (Φ Open Social Scholarship > Open Access)

https://doi.org/10.1045/september2004-vandesompel
https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0010.305
https://doi.org/10.6084/M9.FIGSHARE.8197625
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Ψ Hartley, John, Jason Potts, Lucy Montgomery, Ellie Rennie, and Cameron Neylon. 2019. “Do We 

Need to Move From Communication Technology to User Community? A New Economic Model of the 

Journal as a Club.” Learned Publishing 32: 27–35.

Hartley et al. note that scholarly journals and open access are typically understood in the context of 

economics, but present a different way of understanding them: not as communication technologies but as 

“club goods” created by knowledge communities. Understanding articles as communication technologies 

can justify paying publishers to overcome technical challenges such as production of print journals, 

distribution in the “desktop era,” and scale in the Internet age. The authors argue that we should instead 

understand journals through club theory economics, which recognizes a category of club goods created 

by clubs for the benefit of their members, distinct from public and private goods. Journals are goods 

through which a scholarly community defines itself and its field by including or excluding ideas and 

members: publishing in certain journals and reading and citing publications in those journals identifies 

researchers as members, which has social and professional value. The club economics model helps 

explain the decline of journals that grow too large too quickly, since their lack of exclusivity diminishes 

the value of belonging to the club. Understanding journals as club goods refocuses attention on their 

value for knowledge communities and enables a critical examination of current publishing practices. The 

authors conclude by noting that it is researchers—club members—who benefit most from understanding 

journals as clubs since their knowledge communities are at stake.

Maron, Nancy, Kimberly Schmelzinger, Christine Mulhern, and Daniel Rossman. 2016. “The Costs of 

Publishing Monographs: Toward a Transparent Methodology.” Journal of Electronic Publishing 19 (1). 

https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0019.103

Maron, Schmelzinger, Mulhern, and Rossman tackle the issue of how best to fund open access 

monograph publication. They argue that if monographs do need to transition, en masse, to an open access 

model, then monograph production costs must be accounted for even as they oscillate between university 

presses. Maron et al. present extensive data on the monograph production costs of 382 titles from 20 

university presses in the 2014 fiscal year. After studying this data, the authors conclude that the average 

cost per monograph is $28,747 USD. In seeking and compiling this information, the authors pursue a 

tripartite goal of providing a comprehensive list of the activities needed in order to produce high-quality 

digital monographs; generating actual data on the current cost of monograph production for university 

presses; and offering recommendations for general principles to guide said presses in potentially 

establishing price points for author-side payments for open access digital monographs, one of the 

proposed funding solutions.

Maxwell, John. 2013. “E-Book Logic: We Can Do Better.” Papers of the Bibliographical Society of Canada

 51 (1): n.p.

https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0019.103
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The e-book is often considered a product of the twenty-first century; but Maxwell contests that there has 

in fact been roughly four decades of electronic, or electronically facilitated, book writing and publishing. 

He subverts the myth of newness that surrounds e-books, and suggests instead that what is new are the 

publishing industry’s strategies to control user interaction and consumption of book-based media. He 

outlines how corporations (namely Amazon) have created a system of isolated, proprietary e-books. By 

contrast, Maxwell argues, e-books should be open, networked, web-based artifacts.

Φ Maxwell, John, Alessandra Bordini, and Katie Shamash. 2017. “Reassembling Scholarly 

Communications: An Evaluation of the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation’s Monograph Initiative.” 

Journal of Electronic Publishing 20 (1): n.p. (Φ Scholarly Communication > Contemporary Issues)

Maxwell, John, and Kathleen Fraser. 2010. “Traversing the Book of MPub: An Agile, Web-First 

Publishing Model.” Journal of Electronic Publishing 13 (3): n.p.

Maxwell and Fraser propose that publishing should start on the web. They suggest that contemporary 

publishing is mainly born digital anyways—rarely does an author write on paper, then undergo a 

publication process dedicated to preserving the printedness of the written piece. Rather, most authors 

create digital artifacts, and publishers subject these artifacts to automated, desktop, and online production 

processes. However, this computer-based work often seeks to replicate the print production practices of 

another time, while moving steadily away from print forms. As proof of the validity and effectiveness of 

a web-first publishing model, Maxwell and Fraser discuss The Book of MPub, a graduate-level project 

undertaken in 2010 at the Canadian Institute for Studies in Publishing at Simon Fraser University. They 

explain the value of employing distinct technologies or methods like agile development, content 

management systems, XHTML, and web-first workflows, and walk through how each was applied in the 

creation of The Book of MPub. For Maxwell and Fraser, re-visioning the book as web-born rather than 

translated to the web would open up many more opportunities for publishers, as this approach could 

introduce a degree of fluidity and dynamism hitherto missing from more traditional conceptions of 

publishing.

Φ † McGann, Jerome. 2001. Radiant Textuality: Literary Studies After the World Wide Web. New York: 

Palgrave Macmillan. (Φ Public & Community Engagement > Research Creation & Community Engagement)

Neylon, Cameron, Lucy Montgomery, Alkim Ozaygen, Neil Saunders, and Frances Pinter. 2018. “The 

Visibility of Open Access Monographs in a European Context: Full Report.” Open Access Publications in 

Europe in Areas for Social Sciences and Humanities. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1230342

Neylon et al. study the visibility of open access monographs, particularly in Europe. They argue that it is 

currently difficult to track the usage of open access monographs, due to poor metadata standards and a 

lack of robust digital asset tracking. Neylon et al. come to this conclusion by studying the publishers 

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1230342
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involved in the OPERAS network. They map the visibility of the network’s open access monograph 

output, consider technical challenges in regard to metrics and impact, and suggest how OPERAS might 

play a leading role in standardizing metadata and information collection practices for open access 

monographs.

† Saklofske, Jon. 2012. “Fluid Layering: Reimagining Digital Literary Archives Through Dynamic, User-

Generated Content.” Scholarly and Research Communication 3 (4): n.p. http://src-

online.ca/index.php/src/article/viewFile/70/181

Saklofske argues that while the majority of print and digital editions exist as isolated collections of 

information, changing practices in textual scholarship are moving toward a new model of production. He 

uses the example of NewRadial, a prototype information visualization application, to showcase the 

potential of a more active public archive. Specifically, Saklofske focuses on making room for user-

generated data that transforms the edition from a static repository into a dynamic and co-developed 

space. He champions the argument that the digital archive should place user-generated content in a more 

prominent position through reimagining the archive as a site of critical engagement, dialogue, argument, 

commentary, and response. In closing, Saklofske poses five open-ended questions to the community at 

large as a way of kickstarting a conversation regarding the challenges of redesigning the digital archive.

+ Saklofske, Jon. 2014. “Exploding, Centralizing and Reimagining: Critical Scholarship Refracted 

Through the NewRadial Prototype.” Scholarly and Research Communication 5 (2): n.p. 

https://doi.org/10.22230/ src.2014v5n2a151

In light of the focus of the INKE research team on the ways in which digital environments affect the 

production, dissemination, and use of established venues for academic research, the NewRadial prototype 

has been extended for further investigation of this research direction. NewRadial is a data visualization 

environment that was originally designed as an alternative way to encounter and annotate image-based 

databases. It allows users to engage with humanities data outside of scholarly paradigms and the linear 

nature of the printed book, and encourages user contributions through collective commentary rather than 

isolated annotation. This prototype investigates a number of questions, such as whether the 

aforementioned venues can coexist in their present form, the ways in which scholarship can be visualized 

through time and space, how critical ideas are born and how they evolve, and whether the collaborative 

elements of Alternate Reality Games and Massively Multiplayer Online Role-Playing Games can be 

adopted into the peer-review process and secondary scholarship. This prototype is a response to the 

established view of a finished work existing in a print-based format and is, rather, a way of 

experimenting in an interactive and dynamic digital environment that invites dialogue and collaborative 

curation—as well as numerous alternative narrative opportunities.

http://src-online.ca/index.php/src/article/viewFile/70/181
https://doi.org/10.22230/
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+ Saklofske, Jon, and Jake Bruce, with the INKE Research Group. 2013. “Beyond Browsing and 

Reading: The Open Work of Digital Scholarly Editions.” Scholarly and Research Communication 4 (3): 

n.p. https://doi.org/ 10.22230/src.2013v4n3a119

Saklofske and Bruce detail NewRadial, an INKE prototype scholarly edition environment. The prototype 

draws together primary texts, secondary scholarship, and related knowledge communities into a social 

digital scholarly edition. NewRadial provides an open, shared workspace where users may explore, sort, 

group, annotate, and contribute to secondary scholarship creation collaboratively.

Φ † Siemens, Raymond G., Meagan Timney, Cara Leitch, Corina Koolen, and Alex Garnett, with the 

ETCL, INKE, and PKP Research Groups. 2012. “Toward Modeling the Social Edition: An Approach to 

Understanding the Electronic Scholarly Edition in the Context of New and Emerging Social Media.” 

Digital Scholarship in the Humanities (formerly Literary and Linguistic Computing) 27 (4): 445–61. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqs013 (Φ Public & Community Engagement > Social Knowledge Creation, 

including Wikipedia & Crowdsourcing)

+ Siemens, Raymond G., Teresa Dobson, Stan Ruecker, Richard Cunningham, Alan Galey, Claire 

Warwick, and Lynne Siemens. 2011. “HCI-Book? Perspectives on E-Book Research, 2006–2008 

(Foundational to Implementing New Knowledge Environments).” Papers of the Bibliographical Society of 

Canada/Cahiers de la Société bibliographique du Canada 49 (1): 35–90. 

http://web.uvic.ca/~siemens/pub/2011-HCI-Book.pdf

Siemens, Dobson, Ruecker, Cunningham, Galey, Warwick, and Siemens examine the book in various 

domains as the electronic book emerged, with a specific focus on the role and importance of digital and 

analog books in humanities scholarship. They contextualize electronic book research, aiming to 

understand and describe principles of humanistic interaction with knowledge objects. The authors lay out 

core strategies for designing those objects, and study principles of evaluation and implementation of new 

technologies. They also investigate human-computer interaction possibilities and those of the electronic 

book. The authors take various elements into consideration, including audience, interface and design, and 

form and content. When studying readers and users, the authors consider user studies and usability 

assessment, the importance of user studies in the humanities, and previous studies of humanities users. 

They also examine features of books and e-books—such as tangibility, browsability, searchability, 

referenceability, hybridity, sustainability, and access—and investigate uses of books and e-books, as well 

as digital archives. In addition, the authors explore aspects of books and e-books (material, symbolic, and 

formal) and develop prototypes in various directions. They conclude by noting that team members, 

having worked together for six years, have been able to create the relationships and processes necessary 

to work through the challenges of multidisciplinary research collaborations.

https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/10.1093/llc/fqs013
http://web.uvic.ca/~siemens/pub/2011-HCI-Book.pdf
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+ Siemens, Raymond G., Claire Warwick, Richard Cunningham, Teresa Dobson, Alan Galey, Stan 

Ruecker, Susan Schreibman, and the INKE Research Group. 2009. “Codex Ultor: Toward a Conceptual 

and Theoretical Foundation for New Research on Books and Knowledge Environments.” Digital Studies 

/ Le champ numérique 1 (2): n.p. https://doi.org/10.16995/dscn.270

Siemens, Warwick, Cunningham, Dobson, Galey, Ruecker, Schreibman, and the INKE Research Group 

investigate the “conceptual and theoretical foundations for work undertaken by the Implementing New 

Knowledge Environments [INKE] research group” (n.p). They address the need for designing new 

knowledge environments, taking into consideration the evolution of reading and writing technologies, the 

mechanics and pragmatics of written forms of knowledge, and the corresponding strategies of reading, as 

well as the computational possibilities of written forms due to emerging technology. The authors 

highlight the importance of prototyping as a research activity and outline corresponding research 

questions, which target the experiences of reading, using, and accessing information, as well as issues of 

design. They discuss their research methods, which include digital textual scholarship, user experience 

evaluation, interface design prototyping, and information management. Siemens et al. conclude that the 

various reading interface prototypes produced by INKE allow the transformation of methods of 

engagement with reading materials.

+ † Stein, Bob. 2015. “Back to the Future.” Journal of Electronic Publishing 18 (2): n.p. 

https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.204

Stein considers the digital book as a place rather than an object or tool—a place where readers gather, 

socially. He details the experiments with social platforms conducted at his Institute for the Future of the 

Book, including the creation of an online social edition of McKenzie Wark’s Gamer Theory and current 

work with SocialBook. SocialBook is an online, collaborative reading platform that encourages readers to 

comment on the text and interact with each other. Stein gestures to historic social reading practices, and 

infers that platforms like SocialBook are closely aligned to these traditions.

Critical Approaches to Digital Scholarship
Φ Ahmed, Allam. 2007. “Open Access Towards Bridging the Digital Divide—Policies and Strategies for 

Developing Countries.” Information Technology for Development 13 (4): 337–61. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/itdj.20067 (Φ Open Social Scholarship > Open Access)

† Bailey, Moya Z. 2011. “All the Digital Humanists Are White, All the Nerds Are Men, But Some of Us 

Are Brave.” Journal of Digital Humanities 1 (1): n.p. http://journalofdigitalhumanities.org/1-1/all-the-

digital-humanists-are-white-all-the-nerds-are-men-but-some-of-us-are-brave-by-moya-z-bailey/

https://doi.org/10.16995/dscn.270
https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451.0018.204
https://doi.org/10.1002/itdj.20067
http://journalofdigitalhumanities.org/1-1/all-the-digital-humanists-are-white-all-the-nerds-are-men-but-some-of-us-are-brave-by-moya-z-bailey/
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Bailey situates herself in a critical conversation on the racialized and gendered terminology of nerddom, 

and by extension, as she argues, of the digital humanities. Bailey asserts that individuals who identify as 

being on the margins of traditional academia will often find themselves at the borders of digital 

humanities as well. She argues that if we can open the field and engage those often left on margins 

(women, disabled individuals, people of colour), an entirely new set of theoretical questions and 

directions will become viable. As case studies, Bailey offers projects and activism initiatives that carry 

out this objective.

Φ Chan, Leslie, Bud Hall, Florence Piron, Rajesh Tandon, and Lorna Williams. 2020. “Open Science 

Beyond Open Access: For and With Communities. A Step Towards the Decolonization of Knowledge.” 

The Canadian Commission for UNESCO’s IdeaLab. (Φ Open Social Scholarship > Open Scholarship)

† Chun, Wendy Hui Kyong. 2004. “On Software, or the Persistence of Visual Knowledge.” Grey Room 

18: 26–51. https://doi.org/10.1162/1526381043320741

Chun re-evaluates the supposed transparency of software, and instead focuses on the blackboxing, 

abstraction, and causal pleasure that define contemporary computing and programming. She reinscribes 

software as akin to ideology: intangible but present, persuasive, subject-/user-producing, and capable of 

rendering the visible invisible and vice versa. Concurrently, Chun studies the gendered history of 

computation and programming, observing how contemporary accounts of this history mask some major 

female players and early entrepreneurs. Furthermore, she argues, the mechanization of computers shifted 

power relations and ostensibly wrote women out of the computing and programming narrative. Chun 

concludes that we must acknowledge, interrogate, and criticize the obscuring tendencies of software in 

order to avoid submitting to its ideological nuances.

D’Ignazio, Catherine, and Lauren F. Klein. 2020. Data Feminism. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

D’Ignazio and Klein cast a feminist perspective on data science. They organize the book around a set of 

principles intended to show and do feminist data work: 1) examine power; 2) challenge power; 3) elevate 

emotion and embodiment; 4) rethink binaries and hierarchies; 5) embrace pluralism; 6) consider context; 

7) make labour visible. D’Ignazio and Klein draw on feminist Science and Technology Studies (STS), 

critical theory, and information science scholars to contest that data are “never neutral; they were always 

the biased output of unequal social, historical, and economic conditions: this is the matrix of domination 

once again” (39). Data must be contextualized and recognized as necessarily partial and necessarily 

constructed. Throughout, D’Ignazio and Klein grapple with themes of situated knowledges and epistemic 

violence or epistemic injustice. Whose bodies and knowledge get counted? they ask. Why or why not?

Emerson, Lori. 2014. Reading Writing Interfaces: From the Digital to the Bookbound. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press.

https://doi.org/10.1162/1526381043320741
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Emerson provides a thought-provoking account of the history of transparent interfaces for contemporary 

computers and takes contemporary interface designers and their drive toward transparency to task. She 

questions the validity of seamless connection as an occasional side effect of ubiquitous computing: why 

would we want to be unaware of the many ways that computers, networks, and algorithms are shaping 

our lives, decisions, and interactions? Emerson frames her study through the concept of readingwriting, 

which emphasizes how digital networks track users as they engage online. Although Emerson 

acknowledges the efficiency and approachability of seamless technology, she also warns against 

complicit use without an acknowledgement of how one’s various interfaces might be directing their 

behaviour, interaction, and output.

Φ Francabandera, Laura. 2020. “The Emperor’s New Clothes: Open Access and Intersectionality.” In 

Open Praxis, Open Access: Digital Scholarship in Action, edited by Darren Chase and Dana Haugh, 57–

68. Chicago: American Library Association. (Φ Open Social Scholarship > Open Access)

* Gajjala, Radhika, ACS 7700 Team 1, and ACS Team 2. 2019. “New Digital Worlds: Postcolonial 

Digital Humanities in Theory, Praxis, and Pedagogy.” South Asian Review (February): 1–4. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02759527.2019.1575080

Co-writing the essay with 11 graduate students, Gajjala reviews Roopika Risam’s book New Digital 

Worlds: Postcolonial Digital Humanities in Theory, Praxis, and Pedagogy, in which digital humanities 

practices are analyzed under the postcolonial theory perspective. The authors present Risam’s concept of 

postcolonial digital humanities as an intervention that challenges the myths of democratization of 

knowledge through digital technologies and the dominance of knowledge from the Global North. Gajjala 

et al. point out that even the postcolonial digital humanities discipline can reinforce colonial hegemonies, 

mentioning Risam’s considerations on the dominance of English language in scholarship, and the lack of 

examples of digital humanities practices outside of the academy. Furthermore, the authors remark that 

postcolonial digital humanities aims to put back into the centre those who have been historically 

marginalized when building digital archives. Finally, they highlight Risam’s humanistic engagement with 

knowledge when analyzing global shifts and crisis through local and cultural views.

Losh, Elizabeth. 2012. “Hacktivism and the Humanities: Programming Protest in the Era of the Digital 

University.” Debates in the Digital Humanities, edited by Matthew K. Gold, 161–86. Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press.

Losh considers the role of activism by computational means, i.e. hacktivism, in the digital humanities. 

She examines how some digital humanities scholars and advocates support hacktivism, and also 

questions how effective digital humanities hacking interventions are. Losh concludes by calling for a 

hybrid practice, whereby more digital humanities scholars consider how they could engage in hacking to 

become more publicly engaged intellectuals.

https://en.wikibooks.org/wiki/Open_Scholarship_Press_Collections:_Community/Open_Social_Scholarship#Francabandera
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Meadows, Alice. 2017. “Changing the Culture in Scholarly Communications.” The Scholarly Kitchen 

(blog). https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2017/08/07/changing-culture-scholarly-communications/

Meadows suggests that we need to change the culture in the field of scholarly communication, especially 

around gender diversity. She points out that many in the field are drawing attention to the lack of women 

working in established positions. Meadows also suggests that there are other cultural elements of 

scholarly communication that should change as well, including around open scholarship, impact factors, 

tenure and promotion, and funding. Finally, as a disclosed Future of Research Communications and e-

Scholarship (FORCE 11) outreach committee member, she suggests that the group’s annual conference 

would be an ideal opportunity to discuss how to acknowledge and attend to these cultural elements of 

scholarly communication.

Φ Nkoudou, Thomas Herve Mboa. 2020. “Epistemic Alienation in African Scholarly Communications: 

Open Access as a Pharmakon.” In Reassembling Scholarly Communications: Histories, Politics, and 

Global Politics of Open Access, edited by Martin Paul Eve and Jonathan Gray, 25–40. Cambridge, MA: 

MIT Press. (Φ Open Social Scholarship > Open Access)

Ω Okune, Angela, Rebecca Hillyer, Leslie Chan, Denisse Albornoz, and Alejandro Posada. 2019. “Whose 

Infrastructure? Towards Inclusive and Collaborative Knowledge Infrastructures in Open Science.” In 

Connecting the Knowledge Commons—From Projects to Sustainable Infrastructure : The 22nd 

International Conference on Electronic Publishing—Revised Selected Papers, edited by Leslie Chan and 

Pierre Mounier. Marseille: OpenEdition Press. https://doi.org/10.4000/books.oep.9050

Okune, Hillyer, Chan, Albornoz, and Posada push back against the idea that open science, open access, 

and open data necessarily make digital tools and platforms equally available to researchers or other 

interested parties. These digital technologies—and the networked communities they can help create—

provide many opportunities for collaboration and connection; however, as the authors point out, the 

benefits of digital knowledge infrastructures in and for scholarly communities has also distracted 

members of these communities from adequately addressing existing social and systemic issues. 

Extending the intersectional work of Black feminist scholars such as Kimberlé Crenshaw and Safiya 

Umoja Noble, the authors present three case studies from the Open and Collaborative Science in 

Development Network (OCSDNet) as part of their larger argument about how technology is neither 

ideologically neutral nor an unequivocally positive instrument of social change. In closing, they reflect 

further on the importance of inclusivity, design, collaboration, and sustainability, as well as the possible 

limitations of their own intersectional framework.

Φ Piron, Florence. 2018. “Postcolonial Open Access.” In Open Divide. Critical Studies in Open Access, 

edited by Ulrich Herb and Joachim Schopfel, 117–28. Sacramento, CA: Litwin Books. (Φ Open Social 

Scholarship > Open Access)

https://scholarlykitchen.sspnet.org/2017/08/07/changing-culture-scholarly-communications/
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Φ Roh, Charlotte, Harrison W. Inefuku, and Emily Drabinski. 2020. “Scholarly Communications and 

Social Justice.” In Reassembling Scholarly Communications: Histories, Politics, and Global Politics of 

Open Access, edited by Martin Paul Eve and Jonathan Gray, 41–52. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. (Φ 

Scholarly Communication > Contemporary Issues)

Knowledge Translation & Mobilization
Arbuckle, Alyssa. 2020. “How Can We Broaden and Diversify Humanities Knowledge Translation?” 

Pop! Public. Open. Participatory. 1. https://doi.org/10.48404/POP.2020.12

Humanities research is extremely relevant for the challenges and opportunities of the twenty-first century. 

Despite the growing corpus of humanities research, Arbuckle argues, there are few explicit translation 

mechanisms from academic work to broader communities. Building off such a premise, Arbuckle looks 

at where knowledge translation is occurring in other fields and what lessons might be learned for the 

wider and more efficient circulation of humanities work.

+ Cooper, Amanda, and Ben Levin. 2010. “Some Canadian Contributions to Understanding Knowledge 

Mobilisation.” Evidence & Policy: A Journal of Research, Debate and Practice 6 (3): 351–69. 

https://doi.org/10.1332/174426410X524839

Cooper and Levin describe the challenges associated with knowledge mobilization and suggest various 

methods to overcome them. They define knowledge mobilization as an emerging field that is dedicated to 

strengthening the links between research, policy, and practice across various disciplines and sectors. The 

authors assert that gaps between research, policy, and practice are the result of two major factors: the 

absence of research impact evidence, and the fact that knowledge mobilization is often interdisciplinary, 

and therefore lacks a formalized system. Cooper and Levin point out that the Canada Institutes of Health 

Research (CIHR) and the Canadian Health Services Research Foundation (CHSRF) have supported the 

majority of contributions to knowledge mobilization. They assert that collaborative practices are vital to 

knowledge mobilization since overall improvement depends on different groups working together. The 

authors also present the Research Supporting Practice in Education (RSPE) program, which is dedicated 

to empirical studies in various educational settings. They conclude by providing a list of quick, attainable 

practices that can improve knowledge mobilization in various environments.

+ Gainforth, Heather L., Amy E. Latimer-Cheung, Spencer Moore, Peter Athanasopoulos, and Kathleen 

A. Martin Ginis. 2014. “Using Network Analysis to Understand Knowledge Mobilization in a 

Community Based Organization.” International Journal of Behavioral Medicine 22 (3): 292–300. 

https://doi.org/ 10.1007/s12529-014-9430-6

https://doi.org/10.48404/POP.2020.12
https://doi.org/10.1332/174426410X524839
https://doi.org/
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Gainforth et al. present a method for measuring the feasibility of utilizing network analysis to trace the 

flow of knowledge mobilization within a community-based organization. They address the challenges 

that arise in conducting network analysis in community-based organizations and research environments 

and provide practical and ethical solutions. Based on a case study conducted on a specific group 

operating within the organization, the authors demonstrate that network analysis is able to generate a rich 

description of the processes of a community-based organization that practices knowledge mobilization. 

The major limitations of the study include the lack of a comparison group in relation to which they can 

test the efficiency of their method, the fact that network analysis is only able to provide information about 

a specific moment within a study rather than an ongoing process, and that the researchers were unable to 

retest their findings with the network analysis instrument and had to take the results at face value. Despite 

these limitations, the authors assert that network analysis is a rich knowledge mobilization method and is 

useful for helping community-based organizations attain their goal of being a reliable voice for the 

various communities with whom they work.

Ψ Graham, Ian D., Jo Logan, Margaret B. Harrison, Sharon E. Straus, Jacqueline Tetroe, Wenda 

Caswell, and Nicole Robinson. 2006. “Lost in Knowledge Translation: Time for a Map?” The Journal of 

Continuing Education in the Health Professions 26: 13–24.

In the context of health sciences research and practice, Graham et al. analyze various definitions of 

knowledge translation and similar concepts in order to address the “knowledge-to-action” (KTA) gap 

between when research is published and when those findings are applied in practice, in policy, or in other 

ways. They note that a lack of clear definitions of relevant terminology leads to confusion, since various 

terms are often used interchangeably. They observe that knowledge transfer, knowledge exchange, 

research utilization, and research implementation are all used in different contexts to refer to the 

application of research (in this case, health research) to practice, although each term has its own 

particular meaning. Research dissemination and research diffusion, however, refer less specifically to the 

creation and application of knowledge to practice. They provide a conceptual framework for the 

knowledge-to-action process and identify several phases within a “knowledge funnel” in which 

knowledge is created and an action cycle in which it is applied, noting that these processes are iterative 

and often inform each other. The authors conclude that greater consensus is needed about knowledge-to-

action terminology, which requires a shared understanding of knowledge-to-action itself and its 

community of stakeholders.

+ Graham, Ian D., Jacqueline Tetroe, and KT Theories Research Group. 2007. “Some Theoretical 

Underpinnings of Knowledge Translation.” Academic Emergency Medicine 14 (11): 936–41. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1553-2712.2007.tb02369.x

Graham and Tetroe determine the primary planned action theories within the science implementation 

field. The motivation for this study stems from a desire to remediate the gap found in implementing 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1553-2712.2007.tb02369.x
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research into practice, and from recognizing that implementation practices themselves are more 

successful when situated within a conceptual framework. The study was carried out in the fields of 

education, health sciences, management, and social sciences, involving 31 planned action theories that 

were identified and analyzed for their origin, meaning, logical consistency, generalizability and 

parsimony, testability, and usefulness. The authors assert that the selection of a model should be based on 

a review of how its elements relate to the action categories that were derived from their theory analyses, 

and that the specific needs of end-users should be an integral part of the planning and evaluation process. 

Graham and Tetroe point out that many models have not yet been tested and urge those who use them to 

record and share their experiences in order to enrich research in the field.

Ψ Mitton, Craig, Carol E. Adair, Emily McKenzie, Scott B. Patten, and Brenda Waye Perry. 2007. 

“Knowledge Transfer and Exchange: Review and Synthesis of the Literature.” The Milbank Quarterly 85 

(4): 729–68.

Mitton, Adair, McKenzie, Patten, and Perry conducted a survey on the increasing volume of literature in 

the field of healthcare and Knowledge Transmission and Exchange (KTE), exploring research related to 

“conducting/implementing KTE and evaluating KTE between researchers and policy and decision 

makers” (732). They remark that the field’s recent growth has likely been caused by an increased demand 

for accountability through evidence-based decision making. The authors worked with a medical research 

librarian to query eight databases for articles related to knowledge generation, translation, transfer, 

uptake, exchange, brokering, and mobilization. This resulted in 4,250 abstracts that they ranked based on 

relevance to the survey. This rendered 169 full articles, which they sorted by subject. They found that, 

although those in the field hold a strong belief in the merits of Knowledge Transmission and Exchange, 

only 10 papers reported the findings of a formal rigorous study. Most of the evidence offered in the 

literature was anecdotal. The authors conclude that if Knowledge Transmission and Exchange cannot be 

shown to have clear and consistent positive outcomes through evidenced-based study, its use in evidence-

based policy decision making should be discontinued.
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